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Tuesday, February 19, 2013

--- On commencing at 9:36 a.m.

MS. HARE:  Good morning.  Please be seated.

The Board is sitting today to hear the one issue remaining from phase 1 of Toronto Hydro's application for rates for the 2012 and 2013 years.  The Board has given this application docket number 2012-0064.

The issue we will hear today deals with the Bremner transformer station.  The Board has set aside two days for hearing this evidence.  The estimates provided to Board Staff for examination and cross-examination greatly exceed the time available.

In order to accommodate the schedule, we will allow a maximum of 30 minutes of cross-examination per party of the OPA. For the THESL panel, we expect revised estimates for cross-examination by the -- or after the lunch break.  If parties are unable to develop reasonable estimates, then the Board will apply firm time limits.

Due to other commitments, the Board cannot sit beyond 4:45 p.m. either today or tomorrow.

May I have appearances, please?
Appearances:


MR. ZACHER:  Madam Chair, Glenn Zacher appearing on behalf of the OPA, and with me Nancy Marconi.

MR. BRETT:  Good morning, Madam Chair and Panel.  Tom Brett appearing on behalf of BOMA and with me Marion Fraser.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Kent Elson on behalf of Environmental Defence, and to my left is Jack Gibbons and to my right is Bob Bach.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. CASS:  Good morning, Madam Chair.  Fred Cass and Amanda Klein for Toronto Hydro.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good morning, Madam Chair.  Jay Shepherd for the School Energy Coalition.

MR. JANIGAN:  Good morning, Madam Chair.  Michael Janigan for the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.  And I have been instructed to enter an appearance on behalf of Julie Girvan for the Consumers Council of Canada.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Madam Chair.  Michael Millar, counsel to Board Staff.  I am joined by Martin Davies and David Richmond.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Are there any preliminary matters?

No?  Thank you.

I understand that the OPA panel will go first.  Mr. Zacher, will you introduce your panel, please?

MR. ZACHER:  Madam Chair, immediately to your right is Chuck Farmer, who is the OPA's director of conservation integration.  And next to Mr. Farmer is Joe Toneguzzo, who is the OPA's director of transmission integration.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  The witnesses will now be sworn.
ONTARIO POWER AUTHORITY - PANEL 1

Chuck Farmer, Sworn


Joe Toneguzzo, Sworn

MS. HARE:  Mr. Zacher, do you have examination in-chief?

MR. ZACHER:  Very brief, Madam Chair.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.
Examination-In-Chief by Mr. Zacher:


MR. ZACHER:  If I might just ask the witnesses to introduce themselves?

Mr. Farmer, could you, briefly, explain what your role and area of expertise is within the OPA, and with regards to the summary of evidence that the OPA filed last week, what specific areas you will be able to speak to?

MR. FARMER:  Yes.  My role is accountable for demand forecasting and conservation integration, so integrating conservation into the demand forecast.

That serves to provide context for supply planning, and today I will be speaking to the conservation elements and the demand forecast methodologies.

MR. ZACHER:  Mr. Toneguzzo, could you address the same question?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  I am the director of transmission integration, and my role is to have a team or lead the team that conducts the regional plan for Toronto.

My evidence will cover integrated planning, the current status of the Toronto regional plan and how the Toronto regional integrated plan addresses the Bremner project.  Also, I will be covering distributed generation, the subject of distributed generation.

MR. ZACHER:  And if both of you gentlemen could just confirm that you had an opportunity to review the OPA summary of evidence, that it is accurate, and that you adopt it as your evidence in this proceeding?

MR. FARMER:  Yes, we do.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I do adopt it as our evidence, yes.

MR. ZACHER:  Those are my questions, Madam Chair.

One thing.  So last week the OPA filed a summary of evidence, and over the weekend CVs for Mr. Toneguzzo and Mr. Farmer were filed, and, as well, there is a map that you should have, which we also filed, which may be helpful for illustrative purposes.

I don't think they have been marked as exhibits, but you may want to do that at this point.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I guess we will go back to 1, since this is phase 2 of phase 1.

[Laughter]

MR. MILLAR:  And I can't remember what day we were on before.  So we may have to adjust this, but for now we will call the map that has been provided showing where the various transformer stations are as K1.1.

And I think we can mark the CVs collectively as K1.2.
EXHIBIT NO. K6.1:  MAP SHOWING VARIOUS TRANSFORMER STATIONS
EXHIBIT NO. K6.2:  CVS OF ONTARIO POWER AUTHORITY WITNESSES.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Why don't we mark the summary?  It was prefiled, but maybe just for reference, the OPA summary of evidence, K1.3.
EXHIBIT NO. K6.3:  OPA SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE.

MS. HARE:  All right, thank you.  I understand, Mr. Cass, you will cross-examine first.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Cass:

MR. CASS:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Panel, I noticed in your prefiled evidence that the final subject discussed in the evidence is the status of distributed generation in Toronto.  In about the third line of that section of the evidence, there is a reference to "challenges".

I wonder if you could summarize the challenges that you see with respect to distributed generation, particularly in relation to downtown Toronto.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  There are many challenges to distributed generation, a primary one being technical.

The Toronto Hydro distribution system, as I understand it, is a network system in that particular area, in the downtown Toronto area, in and around Bremner.  And there are many technical challenges related to incorporating distributed generation.

We found this in many places in the province.  For example, there are short-circuit considerations; in other words, the capability of the equipment to incorporate that generation.

There are also more detailed technical challenges, such as protections.  So the protection of the distribution system has challenges in that particular part of the system, as well.

Beyond that, there are challenges in terms of commercial challenges, customers finding it cost-effective to incorporate generation.  We're finding that, you know, typically a hospital likes to concentrate on taking care of their patients, not necessarily on incorporating distributed generation.

We're also finding that beyond commercial challenges there are also cost barriers.  When the OPA looks at incorporating incremental generation in the province, we have to look at what's the least cost option on behalf of ratepayers in the province.

And what we're finding is costs, especially in the city, of incorporating generation, can also be higher than other options available within the province.

So I think that summarizes the three broad areas.

MR. CASS:  All right, thank you.  Just one further question, then, with respect to distributed generation.  Can you comment, in light of what you said about the challenges, on the ability to count on distributed generation being available in a location-specific sense?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, that would have to be given close consideration and scrutiny, especially when there is an urgent near-term need, for example.  You would have to ensure that sufficient time is planned to be able to overcome all of those barriers, and perhaps if you use a technique such as a request for proposal process and so on, you would need to provide the lead times necessary for all the implementation mechanisms.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

Moving to a different area, if I could take you to page 4 of the prefiled evidence, at the bottom of the page there is a reference to a letter.  And in that letter the words "strategic distribution investments" were used.  You see that at the bottom of page 4.

Can the panel first comment on what the OPA perceives to be a strategic distribution investment?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  A strategic distribution investment, the way it is referenced in that particular sentence, is one that fulfils many needs.

For example, in the case of the Bremner station, that particular investment allows Toronto Hydro to refurbish its aging switchgear.  At the same time, it also provides load transfer capability between stations, which could bring value to the regional area.

The station also, the way it is incorporated into the high-voltage transmission system with the switching provided, also brings near-term -- OPA's preliminary findings are that it can bring near-term reliability benefits to the regional area.

And over the long term, depending on the kind of load forecast you are looking at, it could also substantially defer the need for a larger investment into the future.

MR. CASS:  Okay.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  So all of those factors combined basically make that investment strategic in nature.

MR. CASS:  That is helpful.  I think you've answered, in fact, my next two questions.

My next two questions were going to be:  Does the OPA consider the Bremner transformer station to be a strategic distribution investment?  And if so, why?

So I take it from your answer that the OPA does so consider it, for the reasons that you have given?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Correct.

MR. CASS:  All right.  Thank you.

Then that just leaves me with one other small area of questions.

On the same page of evidence as I think you've just alluded to, there is a discussion both of distribution-related benefits or functions of the proposed station, as well as regional benefits.

First, I wanted to ask:  What is the region that the OPA is considering when it talks about regional benefits in this context?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, in this case, the regional study is related to all the 115 kV network that supplies City of Toronto.  So we are looking at the entire 115 kV network.

Bremner is in the southern part of the network, supplied from Bremner.  I could reference the map we sent around, if I could reference that.

The facilities you see in green on this map are representative of the 115 kV transmission system in the area.  And they serve all the -- all the step-down stations in what used to be the old City of Toronto boundaries.

Now, that area is supplied by two primary supply points.  Manby TS, which you see on the bottom left of the diagram, that is sort of around the Kipling subway station near Kipling and Bloor.

Then there is -- that particular station supplies about 700 megawatts of the 2,000 megawatts of load that is served by that 115 kV network.

And Leaside transformer station, which is in and around the Don Valley and Millwood Road, that particular station serves 1,300 megawatts of the 2,000-megawatt load area.

So that is the study area.  We also have a generating station that supplies into the station you see sort of in the bottom, the bottom right of the diagram, called Hearn switching station.  That is the Portlands Energy Centre, which is capable of supplying another 550 megawatts of generation or supply into the area when it is needed.

MR. CASS:  Now, these benefits of the proposed station that you referred to, in its planning for the future, does the OPA attach weight to these benefits associated with the proposed Bremner station?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes, we would.  The first part of a regional planning study is to, of course, obtain a load forecast from the local distribution company.  But then OPA's first role is to look at various contingencies or outages that may occur on the transmission system, and basically stress-test it one element or two elements at a time, depending on very specific rules provided by the Independent Electricity System Operator.

And the -- so Bremner has been simulated as part of the need analysis.  In discussions with Toronto Hydro, when we began this study, the station was identified as being needed in the near term.  I believe the in-service date was in and around the back end of 2014.  So we've simulated it as being in service around that period of time, and the benefits associated with it have been identified on a preliminary basis.  So we have just begun to conduct the need analysis now, and our early findings are that it does bring value in the near term.  It provides the ability to switch loads to a finer degree of detail between Manby and Leaside.  And what we're finding is it contributes to reliability almost immediately, from the in-service date on.

MR. CASS:  All right.  Thank you.  That is helpful.

Just one final question, and I am not sure how much you can comment in view of your answer just indicating that your work in this area is somewhat preliminary, but my question is what views the OPA could offer to the Board as to the importance that the Board might attach to the functions and benefits of the proposed Bremner station.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, I think I've already mentioned the importance.

What this station does is introduces a new supply point at a strategic location.

If you look on the diagram that I was referencing, you'll see that there's John transformer station sort of at the middle bottom.  Bremner connects in that area, between where you see those six round circles there, which are basically a switching point.  Bremner connects in that area and provides switching that allows it to swing back and forth between Manby and Leaside, and it results in providing a finer sort of a fine-tuning of the amount of load that you can move back and forth between Leaside and Manby, which was never there before.

Before that, it was sort of a very coarse thing; you could either swing all of John or half of Strachan back and forth between Leaside and Manby.

Bremner provides a new supply point where you can, again, switch a finer amount of load back and forth between these two stations, which adds value in the near term when we're applying the various tests or contingencies when we stress-test the system.  Having that operational flexibility brings value almost immediately from a reliability perspective.

MR. CASS:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  Those are my questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

Mr. Brett, I understand you asked to go next?

MR. BRETT:  Madam Chair, I think that was for Toronto Hydro.  I think for this, for OPA, it would be Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Is that acceptable?

MS. HARE:  Well, I am hesitating because -- are there other intervenors, other parties that would like to go first that are more favourable to OPA's evidence before we hear from Environmental Defence Fund?  Or is everybody happy with this order?

MR. ELSON:  I wouldn't describe our position as being not favourable to the OPA, or one way or the other.

MS. HARE:  Okay.  Fine.  Then please proceed.

Cross-Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

I would like to start by asking some questions about, of course, the Toronto regional plan.  If I could ask you to turn to page 3 of your evidence, according to the first full paragraph on this page, at line 4, the Toronto regional plan, or the TRP, is of course reviewing the electricity service needs of downtown and central Toronto; is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And the Toronto regional plan will integrate all resources, including CDM, DG, distribution and transmission options to meet Toronto's future capacity, reliability and supply security and needs; is that right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And would you say that the goal of the TRP is to provide reliable electricity service to Toronto at the lowest possible total cost to Ontario's electricity ratepayers?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes, that's the goal of all regional plans.

MR. ELSON:  Now, there are two primary rationales for the proposed Bremner transformer station put forward in the Navigant report in this proceeding.

The first is to provide backup for the Windsor transformer station while its obsolete switchgear equipment is being replaced, and the second is to supply a forecast rising demand for electricity in the downtown core.  Is that your understanding of the Navigant report, as well?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes, that's my understanding of the report.

MR. ELSON:  Next, I would like to refer to the Environmental Defence cross-examination reference book, but perhaps we could have this marked as an exhibit.

MS. HARE:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  K1.4.
EXHIBIT NO. K6.4:  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE CROSS-EXAMINATION REFERENCE BOOK.

MR. CASS:  Madam Chair, I don't want to delay things, because I know we are pressed for time.  I just wanted to make the comment, as this is being marked as an exhibit, that there is a lot of items in this brief.  I recognize it is a tool for cross-examination.

The extent to which any of the items in this brief are evidence on their own, I submit, Madam Chair, will remain open for submission at the end of the case.  I realize it is being used as a cross-examination tool, but there is a lot of things in there that would raise some issue as to whether they stand as evidence on their own.  Thank you.

MS. HARE:  Might it be helpful to identify those issues as we go along, to the extent Mr. Elson does refer to them?

MR. CASS:  I think it might be most time efficient, Madam Chair, if we just see how it is used through the cross-examination, what is identified and used, and perhaps it can even be addressed in argument rather than taking the time as we go along.

MS. HARE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If you could turn to tab 3 of the Environmental Defence reference book.  This tab contains the Navigant report for Toronto Hydro about the options to provide a reliable supply of electricity to downtown Toronto.

If you could turn to page 19 of this report, which is at page 40 of the cross-examination reference book, according to Navigant, as you can see here, there are two alternative options to provide backup for the Windsor transformer station.  One is new feeders from the Esplanade to Windsor, and the other is new feeders from Strachan to Windsor.

Would you agree with that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes, I believe it was a combination of those two that were needed, based on my reading, anyway.

MR. ELSON:  There was reference --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Like, I don't think any one station did it, or I thought it was a combination --


MR. ELSON:  I think there was a combination in terms of relying on other stations to meet growing forecast demand, but in terms of simply meeting backup for the Windsor transformer station, my understanding was that either Esplanade or Strachan would be sufficient.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  One --


MR. ELSON:  But that is a point we can address with the Toronto Hydro panel.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  According to the second paragraph on this page, the cost of the feeders from Strachan to Windsor would be $2.2 million -- sorry, $22.4 million.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes, I see it there.

MR. ELSON:  And would you agree that these are technically feasible alternatives?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  If Toronto Hydro put them in their evidence, I would assume they are.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I would like to return to the OPA evidence, and specifically to the last bullet point on page 3, which is line 32.  According to this bullet, development of near-, medium- and long-term options, including additional CDM, DG, and transmission and distribution system enhancements are in progress and will be developed by the spring of 2013.

Is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.  I think the schedule is still pretty, pretty accurate.

MR. ELSON:  And could you please tell me about the additional CDM and DG options that you are considering?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  We haven't developed those yet, so I couldn't really speak to them.

We're currently still in the need assessment phase, as I think I indicated earlier, where we're applying -- we're still applying contingencies to the various transmission system elements to see where the problems are and what needs to be solved and what areas of the city have problems.

MR. ELSON:  So you're currently considering what CDM and DG options are needed and will be included in the plan?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  We're not developing those yet.  We will be considering those as options going forward, once we better understand what the needs are within the city.

MR. ELSON:  Could you please tell us about the additional transmission and distribution enhancements that you are considering?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Again, those -- we haven't been developing those yet.  We're still conducting the need assessment phase to understand where the problems are.

MR. ELSON:  And if you could turn to page 4 of your evidence, according to the first full paragraph on this page, and perhaps I will just read the paragraph:
"THESL's plans to develop Bremner TS to meet immediate refurbishment needs were well underway at the time the scope for the TRP was developed. As such, the TRP assumes that Bremner TS will be in place and it recognizes the functionality that this additional TS will bring for downtown Toronto electricity service. If the outlook for Bremner TS changes, the assumptions used in the TRP would need to be revisited."

And my question is this:  If the OMB (sic) does not approve the proposed Bremner project as part of this proceeding, could the OPA develop an alternative Toronto regional plan to meet Toronto's need for reliable electricity service?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  If that station were not included in the assumptions, some of the benefits I talked about earlier would not be present and the need assessment phase of the study would uncover different problems and -- in the near term that would have to be, of course, rectified as part of the regional plan.

MR. ELSON:  Well, perhaps I could rephrase it.

If the Board were to not approve the Bremner project and it were clear there were other alternative methods of achieving those benefits at a lower cost, could the OPA develop the TRP without the Bremner project?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Certainly.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I am going to move on to some of the economic benefits potentially deferring the need for Bremner.  The first economic benefit would be to defer the need to simply -- for the cost of the transformer station, which is approximately $272 million.  Would you agree with that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The cost of the transformer station is $270 million or so, but the benefit, first of all, would have to be validated, and also the benefit would be the net present value difference between the alternatives you had to put in place and Bremner.

So, for example, Toronto Hydro has identified that facilities would need to be put in place at Esplanade or Strachan -- and/or Strachan to achieve the load transfer to refurbish the switchgear, and that has a cost and that cost would have to be compared to the cost of Bremner.  And it would be that, typically, you would look at the difference in cost as the benefit, potentially.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


Now, if CDM and DG were to be the alternative, would you agree that additional CDM and DG in downtown Toronto could also potentially defer the need for additional spending by Hydro One to upgrade its transmission system to deliver more electricity to downtown Toronto?


MR. TONEGUZZO:  If it were in the right place and at the right time, yes, CDM could be used to defer investments.  CDM is very effective at deferring investments in generation, as we all know, on the bulk system and in a regional system, as well, at the transmission level.


The deeper you go down, however, the more targeted it needs to be and the more challenging it may be.  So the deeper down you go into the system, the more challenging it could be.


MR. ELSON:  By "deeper down," you mean more local?


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  Into the distribution system, for example.  Right?  So up at the highest level, generation, certainly, bulk system, yes, regional system if we can get it at the right time and the right place.


MR. ELSON:  So I think you have answered my next question, but I will ask it, which is whether additional CDM or DG in downtown Toronto could also defer the need for additional spending on additional electricity generation supply capacity outside of the City of Toronto.


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Certainly.


MR. ELSON:  And it also reduces the demand for grid-supplied electricity on a continuous basis?  Or if it reduces the demand a continuous basis, then it would reduce the need for additional spending on specifically base load generation outside of the City of Toronto?


MR. TONEGUZZO:  If it could reduce it on a continuous basis?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. TONEGUZZO:  So that would be subject to whether there was a base load need for controlling, for reducing that.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


I will move on now to some questions about CDM as an alternative to Bremner, and I would like to go through some documents in the record to set up a background for this discussion.


I would ask you to turn, first, to tab 21 of the Environmental Defence cross-examination reference book.  This tab contains a letter from Amir Shalaby, vice president of the OPA, to Toronto Hydro, regarding the proposed Bremner transformer station.


If you could turn to the last sentence on page 2, which is page 154 of the cross-examination reference book, Exhibit K1.4, it says:

"The OPA will defer to Toronto Hydro for all aspects of Bremner transformer station's rationale, the justification of costs, and the evaluation of any potential alternatives."


Is that correct?


MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.


MR. ELSON:  And this, for the record, was a letter which is already currently on the record, and the cite appears at page 154 of the cross-examination reference book.


If you could turn now to tab 4 of our reference book, this tab contains Toronto Hydro's responses to interrogatories from Pollution Probe.  I would like to refer specifically to No. 7, which is at page 63 of the reference book.


I am going to go through two interrogatory responses and then ask you a follow-up question.  Interrogatory No. 7 asked:

"Has Toronto Hydro estimated the potential for incremental cost-effective energy efficiency and demand response options to reduce the demands of the downtown transformer stations between 2012 and 2026?"


And Toronto Hydro's response was:

"No, THESL has not developed an estimate of additional incremental energy efficiency and demand response options for the area served by the five downtown transformer stations.  THESL's projections of the impact of energy efficiency and demand response activities are limited to province wide programs funded by the OPA until the end of 2014, as there is currently no mechanism for funding incremental energy efficiency and demand response programs on a localized basis."


I am going to ask you to refer to Interrogatory No. 19, which is at page 79 of the cross-reference book.  And if you will bear with me, the interrogatory asked:

"Has Toronto Hydro requested funding from the OPA for incremental conservation and demand management programs to defer the need for new transformer station capacity in downtown Toronto?"


And according to Toronto Hydro's response, it has not made such a request, and it has not done so because, quote:

"The OPA only funds programs that address provincial conservation demand reduction targets.  These programs are available to all local distribution companies and are by their nature not designed to address distribution issues and constraints."


And my question is:  Could a Toronto Hydro CDM program that reduces demand in downtown Toronto help achieve the OPA's provincial conservation demand reduction targets?


MR. FARMER:  Yes, it could.


MR. ELSON:  Would the OPA be willing to fund new cost-effective -- and I say cost-effective from the perspective of all Ontario electricity ratepayers -- would it be willing to fund new cost-effective Toronto Hydro CDM programs that would defer the need for the proposed Bremner transformer station?


MR. FARMER:  I believe that the OPA would be open to working with Toronto Hydro to explore programs that could be applied in downtown Toronto, where it has proven that they have upstream benefit.


That is not only always the case.  Depending on the situation you are trying to address, it may not coincide with the provincial need.


However, there are also other vehicles for targeting programs, in my understanding.  Toronto Hydro could come forward to the Board for a tier 2 or 3 program under the current framework, or it could apply for funding under its distribution rates, if there was a proof of it being cost-effective.


MR. ELSON:  So if Toronto Hydro were to put together a package that included some OPA-funded programs and it were to be the case that those would be more cost-effective than Bremner, would the OPA be willing to fund those programs if in doing so we could avoid the need for the Bremner transformer station, and assuming they are cost-effective and would have upstream benefits?


MR. FARMER:  I can't categorically state we could fund those programs.  As you know, the OPA functions under directive authority, and in order to be able to provide funding we need to have directives that permit that funding.


So an early example of such a directive was a Toronto directive which required a certain amount of savings by 2010, which the OPA entered into agreements with Toronto Hydro, City of Toronto and BOMA to achieve those savings.


So I can't categorically say that we would have the ability to fund these programs.


What I can say is that we'd be definitely open to discussing the option to fund those programs, and to participate with Toronto Hydro and find the best way to provide support and funding.


I want to stress that it wouldn't be strictly from a provincial perspective, the comparison with Bremner and the costs.  It would have to be a total business case, taking into account what the benefits are of these programs upstream.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


I would like to move on to CHP as an alternative.  Again, if you could turn to Toronto Hydro's response to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 11, that is at tab 4 of the cross-examination reference book, which, again, is Exhibit K1.4.  Specifically, I would like to bring your attention to Interrogatory 11 at page 69 of the reference book.


This interrogatory asked:

"Please describe Toronto Hydro's actions to persuade the Ontario Power Authority to contract for natural gas-fired distributed generation capacity to back up Windsor and to defer the need for additional transformer station capacity to serve downtown Toronto."

And the response was:
"THESL is not directly advocating that the OPA contract for DG to back up Windsor [transformer station].  Work has been initiated on the Toronto Regional Plan, which involves the OPA, [the] IESO, THESL and Hydro One.  THESL expects that the Toronto Regional Plan will examine transmission, generation and conservation options."

Following from that interrogatory, I would like to ask you some specific questions related to potential CHP projects, but I just wanted to bring your reference to Toronto Hydro's position on CHP generally and OPA's involvement.

If you could turn to tab 14 of our reference book, this tab contains a February 2010 letter from the former Mayor of Toronto to the former Minister of Energy and Infrastructure about the benefits of new combined heat and power plants in downtown and central Toronto.

If you could turn to the second page of Mr. Miller's letter, that is at page 134 of the cross-reference book.  According to the last sentence:
"Toronto is well positioned for clean co-generation energy with potential proponents, including hospitals and other institutions, commercial buildings and industrial facilities throughout downtown central Toronto."

Would you agree with that statement?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Opportunities are available.  They would have to, of course, be assessed, but I would agree that there are many opportunities available.

MR. ELSON:  Well, the letter lists a number of potential hosts for CHP plants.  The first one is the MARS Discovery District.

Do you agree that this could potentially be a good site for a CHP plant?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I think I indicated earlier that there are many, many hurdles that need to be overcome before you can make a statement such as it is a good site; right?  It would have to be technically feasible.  You would have to be able to ensure that you can incorporate it into the distribution and transmission system.

There are also cost issues.  It would have to be able to be incorporated cost effectively for ratepayers in the province.

So there are many factors that would need to be considered before responding to a question like that.

MR. ELSON:  In terms of the technical feasibility and issues such as the short-circuit constraints you discussed earlier, we're going to address those with Toronto Hydro.  Perhaps I could ask you:  Do you know of any reasons why the MAS Discovery District would not be a good site for a CHP plant?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I do not know of specific reasons why it would not be at this point in time.  I have not looked at the details.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I was going to go through this list with you individually, but perhaps I will ask it in one question in the interest of time.  The list refers to also the Sunnybrook Health Centre, which would like to install a 5.7 megawatt co-generation system; St. Michael's Hospital, which is a 6 megawatt co-generation unit; Toronto Community Housing Corporation, which is a 6 megawatt co-generation system as part of the Regent Park development; and Waterfront Toronto, which is again a 5 megawatt co-generation system.

And for each of these, are you aware of any technical or cost barriers that would mean that these are not a good site for a CHP plant?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am not aware of the specifics of these.

Again, as part of the Toronto regional study, these could be looked at individually and compared to other options, but I am not aware of the specific details of each one of these.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

And if you could turn to the following tab, which is tab 15, this tab contains an e-mail from Philip Young of Toronto Community Housing Corporation.  According to Mr. Young Toronto Hydro -- sorry, TCHC, I should say, has submitted applications to the OPA pursuant to its CHP standard offer program for CHP projects at Regent Park and Moss Park.

Is the OPA still considering these applications?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am not aware of the status of those particular applications, unfortunately.

MR. ELSON:  If you could turn to tab 13, again in the cross-reference book, this tab contains a memo from Enwave.  Enwave has a district energy system that heats approximately 140 buildings in downtown Toronto, and this district energy system is fuelled by steam plants at Walton Street, Pearl Street and Queen's Park.

According to page 2 of the memo, Enwave would like to install back pressure steam turbine generators at its Walton Street steam plant to generate electricity to sell to the OPA via the Toronto Hydro grid.

Would you have any concerns with this location for a CHP plant?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Again, I am not aware of the technical details here, so I can only respond that a lot of factors would need to be investigated before a facility such as this could be completely understood in terms of its relevance or capability of contributing, in terms of providing supply with respect to the Toronto study.

MR. ELSON:  Are you aware of the details relating to Northland Power's plan to build a 90 megawatt CHP plant on the LCBO lands?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am aware of various alternatives, some of the alternatives that have been put forward with respect to that particular site.  I am not necessarily aware of the latest.

They typically -- I believe on that one they may have talked details to Toronto Hydro, not to the OPA, regarding connection issues and so on.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, I will I guess cut to the chase here.  We've gone now through a number of potential CHP projects in central and downtown Toronto, and my question is this:  Is the OPA willing to sign electricity supply contracts for CHP projects in Toronto which can potentially defer the need for the proposed Bremner transformer station, if they are cost-effective from the perspective of Ontario's electricity ratepayers?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Before a DG option can be considered viable or effective within the Toronto regional plan, as I indicated earlier, a number of factors would have to be looked at, technical feasibility, cost, acceptance from an environmental perspective, community acceptance.

So part of the Toronto regional plan would have a stakeholder portion to it where we interface with the impacted communities, and all of those factors would need to be brought into the overall decision.

MR. ELSON:  Assuming the CHP projects which could potentially avoid Bremner were technically feasible, cost-effective, there was not community opposition and were environmentally acceptable, would the OPA be willing to sign electricity supply contracts so as to avoid the need for the Bremner transformer station?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I could not commit the OPA to sign, but we certainly would investigate it as part of the Toronto regional plan and bring that forward as a recommendation.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

So I would like to ask you about the impact of CDM and DG on security of supply.  I realize that I'm nearing my half an hour.  I have four more pages, and I would ask your indulgence to be able to continue with this cross-examination.

I would like to discuss demand response programs, as well, time permitting.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Elson, we will give you another 10 minutes.

MR. ELSON:  We will skip the demand response section and move to security of supply.

If you could turn to page 3 of your evidence, according to the third bullet on this page -- so that is at line 17.  It says:

"Stakeholders, including large commercial customers and trade associations, have expressed heightened concern about the reliability and security of electricity supply in the area, given the criticality of supply continuity in the central business area."

Would you agree with that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And if you could turn now to tab 6 of our cross-reference book, and if you could turn to page 2 of this document, this is a report by the Ontario Clean Air Alliance.

I would like to ask some further questions about the contents of this report to Toronto Hydro, but for now I would just like to refer to figure 3, which shows that there are only three major electricity supply sources for central and downtown Toronto.

And I should correct myself; I believe that is figure 1 on page 2.

And those sources are the Portlands Generating Station, Leaside transformer station and the Manby transformer station; is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Now, if we could turn to tab 22 of the cross-examination reference book, again, on the topic of security of supply.

This tab contains excerpts from the OPA's 2007 Integrated Power System Plan.  And at page 21 of this tab, which is page 162 of the cross-reference book, according to the first full paragraph on this page, the loss of the Leaside transformer station could lead to about 300 megawatts of load that would be unsupplied, and rotating outages for this load would be required.

Is that correct?  Is that your understanding?  I am looking specifically at the first full paragraph on page 162 of the cross-reference book, and the reference to 300 megawatts of load that would be unsupplied is at line 11 and 12.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That was based on an earlier study of the system.  The current analysis, I believe the preliminary results indicate that number could be lower, somewhat lower.

But in general, this could be the case.

MR. ELSON:  So there would be a significant amount of unsupplied load, but it is somewhat less than 300 megawatts?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I believe our preliminary results indicate that that is considerably lower, but... go ahead.

This is a study from back in 2000 -- and probably the study was probably done back in 2005 or so, so things have changed a little bit.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And very simply, let's say the amount of load that would be lost would be 150 megawatts.  Would that be a fair --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  -- assumption for these purpose of these discussions?

Could 150 megawatts of additional CDM and/or CHP in downtown and or central Toronto ensure there would be no unsupplied load if the Leaside transformer station were lost?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It would certainly provide assistance.

MR. ELSON:  Would it not ensure that there would be no unsupplied load, if that equivalent load amount was available in Toronto?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  So this is load at peak, and if it could control the load at peak, yes.  Then it would be effective in that regard.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

And if you could turn to page 2 of your evidence, at line 13, which is in the second-last paragraph:

"Integrated regional resource planning processes consider and integrate all feasible options to meet the needs identified in the IRRP, and take into account conservation, generation, transmission and distribution."

Is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And of course the Toronto regional plan is an integrated regional plan?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  I would now like to explore whether the OPA's regional planning process gives priority to certain resource options.

And specifically, does it say that, before we decide to spend money on traditional supply sources, we should pursue all of the cost-effective, feasible and reliable CDM options?

MR. FARMER:  I wouldn't say that it says we should pursue.

I believe in the regional planning process, you identify the options, and you have to create an assessment of the feasibility of the option.  And if the option is, indeed, feasible -- in that it can be implemented with high certainty within a reasonable time to support the need -- then if it were the least-cost option or the one that met policy objectives, you would go for that one first, yes.

MR. ELSON:  So if it is the more cost-effective option, if it's feasible and reliable, then you would go with that CDM option?

MR. FARMER:  The regional plan would recommend that, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And does the OPA's regional planning process give priority to cost-effective, feasible and reliable distributed generation options relative to traditional supply-side alternatives?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, the answer would be the same.  We'd have to look at technical feasibility, cost, community acceptance and so on.

There are a number of factors that are included there.

MR. ELSON:  So I believe the answer is the same, which is if the DG option were cost-effective, feasible and reliable, then it would be given priority over supply-side alternatives?

I see you are nodding, but...

MR. FARMER:  Barring a policy directive to an alternative.

MR. ELSON:  And so aside from the specifics of the Toronto IRP from an overall planning perspective, do you think that we should be giving priority to cost-effective, feasible and reliable CDM and DG options in instances where comparatively more expensive supply-side options can be avoided?

MR. FARMER:  Well, I think the answer I would give is that at this stage we need to understand what the incremental options are so that we can decide which to give priority to.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

And if I could have one minute?

Thank you.  We have no further questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Who is next?  Mr. Shepherd?  Mr. Janigan?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Madam Chair, I am happy to go next.  I can probably be finished well before the break.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

Cross-Examination by Mr. Shepherd:


MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me start by understanding the -- we understand that the reasons for Bremner proposed by Toronto Hydro are basically three, and tell me whether this is right.

There is load growth in the downtown core that over time will eventually require more transmission capacity, or TS capacity, transformation capacity.

Secondly, Bremner adds reliability through load shifting, ability to shift loads between the various stations, which you have talked about already.

And the third is, in the short term, there is a redundancy issue because they want to do some work on the Windsor TS.

Am I right that those are basically the three reasons that you know of to build Bremner?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  They're the reasons that I understand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, the long-term load growth, that is something you are working on on your Toronto regional plan, right?  It is basically your responsibility to make sure that, at least at the 115 kV level, that load growth is satisfied, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The load growth is provided by Toronto Hydro, however.  They are closest to the customer, and they are the entity in all regional plans, the local distribution company that provides the load growth levels.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand that.  But once you have the number, then it is the OPA's job to make sure there is a plan in place to serve it, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  The second aspect, the reliability, that is something that you have to consider in serving the load growth.  So you have to consider making sure that the downtown core system has adequate reliability, including adequate reliability in outages; right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  The third one, the short-term redundancy issue for Windsor TS, that is not part of your responsibility?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, we -- it's not part of our responsibility to identify it.

However, we would look at the -- we would look at the solution that is put in place by the local distribution company.  So we do ask for, for example, refurbishment plans from local distribution companies, and also from transmitters within the context of a regional plan, so we can properly simulate the facilities that are expected to be in place; right?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand.  But you've said in your evidence that you think that Bremner is necessary, but if I understand correctly, you're not saying they have to build it by the end of 2014 in order to solve the problem at Windsor TS?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I don't believe our evidence says that it is necessary.  I believe --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I heard you say --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  I don't think it quite -- I don't think our written evidence says it is necessary.  It basically says it is a strategic investment that brings value.

And if things change, we could change the -- change the assumptions in our study.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So let me go back to the --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  And I indicated earlier that it brings benefits.  It certainly brings benefits in the near term and longer term to the studies we're conducting at the transmission system level.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So let me deal with the load growth aspect of this, and that's captured in your Toronto regional plan; right?  That is going to be captured in the Toronto regional plan?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that plan is a plan that basically goes down to the 115 level?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The plan would also look at distribution solutions to transmission problems.  So it also looks at distribution options that could be leveraged to bring value to ratepayers overall at the transmission level.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And how far along are you in that?  I heard that there is going to be a draft in a few months.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, our target is the end of the year.  We're currently in the need assessment phase.  So we got a load forecast from Toronto Hydro in January of this year, a preliminary load forecast, and we're starting to apply that load forecast now in the need assessment phase, looking at the various contingencies that we have to, by the rules issued by the IESO, apply to the system to look at where the specific needs are within the system.

That's the point we're at in the study right now is assessment of need.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I had understood that you expect sometime in mid-2013 to have a draft TRP for comment.  Is that now not the case?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Our current schedule is that we will have options by around mid-2014.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And you're operating on the assumption that Bremner is in, so it is not one of your options.  It is one of your assumptions; right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Right.  It is right in at the front end, consistent with the in-service date that is in the evidence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  2014, sure.

Do you -- does the OPA vet or review the load forecast that you get from Toronto Hydro?  Do you do an analysis to see whether you agree with it, for example?

MR. FARMER:  We certainly review the load forecast.

We don't take the position that we could correct the load forecast.  I think our expertise is in developing provincial load forecasts and what I would call zone level forecasts.

We do our forecasting actually at the IESO electrically-controlled zone level, so there are ten of those, and we add those up to a province.  And those work very well for the purposes of planning generation and they work very well for the purposes of planning bulk transmission.

They are less useful when you are trying to go down into very specific areas, and so we try to apply some what I would say is guidance, some insights from our models and our analysis, that can be put together with the work that the local distributors are doing to get to understanding of how load is growing or not growing in specific local areas.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if a utility gave you a load forecast that you looked at and you thought it was a little bit wonky, you wouldn't fix it?  You would go talk to them?

MR. FARMER:  That is correct.  For example, in this specific case, our load forecasting does not have the resolution that you need to go within a utility and see what is happening in a specific area.

It is the LDC that understands their customers, how their customers are growing, how commercial buildings are behaving, which ones might have server farms, which ones might be traditional office facilities.  They know where the connection applications are.  They're closer to the regional -- sorry, the municipal planning.

So I defer to them.  I have a view on what the load will do in the Toronto IESO zone, which includes some of the parts of the GTA.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you don't have data at the next level of granularity down to deal with the downtown core, which is what you would rely on Toronto Hydro for?

MR. FARMER:  That's correct.  We can use our insights to help provide a view, if we know the make-up of the customers, and so we defer to the utility for that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, we're talking about load forecast as if it is sort of out there and it's going to happen.  But, also, one of your options for meeting the load forecast is ramping up or changing or modifying in some way your CDM programs; right?

MR. FARMER:  That's correct.  In our forecasting, we work towards a net forecast, so the energy that needs to be served, the demand that needs to be served.

And so we would typically look at scenarios of load growth and scenarios of conservation success to come up with the load forecasts.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So what I am getting at is, when you say you rely on Toronto Hydro for their load forecasts, you don't rely on them to tell you how much CDM they can get?  That's your job.

MR. FARMER:  Well, we certainly -- we certainly gain much insight from the utility, because the utilities are delivering much of the CDM programs.  Again, they know their customers.  They know where they've had success, where they haven't.

And so I think there is much more knowledge and resolution in the front lines of conservation delivery than perhaps we would have in our offices.

So, again, it is not a case of one party telling the other, in my view.  It is a case of bringing the views together to come up with a reasonable estimate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, do you treat CDM as a supply side option or a demand side option?

MR. FARMER:  We actually treat it as both.  So conservation has a number of elements, and my two principal ones are demand response and energy efficiency.

And for demand response, we actually treat the dispatchable demand response programs as a supply side option and count them in the supply resource estimates that we use.  And the energy efficiency is used to modify the demand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Right now, as you are working on Toronto regional plan, you're treating the Bremner station as an assumption.  If you moved it back and said, Let's look at this instead as an option, you don't know at this point whether, as an option, it would be your preferred option; right?  There might be other options that are better?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.  We haven't looked at it in terms of:  Is it the optimum solution from a transmission system perspective?

This is a distribution system investment, so it provides transmission system value, which I talked about earlier.  It's needed for other reasons down at the distribution system level.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let's -- I am trying to distinguish the three, Mr. Toneguzzo.

Right now, I am focussing on the load growth issue.  So to serve the load growth, you don't know at this point whether Bremner is the best way to do it or, if it is, what the timing is of needing it, right, because you've just assumed it is going to be in place in 2014?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  To serve the overall load growth, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.

Now the second area, then, is the second reason why this -- oh, by the way, let me just ask you something on the load growth.

Right now, Toronto Hydro says that this is needed to meet load growth in 2017; right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I believe it was a little later.  I thought it was much later, in fact.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, really?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I'd have to look back at the evidence again.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought it was 2017 or 2018, something like that.  It is certainly not 2014, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It is not 2014, no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And it is possible that you will get more CDM or more DG between now and then, that will defer the need date, from a load growth point of view, the need date into the future; is that possible?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's possible.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  The second reason for Bremner is this reliability question.

And reliability in this context is really about being able to move load around between these five supply points in the downtown core, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That would be a good way of summarizing it, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so you've got the -- should we call it John or Windsor?  Do you call it --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Can I go back for a minute?

Reliability from the transmission system perspective is not between, I think you said, the five transformer stations.

It is actually between Manby and Leaside.  So it's being able to shift the load between those two pockets that are served by Manby and Leaside.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  But within the downtown core, you also have a problem that each of these transformer stations is getting up there in terms of how much load it is serving, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And am I right that the more you interconnect those stations, the less the individual issue is?  That is –-

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  The reliability improves.  The more you interconnect those stations, the better the reliability becomes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And in fact, one of the things that Bremner does is it interconnects those stations more, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It improves the interconnection?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It improves the interconnection between Windsor, Strachan and Esplanade?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It certainly improves the connection between Windsor and Bremner.

And I don't know the details regarding how much it interconnects the other four -- or the other three, sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When we were looking at this, one of the questions we had -- and I don't know whether you are the right person to answer it, and of course I am not an engineer so I won't understand your answer anyway -- but there is a Terauley station just a little north of this, the area where Bremner is to go?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it is only connected to Esplanade.  Do you know why it is not connected, for example, to Windsor or Strachan?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No, I don't.  Those are distribution-level connections, and I don't know the details of that particular --


MR. SHEPHERD:  These connections between these five right now, some of them are 115 kV connections, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The 115 only serves the transformer stations.  The interconnections are down at the distribution level.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So they're at 27.6 or at 44 --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  13.8, actually.

MR. SHEPHERD:  13.8?  Okay.  All right.

If you were able to increase the interconnections between the five existing stations, am I right in understanding that, at least theoretically, you get to the point where you can operate them essentially as one?  Right?  If you have enough interconnection?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Perhaps.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I know it is theoretical.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you get closer and closer to that as you expand the interconnections, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  If you could move load between all of those stations, you would improve the reliability and the operational flexibility, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that would also -- if you improved the interconnections between them, one of the results is that you expand the footprint over which you are able to take new DG, right?  Because right now if you get DG, it's constrained a little bit by the station you are supplying?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  There's too many factors for me to agree with that.

There's short-circuit issues.  There's voltage control issues.  There's many factors -- there is protection issues.

There's many technical factors that need to be investigated, and I couldn't really make a statement that it would enable more DG by providing better interconnections.  I...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me ask it a different way.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  There are too many things that need to be checked there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Directionally, if you increase interconnections, is that generally better for DG, in terms of your ability to take on DG, directionally?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It may, in fact, even make it worse if you have more interconnections, because of the short-circuit issue.  You have more -- more things feeding into the -- into the system at the same time.

So it is just too difficult to give sort of a categorical answer to that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's why you're the engineer and I'm not.

Bremner would provide you with, provide Toronto Hydro with, load transfer ability.  How does it provide load transferability different from simply adding feeders between the stations?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, it provides transferability up at the transmission system level.

So what Bremner does is it introduces a new supply point between Manby and Leaside.  Right?  It transfers load off John in the early years.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mm-hmm.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  And it allows -- it also has high-voltage switches.  So there are high-voltage switches at the Bremner station, which we are currently leveraging while we're conducting the need analysis.

And it can fine-tune the amount of load that can shift back and forth.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is that this thing that is marked "switching point"?  Is that actually at the Bremner site?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Which --


MR. SHEPHERD:  On your map, it has these little dots -


MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  That's -- right beside John, yes.  You see those dots?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Currently that is where the switching point is.

And Bremner introduces a new switching point, and allows -- we didn't show all of the switching capability.  That is just the breakpoint where the two pockets kind of serve normally.  Okay?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  But I could move John over to the Leaside supply, for example.  There is capability to move the John station and supply it from Leaside.  And also I can move half of Strachan or all of Strachan over to the Leaside supply, as well.

What Bremner does is it introduces another step-down station there, with high-voltage switching, and I can now just swing Bremner, if I need to, over to the Leaside supply.

So it just increases the flexibility.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You have flexibility right now.  It is just you have more?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It enhances the flexibility, correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  My last question is then --


MR. TONEGUZZO:  But I just want to make the point that it is an important enhancement.

For example, if I have a contingency on the Manby side and I only have the ability to swing, for example, John over, I have to prepare for the next contingency on the Leaside side.  And swinging a large chunk of load like John over is not -- doesn't give me the flexibility I need.

I then have a contingency I would have to worry about on the other side, because I have moved so much load over that I stress other things on the Leaside pocket.

Bremner provides more granularity, where I can swing a smaller amount of load over, where I don't cause that problem.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is there a deadline or a time frame in which you have to have that additional load switching capability?  Or is that one of those things that it would have been good to have two years ago and it will be good to have three years from now, and there is no particular timing issue?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  In fact, our preliminary studies –- again, we're still doing the need analysis, but our preliminary studies show that it adds value immediately.  As soon as it goes in service, it adds value, in that we -- we would not have to reject as much load.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, that wasn't my question.  I understand that.

But what I was trying to get at is if it had been built two years ago it would have also added value, right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  If it would have been built two years ago, the load was at a little bit lower level.

And I am not sure how to answer that question, because we haven't done those studies.  So I can't really say.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  My last question relates to DG.

And you talked about technical challenges, which I don't understand but somebody else will ask questions about those, but I want to talk about the economic side of this.

If you were in a position -- this is a hypothetical -- if you were in a position, as OPA procuring DG, to buy down the capital cost of DG facilities by, let's say, a million dollars a megawatt, generally speaking there is quite a bit of DG available if you can buy down the capital costs of a million dollars, right?

MR. FARMER:  I think whether or not a million dollars is the right number isn't the question.

I think we acknowledge that there is a fair amount of what we would describe as potential distributed generation.  We don't know for each of those units whether a million will make them feasible, whether some kind of power purchase agreement would make them feasible.

I think Mr. Toneguzzo has made the point that they have to be assessed on their individual merit.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand that.  I am asking a more general question.

We all have rules of thumb that we use in looking at generation, and a million dollars a megawatt is a pretty big number to shift the capital costs of a facility; right?

MR. FARMER:  I would certainly agree that a million dollars a megawatt would have an impact on the amount that you could connect, that would be willing to connect.

I don't know that that is a good number from a system perspective.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Of course, of course.

And then related to that, one of the things that you have mentioned in passing - I think Mr. Toneguzzo - was the question of sometimes good hosts for CHP don't actually want to be in the generation business.

So like a hospital, for example, might want to focus on being a hospital and not running a generation facility; right?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you get resistance sometimes by the host; true?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I would agree with that, yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is also true, isn't it, that there is an industry out there that will operate these on a turnkey basis, that will come in to a facility and operate it completely on a turnkey basis so that the host doesn't have to think about it; true?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Sure.  There are those types of entities, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  We will take our morning break now and return at 11:20.

--- Recess taken at 11:00 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:18 a.m.

MS. HARE:  Please be seated.

So is it Mr. Janigan next, or Mr. Brett?

MR. JANIGAN:  Mr. Brett has asked to precede me, and that's fine.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. ZACHER:  Madam Chair, if I could just –-I'm sorry to interject.  Mr. Toneguzzo told me at the break that he believes he may have given an incomplete answer to something, and if he could just have the opportunity to correct that?  I don't know what it is, but he informed me of that at the break.

MS. HARE:  Okay.  That's fine.

Please proceed, Mr. Toneguzzo.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  So I just wanted to complete my answer with respect to the question regarding 150 megawatts and security of supply.

Earlier on, we discussed that -- I believe it was in the IPSP 300 megawatts was mentioned, and then we talked about:  Okay, so if it was as low as 150 megawatts, could CDM address the issue?

I indicated yes, it could, if it could lower the load.  However, in the supply to Toronto area, if we just have a quick look at the map, there are two stations that are supplied from Leaside -- they're right at the top of the map -- connected to the Leaside transformer station, named Glengrove and Duplex.  Those two stations just so happen to be 150 megawatts.

And if there were a complete loss of Leaside, a supply-side solution would be required, to -- in order to restore those stations.  So no amount of CDM could help in that particular situation.

So it is just completing a response I gave earlier, that the 150 megawatts, if it were controlled by CDM, could be -- could correct the supply security situation.  They could, however, in this particular case -- Duplex and Glengrove just so happen to be about 150 megawatts, and CDM could not correct that particular security concern.  Some kind of supply-side solution would need to be put in place for that.

MR. ELSON:  If I could quickly follow up, would CHP satisfy that requirement?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  CHP, if it were run in isolation at the right size, potentially could.

However, it would have to be able to be run 24/7 and exactly follow the load.  So it would be a technically challenging solution, but in theory, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I could say sufficient amount of CHP that would be sufficiently reliable?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Correct.  That would work.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Brett, then.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Brett:


MR. BRETT:  Thank you very much, Madam Chair and Panel.

Mr. Toneguzzo, why is the City of Toronto not a party to this planning exercise?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The City of Toronto is considered part of the -- would be included as part of the stakeholder process.

I'm not sure the degree to which Toronto Hydro interfaces with the City of Toronto and its discussions.  As you are aware, they're shareholders.  So I am not sure the degree to which their involvement -- they're involved there.

However, they certainly would be involved in the stakeholder process.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, I understand that.  I also understand that the City of Toronto had made repeated requests to join the core planning group of Toronto Hydro, OPA, IESO, and that has not resulted in them being allowed to be a member.

But I look -- if you would look at page 13 of the evidence of Resources, Natural Resources Defence, page 12 and 13.  It is the evidence of Environmental Defence.

I take it you have read that?  You are familiar with it?

MR. FARMER:  We've reviewed --


MR. BRETT:  Mr. Bach's evidence.

MR. FARMER:  Mr. Bach's evidence?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Have you found it?

MR. BRETT:  Do you have that?

MR. FARMER:  Unfortunately not.  If you had a copy we could refer to?

MR. ELSON:  I have a copy here.

MR. FARMER:  Thank you.

MR. BRETT:  I take it this has an exhibit number, Mr. Millar, does it?  This is the evidence of Mr. Bach.

MR. MILLAR:  I don't believe it has an exhibit number file to it.  Normally these are under L or something like that.  I don't know, is the short answer.

We can give it an exhibit number, just for convenience.  But this is the prefiled evidence of Environmental Defence?

MR. BRETT:  Yes, it is.  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  K1.5.
EXHIBIT NO. K6.5:  PREFILED EVIDENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE.

MR. BRETT:  While you are looking for the number, just let me cite this.

I would like you to look at page 11.  Do you have page 11 there in front of you?

MR. FARMER:  We do.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  In a report entitled:  Toronto: How Does the City Grow" –-I'm at the bottom of the page under 3.6:

"City Planning provides an overview of growth in the overall City, and [the] specific planning areas including the Downtown and Central Waterfront area."

It shows you a map there, another more detailed map over on page 13.

And then Mr. Bach makes the comment:

"Information on specific growth in new building additions is key to understanding future electricity system growth, and is readily available in much more details from City Planning."

So it strikes me that the City of Toronto, as I think everybody in the room knows, historically has been -- in addition to what Mr. Bach is saying there, the City of Toronto has been extremely active in the area of developing CDM options and DG options for the city.

This plan is for the city.

And Mr. Bach's evidence goes on to talk about a number of other initiatives, which we won't have time to go through in detail, but that really all deal with -- with incremental opportunities for CDM and DG in the City of Toronto.

And so my question is:  Wouldn't it make sense to have the City of Toronto as part of the planning team?  I mean, they're a bit more than a stakeholder, are they not?  I mean, BOMA is a stakeholder, but the City of Toronto is -- has produced an energy plan, as we all know, many years ago.  And it has been very active in this area over the last 10, 15 years, intervened in a number of proceedings, including the IPSP, in a substantial way.

Why is it not part of your planning team?

MR. FARMER:  Well, I think, firstly, I would speak to the elements of demand forecasting and conservation forecasting.  And as I stated in an earlier answer, when it comes to the specifics of what's going on within a municipality, we look to the LDC that serves the municipality to have the information.

And so our working assumption is that in creating their estimates of where growth will occur, being closer to the city, they would have explored that and looked into that.

MR. BRETT:  So you are assuming that is the case?  But do you assume that Toronto Hydro would have as much information on land use planning, future transportation conduits, future loads of density and the like as would the city?  The city has the building permit power and the zoning power.

MR. FARMER:  I would only at this stage assume that they have more than we do at the OPA.

MR. BRETT:  Well, all right.  So are you -- have you
-- maybe one more question on this and then we will leave it.

Are you -- have you been made aware of the fact that the city apparently has asked to join this group?

MR. ZACHER:  Madam Chair, I am straining to understand the relevance of this.

MS. HARE:  I also am, in terms of the Bremner station, but Mr. Brett said he had one last question, and then he will move on.  So I am inclined to let it go, but I was going to ask you, if you are going to go on, to connect the dots for me as to how this is relevant.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  Well, you know, I guess the point would be this, that the planning group is supposed to be -- as I understand it, they tell us they're looking at all of the options.  They're looking at Bremner -- although they're a little bit -- we're getting different messages on Bremner, they seem to be saying Bremner is an option, but there could be other options to Bremner and some of these options include CDM and DG.  I think that is clear.

Now, what I am suggesting, with respect, is that the City of Toronto has done a phenomenal amount of work in this area over the last 20 years.  Most of it is described in this evidence.  And so why -- and the City of Toronto also has a lot of the levers, a lot of the land use planning information, and has a lot of legal levers, such as building permit controls, zoning control and the like, that are going to impact the future development of energy load in the area.

So I would have thought that, you know, it's a reasonable -- you want to get the best possible information into that planning process.  You want to have the city at the table, and, in particular, I am concerned if I hear stories that -- and I haven't heard these personally, but I am concerned if I hear suggestions from others that the city would like to be in it, but is not.

MS. HARE:  I heard --


MR. BRETT:  Anyway, that is as far as I was going to take it.

MS. HARE:  -- the OPA say that they rely on the forecast of Toronto Hydro.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, I understand.

MS. HARE:  So wouldn't the question be to Toronto Hydro as to how they get their information?

MR. BRETT:  Yes, yes, I will ask Toronto Hydro.  Yes, thank you.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

MR. BRETT:  Now, on the question of Bremner, going back to your assumptions about the way you are treating Bremner, can I summarize?  As Mr. Shepherd put it to you, you said Bremner wasn't an option.  Bremner was assumed to be in your case, in your needs analysis.

Why would you put Bremner in your needs analysis in that fashion when it has not yet been approved?  It's not approved that it's going to be there yet, not approved by the OEB.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  So this is a planning study, and we're looking forward and making assumptions at what will be in place going forward in the future.

The planning study looks out 20, 25 years, and the need for the Bremner station was identified to the team by Toronto Hydro, as the distribution experts in the area, as being required in the near term so they can accomplish end-of-life refurbishment at Windsor-John.

They had very specific plans for the station, including what the high voltage switching for the station would look like in order for them to perform their maintenance and operations associated with the station, and so on.

And they provided that information to us, and our study begins at 2014, the very beginning of the study, when Toronto Hydro, as the expert in the distribution planning field, identified the need for the station and even specified the various components of the station for us.

MR. BRETT:  The term -- the term of your study you describe as being medium to -- short- to medium-term; right?  What do you mean by that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, we look at the continuum of needs from the very beginning of the study right to the end.

MR. BRETT:  The study looks at the ten years or 25 years or...

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It looks out 25 years, in total.  But the strength of the study really is in the mid-term.

In the near term -- and options such as conservation and combined heat and power projects, and so on, they take some time to ramp up, several years to ramp up, to achieve certain megawatt capability in terms of options.

MR. BRETT:  What do you regard as the medium term, roughly, in terms of years?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I would say the medium term is five years out, approximately five years out.

MR. BRETT:  And then to what?  Five to what?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Say five to eight years.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So short term is less than five and long term is more than eight?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  It's rough, but sounds pretty good.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, I take it you're not able to comment because you don't get into the entrails of the distribution options, what options Toronto Hydro has for allowing it to proceed with replacing the Windsor switchgear apparatus, other than Bremner?  You're not able to speak to that; is that correct?

You don't know enough about Toronto Hydro's inner workings to be able to say that Bremner is the only option that would allow Toronto Hydro to start to repair those switchgears, because we all know that Toronto Hydro has said that it needs to start right away to prepare -- to replace or rebuild these six switchgear assemblies.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  Those are considered to be deep distribution issues.

If you look at our evidence on page 2, there are three intersecting circles at the top.  This, by the way, is out of the working group report that is part of the renewed regulatory framework for electricity on regional planning.   And within that product, this particular concept was identified.

And I would say that distribution planning for end of life is certainly over on the extreme right, or on the right in the green area of distribution planning.  That --


MR. BRETT:  Just to rephrase my question a little bit, and I appreciate that.  So you're saying it is certainly over on the right.  You're saying really you haven't got anything to offer here on that issue on whether there is an alternative to Bremner for helping -- to allow Toronto Hydro to immediately begin work on replacing the first of those switch assemblies, because I gather they have to be done seriatim; is that right?  Am I right in that?  Is that a fair statement?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I do not -- we do not undertake asset management looking at end-of-life issues for distribution facilities.  That is not within the competency set of OPA.  OPA are transmission planners.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, I understand.  Thank you.

If I can just carry on, then, I take it, going back to the general point about Bremner and the question of whether it is assumed or whether it isn't, I take it that you -- you also will do, as part of your needs analysis, an analysis that assumes that Bremner is not there; is that correct?

In other words, another piece of your needs analysis will look at the scenario that the -- the scenario that Bremner is if Bremner were not approved to go ahead or were deferred by several years?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  If it were not approved to go ahead, we would then have to modify our assumptions in the need assessment phase.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  But would you be doing work prior to that decision being taken as to what would happen, or would you wait until a decision were taken?  You know, what if Bremner were deferred, for example?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  We would take direction from Toronto Hydro on that one, as the distribution entity -- as the distribution member of the team.

MR. BRETT:  Well, yes.  You said that there were transmission -- there were regional advantages to having Bremner in place.  So you wouldn't purely take direction from Toronto Hydro, would you?  You would be -- if you came to a view, you know, that Bremner was -- there was some question as to when Bremner or if Bremner would proceed, you would on your own conduct analysis on how that would affect your overall needs, the transmission-related needs for the city, would you not?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  We have begun to look at that in order to be able to respond to some of the questions in this hearing, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  You are aware that relatively little money has been spent on Bremner to date?  There has been some engineering work.  There has been some environmental assessment work.  I think that -- well, I don't think.

I know that Toronto Hydro estimated in their evidence that 3.5 million would be spent in 2012.  Does that sound familiar to you or are you aware of those numbers?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am roughly aware of them.  I haven't looked at details.  I know they bought property and so on.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  Now, just as a quick aside, if you like, as I understand it, Hydro One owns all but one of the transformer stations in Toronto; correct?  They own 34 of 35 stations?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I believe that's correct.  They own the transformers.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Toronto Hydro owns the switchgear in many of the cases in the downtown stations.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  So there's a bit of a hybrid there.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, I understand that.

And I think Toronto -- in fact, it was Hydro One that originally owned the land at Bremner; correct?  Had owned it for some time, in fact?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Bought it in 1992, sold it to Toronto Hydro.

Now, why, in your view -- do you have anything to offer from a transmission perspective or planning perspective as to whether -- in the case of Bremner, as we understand it, Toronto Hydro will own Bremner.  From a transmission perspective, do you have anything to offer on why they're doing this at this stage?  Why they would own Bremner transformer station when they don't own the others?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, as you indicated, they fully own one of the other --


MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  -- I believe it is –-

MR. BRETT:  Yeah, one of 35.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  -- Cavanaugh transformer station.

And many, I know -- why?  Ownership is not a concern from OPA's perspective.  We perform transmission planning and power system planning in general.  Who pays or who owns for facilities, typically what we do in our analysis is a societal evaluation, and ownership really is irrelevant.

Many local distribution companies are owning their own transformer stations, and have for many years these days.

MR. BRETT:  Can I ask you a little bit how you see -- sorry.  Did you have something else?  Did somebody say something?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No.

MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry.  Thank you.

I want to ask you a little bit about how you look at CDM and how you -- from two or three different perspectives.

The first is, as I understand it, when you're looking at CDM potential in Toronto, as part of your Toronto plan, what you do is you take the provincial targets that have been established by the government and then the OPA for long-term conservation, what they want to get out of conservation long-term, and you allocate -- you use an allocation factor to allocate to the City of Toronto the appropriate amount.

I think it is 21.2 percent; is that right?

MR. FARMER:  I believe it is about 21.5, but yes, that sounds correct.

MR. BRETT:  21.5?

MR. FARMER:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  So that is how that proceeds.  That gives you a target, then, and initially, that is for 2014; is that right?

MR. FARMER:  Well, there's several layers of targets, and we try to lay --


MR. BRETT:  Yes, you did.

MR. FARMER:  Lay these out in our evidence.

MR. BRETT:  I don't need you to tell me all of the layers, frankly.  You did a good job on that.

What I'm trying to do not so much is get at the layers, but to get at the fact that you don't appear, in your analysis, to take into account the specialness of Toronto -- if I can put it that way -- in the sense of the fact that the City of Toronto and Toronto Hydro historically have done a lot of energy efficiency work.

You are assuming -- in fact, I think you say that in your evidence, if I can find the quote.  The quote is -- effectively, you say:  The approach we take is a uniform provincial approach.  And we're saying that -- here it is here.  It is from page 6 of your evidence.  You may want to look this up, or you probably have it memorized, Mr. Farmer.

Line 18, you say:

"The approach assumes that CDM achievement will be distributed uniformly across the province based on historical demand."

Is that right?

MR. FARMER:  That is the methodology that we use, and the methodology was designed to be able to allocate a target in service of the directive to the Ontario Energy Board to establish targets for LDCs.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. FARMER:  And in order to allocate portions of provincial conservation from the various sources -- because it is from several sources, not just from programs -- we needed to use something.  So we chose to use historical, and I would admit that there is need to continue to work on developing that methodology for future frameworks when they come up, whether that is being able to forecast better to take into account the -- I believe you used the term specialness of communities like Toronto, Ottawa or wherever they may be.  We have to get better, and I think for that, more consultation with the LDCs would help us with that, as they are at the front line.

MR. BRETT:  And your understanding is that, for example, you're not restricted -- let me step back half a step.

We have a lot of statements made over the years by the OPA and by others that conservation is -- speaking conservation here, not DG.  I will come to DG in a moment.

But conservation is the cheapest form of energy.  It is the least expensive resource.

Assuming for the moment that is true, and certainly a number of people appear to think it is true, up to -- well...

You are not confining yourself to the actual target, are you?  You could very well -- you would be amenable to parties exceeding those targets, those allocated targets?  In fact, presumably you would encourage them to exceed those targets, everything else being equal, if energy efficiency is the least costly resource?

MR. FARMER:  Well, there is a few things I think we need to recognize.  Firstly, when a statement that says energy efficiency or conservation is the least-cost resource, there are forms of energy efficiency that are actually more expensive.  So it is finding the right portfolio of programs that gives you a cost-effective portfolio.

So it is not a blanket statement.  It basically assesses that conservation targets, cost-effective resources, targets meeting policy objectives --


MR. BRETT:  Would you agree with me that the inference from the comment is that you could put together a portfolio of various measures, and that portfolio would be the least expensive?

MR. FARMER:  I would agree, and I think the portfolios to date have been.

And to finish your thought about exceeding in the directive to the OPA following the long-term energy plan, it did specifically say that we should seek to exceed conservation targets where it is cost-effective to do so.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  I read that.

MR. FARMER:  And my understanding of the frameworks that the LDCs work under in relation to the Board, that there are mechanisms to allow the LDCs to exceed their target, if it is cost-effective and feasible to do so.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  The -- now, when you analyze
-- we talked a lot about cost-effectiveness.  Well, I guess two questions.

One, first of all when you are looking at the contribution, when you, OPA is looking at the contribution of conservation and CDM, I take it you do not go down to the individual transmission -- transformer station level or feeder level to determine what the opportunities are for that particular transformer station's -- the amount, the load served by that particular transformer station?  Is that right?  You have a province-wide sort of allocation approach?

MR. FARMER:  That is correct.  Our sort of criteria for cost-effectiveness are driven by a provincial set of avoided costs, a provincial understanding.  The policy objectives given to the OPA are provincial in nature.

So we don't take that down to local areas at this time.  We look to the LDCs to target the resources within their territories.

MR. BRETT:  When you calculate what is cost-effective, do you take into account -- and I guess the answer -- well, let me just ask it anyway.

Do you take into account the avoided costs of transmission and distribution additions that would otherwise be necessary?  Or not?

MR. FARMER:  We do take into account transmission and distribution in the avoided costs.  Again, they're at a provincial average.

MR. BRETT:  An aggregated level, sort of?

MR. FARMER:  Yes.  They don't serve the purpose to target something into something as specific as this particular application.

I think it is an area that we need to explore and to become better at.

MR. BRETT:  Are you familiar with -- well, let me come back in a moment to that.

Let me move on now.  Let me first look at this paper and...

Let me talk a little bit about DG, and I distinguished DG from CDM.  And I would like you to turn up the discussion in the -- this is in the Resources Defence's evidence, again.

And I would like you to look at page 26 for a moment.  Do you have that?

MR. FARMER:  We do.

MR. BRETT:  Now, page 26, entitled:  "Advance system planning with DSM/CDM," it describes a method or a program that Consolidated Edison has had for several years, of examining CDM and DG opportunities on an individual transformer station level.  Would you agree with that, that that is what it does?

MR. FARMER:  I believe, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Are you familiar with the Consolidated Edison program?

MR. FARMER:  Vaguely.  I am not an expert on what they're doing, but I understand their goals.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, you have told me that from a transmission point of view, from OPA's point of view, you wouldn't be involved in looking at that kind of a program, that that would be a program that the Hydro would take on, if anybody was going to take it on; is that right?

MR. FARMER:  Not necessarily.  I think -- I think it would depend on what is the investment that you are trying to avoid.

And so if it were a distribution investment, you would probably look to the distributor to lead the way on what is going on and how that might be avoided with various means.

If we're dealing with a transmission-type investment, then I think the OPA may have a greater role, and I think this speaks to our notion that regional plans can be very supportive of deciding which of these investments to make and can actually take a better perspective than coming at it from a provincial --


MR. BRETT:  Just on that point, on the cost-effectiveness, because that has come up a bit and I was going to ask for this when we were discussing CDM, but I will ask it now, because it applies I think equally to CDM investments and DG investments.

And that is:  When you assess the cost-effectiveness of a proposed CDM or DG investment, do you look at the -- do you look at the avoided costs of distribution investments and transmission investments that would otherwise have to be made?

MR. FARMER:  So to date, we've used a provincial set of avoided costs, and our efforts have been in pursuit of provincial targets.  And we are trying to allocate the resources to achieve provincial targets.

MR. BRETT:  All right.

MR. FARMER:  However, I think we would be supportive of a case that looked very specifically at an investment and that put forward an incremental conservation or distributed generation option, and we would want to look at the analysis very specifically to that area, taking into account the locally-avoided costs and the upstream-avoided costs or, frankly, there may be costs.

MR. BRETT:  Let me just ask one more question, because I think I am at 30 minutes.

Mr. Toneguzzo, you mentioned some technical issues surrounding DG initially, and I think you talked about short-circuit problems, voltage problems, problems on the local circuitry, as I understand it.

You would agree with me that those are problems that could be worked through with the expenditure of funds?  Those are not problems that are insurmountable to deal with?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Once they're understood, technical solutions could be developed if money is no object.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yeah.

MR. BRETT:  Well, technical solutions can be developed.  I'm not suggesting -- you're not suggesting, by saying if money is no option, that the costs in every case would be enormous, are you?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I'm just not certain.

MR. BRETT:  You haven't looked at this yet?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Again, the distribution planning component of that would be for Toronto Hydro.  They're the experts in that area, and they would be the ones who could determine whether or not it is technically feasible and what the mitigants would have to be.

MR. BRETT:  Fair enough.  One last question.

Now, are you familiar with the Redpath Sugar proposed co-generation facility?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Somewhat, yes.  I have seen proposals on that facility before.

MR. BRETT:  My understanding of that is that that proposal has been around, if I can put it that way, for quite a long time.  And can you help me with the fact that -- are you aware if the OPA has considered the Redpath proposal and rejected it as not being cost-effective?  Do you know that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am not aware.

MR. BRETT:  Do you know that, Mr. Farmer?

MR. FARMER:  No, I am not aware of it.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Those are my questions.  Thank you.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Mr. Janigan?
Cross-examination by Mr. Janigan:


MR. JANIGAN:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  Panel, I wonder if you could turn up your evidence on page 2, which sets up a framework for planning in figure 1 in relation to the three levels that are involved, depending on the types of assets?

I'm wondering -- Bremner is a 115 kV station connected to Hydro One's transmission network.  And I would assume that based on this diagram on page 2, it would be included in the scope of assets captured under the regional plan.  Am I correct on that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  A transformer station, a step-down transformer station typically is included.

In this case, I think as I indicated earlier, the transformer station was identified as being urgently required at the very front end of this study period, with details of how it would be connected and so on.

I believe it is even perhaps in for a system impact assessment by the IESO, the connection of that facility.

And as a result, it was represented in our study as being there at the beginning of the analysis.

MR. JANIGAN:  So it didn't migrate out.  It was simply the fact that, because of the urgency the need, it escaped the ordinary scrutiny of regional planning.  Is that what -


MR. TONEGUZZO:  I wouldn't say it escaped the ordinary scrutiny of regional planning.  I would say it was identified by the local distribution company as an urgent and important investment in the near term.

And I believe, if you look at the renewed regulatory framework for electricity, the current working group report, you will see that there are options there for including urgent and important investments such as that at the beginning of the study period.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  But the effect of -- what effectively was done is that it assumed it was already in place when the study began?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That is the case.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  As I understand it from a rate regulation perspective, Bremner is a transformation asset that the OEB will need to deem a distribution asset for the purpose of Toronto Hydro cost recovery; am I correct on that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am not an expert in that area, but I believe that is correct.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Now, you spoke with Mr. Brett concerning the issue of ownership.  As I understand it, the OPA is ambivalent with respect to the question of ownership and is concerned with the transmission details that are associated with that station.  Is that a correct summary?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Now, is planning for such stations viewed as outside of the OPA's purview?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Planning for such stations in the future is within the purview of a regional planning study.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  And in this case, because of the urgency, that process didn't take place?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  In this case, because of the distribution needs and the urgency related to those, that process didn't take place.

Also, if there is upstream capacity available, I believe we indicated in our -- I believe it was in our letter to Toronto Hydro that upstream capacity was available, and, therefore, the OPA was not concerned about the connection of Bremner.

And as I indicated, I believe Bremner TS is currently going through a system impact assessment, as well, which the IESO will review.  On such near term situations, the IESO basically looks at the acceptability of connecting the transformer station to the system.

MR. JANIGAN:  Is need identification considered inside the OPA's purview, but the decision to self-build or let Hydro One build is left to the local LDC?  Am I correct on that?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Need identification with respect to the transmission facilities in a regional area --


MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.  And the decision to self-build or let Hydro One build is left up to the local LDC?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Certainly, yes.

MR. JANIGAN:  Thank you.  Now, it is indicated that Toronto Hydro provided OPA with a load forecast in January of 2013.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.  For the purposes of the regional study, yes.

MR. JANIGAN:  And for the period post 2014, OPA adjusted Toronto Hydro's load forecast to reflect longer term DSM targets, as I recall?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.  Now, how does the load forecast used by the OPA for post-2014 compare with the one used by Toronto Hydro in its application?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I haven't conducted that comparison.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Do you know if the need dates change?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  The need dates for Bremner?

MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No, I don't.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Or whether the economics of Navigant's assessment of the options change?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No, I haven't looked at that assessment.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Finally, if Bremner is not built -- and I think Mr. Brett touched upon this -- does that make -- what effect does that have on the importance and cost-effectiveness of CDM, in your opinion?

MR. FARMER:  I actually don't have an opinion.  I don't think I could render an opinion on that.

I think it would really be a study that would need to be done after that decision comes forward.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

Madam Chair, those are all my questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

Mr. Millar, do you have any questions?

MR. MILLAR:  Just a couple of minutes, Madam Chair.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Millar:


MR. MILLAR:  Good afternoon, panel.  I just wanted to follow up on a couple of matters briefly.

The TRP, the Toronto Regional Plan, that assumes that Bremner will be built, we heard, on more or less the schedule presented by Toronto Hydro; is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  You will recall being taken to a letter from Mr. Shalaby in Environmental Defence's compendium.  It was at tab 21, page 153 and 154 of that document.  Do you recall that letter?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, there it is.  If you look on page 154 -- again, Mr. Elson already took you to this, but the final line there is that the OPA will defer to THESL for all aspects of Bremner TS's rationale, justification of costs, and the evaluation of any potential alternatives.

If we go from there -- so, again, I just want to confirm this.  I think this is already clear.  But all of the information you have about the need for Bremner comes from Toronto Hydro; is that correct?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  You haven't conducted any independent analysis of this?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No.  Well, we -- as I indicated earlier in the need assessment phase, which we are currently undertaking now as part of the Toronto Regional Plan, we have identified some additional benefits that it provides to the transmission system, as currently designed by Toronto Hydro.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that what we see at page 4 of your prefiled evidence?  Or is this -- you will see at the top of that page it says:  "Bremner TS functionality in relation to the TRP."  There is a bunch of information about the benefits of the Bremner transformer station.

I guess my question to you is going to be:  Is that all Toronto Hydro's information that you provided us to hear?  Or is this, to some extent, independent analysis or verification that you have done?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Certainly not at the distribution level, there is no independent analysis we would do.

But at the transmission level, I would say the bullet -- the bullet beginning at line 18 on page 4, where it says:

"From a supply security perspective, Bremner will provide an alternate point of supply in the event of an interruption of service of John or Windsor, providing customers in the area with an enhanced level of reliability."

That could also improve the reliability of supply of the transmission system.

And I think the next paragraph may -- so load transfer capability between stations does add value, in terms of reliability of supply overall to the integrated power system.

MR. MILLAR:  So just to be clear, with respect to that third bullet point starting at line 18, this may also be Toronto Hydro's view, but that is the OPA's independently held view, as well?  That is not based simply on what Toronto Hydro told you; this is your independent view?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Generally, would the rest of the information on this page be information that you have taken from Toronto Hydro, without looking at it on your own?

Again, I am not suggesting there would be anything wrong with that.  I just want to be clear whose information this is, whether it is Toronto Hydro's information or whether it is your information.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Well, I would say information also beginning at line 23, where it says:

"The addition of this station to the downtown system will provide an additional option for transferring loads from the west side of the city to the east side of the city."

I described those benefits earlier.  So that, as well, is OPA's view.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Otherwise, would the rest of this information simply be information you took from Toronto Hydro?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Are you talking about the entire page?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MR. TONEGUZZO:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. HARE:  I have only one.
Questions by the Board:


MS. HARE:  If I could take you to tab 14 of Mr. Elson's compendium, this is a letter from Mayor Miller to the Minister of Energy.

On the second page, there are a number of examples listed of potential sites for co-generation projects.

Do you know if any of those are actually proceeding?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  I am not aware of any of those proceeding.  The status of those, if there were any -- given their size, if there were any connection inquiries and so on, they would likely be discussed with Toronto Hydro.  Those customers would likely discuss those with Toronto Hydro rather than OPA.

MS. HARE:  Okay.  Thank you.

Mr. Zacher, do you have redirect?

MR. ZACHER:  Just one question, Madam Chair.
Re-Examination by Mr. Zacher:

MR. ZACHER:  Mr. Toneguzzo, Mr. Shepherd, I believe, asked you whether CDM or DG in downtown Toronto -- that is additional CDM or DG -- could defer the need for new system capacity for the province.

And I believe you said yes.

My question is:  Are you able to say whether new CDM or DG in downtown Toronto could address the nearer-term local distribution needs identified by Toronto Hydro in its application?

MR. TONEGUZZO:  No.  I wouldn't be able to -- in terms of local CDM and DG and its effect on the distribution system, that would be a matter for Toronto Hydro to assess, and they would arrive at conclusions on whether or not any distribution investment could benefit from those types of options.

MR. ZACHER:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.

The Board would like to extend its appreciation to the Ontario Power Authority for bringing forward evidence and for your participation as witnesses.  Thank you very much.

The witnesses are excused.

We will now take our lunch break.   It is a bit early, but then we will start with the Toronto Hydro panel when we return, at 1:15.

--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:07 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:15 p.m.

MS. HARE:  Please be seated.  Do we have any preliminary matters?
Preliminary Matters:


MR. MILLAR:  Madam Chair, I have one quick one, and that is you will recall that this morning I started assigning exhibit numbers starting at K1.1.  I recognized at the time, but I can now confirm, of course, this is not the first day of the hearing.  This is in fact the 6th day of the hearing.  So I am proposing to update that so there is no confusion on the record.

The change simply is this.  Every time I said K1-point-something, it should be K6-point-something.

I should also add there was a question from Mr. Brett regarding the exhibit number that had been assigned to Environmental Defence's prefiled evidence.

For one reason or another, that doesn't have a preassigned designation to it, so I would suggest we just assign that an exhibit number so people will know what to call it.  And that would bring us to Exhibit K6.5.

MS. HARE:  Okay, thank you.  Any other preliminary matters?  Okay, Mr. Cass, are you ready to present your panel?

MR. CASS:  Yes, Madam Chair.  Thank you.  As the Board will see, the witnesses are in their seats.  Perhaps I might just introduce them before they come forward to be sworn.

Starting with the witness further from me is Mr. Darryl Seal, manager of rates.  Next to Mr. Seal is Mr. Asheef Jamal, controller.

The next witness is Jack Simpson, director generation and capacity planning.  Next to Mr. Simpson is Tom Odell.  He is the manager, Bremner transformer station project.  And, finally, Mr. Eugene Shlatz from Navigant Consulting.

So you would all need to be sworn or affirmed.

MS. SPOEL:  I think Mr. Seal has already been sworn.

MR. CASS:  Actually, I think in the first hearing both Mr. Seal and Mr. Simpson testified previously.

MS. SPOEL:  It's still the same proceeding, so it's probably not necessary to do it again.  I will come up.  It is probably easier.
TORONTO HYDRO-ELECTRIC SYSTEM LIMITED - PANEL 1

Asheef Jamal, Affirmed


Tom Odell, Sworn


Eugene Shlatz, Previously Affirmed


Darryl Seal, Previously Sworn


Jack Simpson, Previously Sworn

Examination in-chief by Mr. Cass:


MR. CASS:  Panel, before I ask the questions about adoption of your evidence, I understand that there are some corrections or updates.

Could the panel, please, provide those to the Board to begin with?

MR. ODELL:  Mr. Cass, I would like to update table 11, tab 4, schedule B17, page 35.  That is the estimated Toronto Hydro costs for Bremner TS in the update.

The 2012 spend is shown as $8.5 million.  The actual spend for calendar year 2012 was $4 million.

The difference, the $4.5 million difference, will be realized in 2013.

I would also like to mention that the schedule shown on page 31 - that's tab 4, schedule B17, page 31 - has the project schedule terminating at the end of the third quarter of 2014.

That schedule should extend into the fourth quarter of 2014, and the installation and commissioning of equipment will extend into the fourth quarter of 2014.

A third item, we have also discovered that the asset classification of Bremner station requires some minor corrections.  The impact of this is about a $1 million increase in depreciation over the three years of the project.

Also, with respect to the phase 1 evidence that was provided, on January 28th we had a transformer explosion on Yonge and St. Clair.  Through investigation we have learned the fire most likely started as a result of faulty fibertop protector.  This protector was scheduled for replacement as part of the 2013 work program filed in this application, and as a result of this incident we have now accelerated that replacement.

Thankfully, no one was hurt as a result of this incident.

I understand my counsel has shared with the Panel and intervenors the documentation related to this incident, a copy of the incident letter we sent to ESA, as well as a photograph taken of the affected transformer at the time of the incident.

That completes my updates.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Mr. Cass.

MR. CASS:  Could that be give an exhibit number, Madam Chair, please?  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  That will be K6.6, that is a letter dated February 15th from Toronto Hydro to the ESA.
EXHIBIT NO. K6.6:  LETTER DATED FEBRUARY 15, 2013 FROM TORONTO HYDRO TO THE ESA.

MR. CASS:  Finally, on the updates and corrections, Mr. Shlatz, did you have something, as well?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes, I do.  I have three corrections regarding the Navigant study titled "Business Case Analysis:  Downtown Toronto-Electric Supply Evaluation".

The first of these on page 7 just above table 1, I make reference to a forecast citing that the forecast included 2011 actual loads.  That is not correct.

It should read:  The 2011 is a forecast load, not actual.

The second correction is on page 21.  This is due to an update on our assumptions.  Several references are made to 72 MVA of firm capability.  That should be modified, in each instance where 72 MVA is cited, to 144 MVA.

I also make a reference in one of the bulleted items to 16 feeder positions.  That should be 32 feeder positions.  And my third and last revision, correction, is on page 22 just above figure 7.  I make reference to transmission cables in the tunnel being installed within conduit.  That is not correct.  They are going to be rack-mounted, not in conduit.

That is the extent of my corrections.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.  Now, in terms of the adoption of the evidence, I will leave you for a moment, if you don't mind, Mr. Shlatz, because of course you have given evidence on behalf of Navigant.

As far as the Toronto Hydro evidence is concerned, including answers to interrogatories and technical conference evidence with respect to the Bremner project, can the panel please confirm that the evidence was given by or under the direction and control -- was prepared by or under the direction and control of the panel members?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, on behalf of the panel.

MR. CASS:  Yes.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  That evidence, again, as I have described it, is it accurate to the best of the panel's knowledge or belief?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  And do you adopt it as your evidence in this proceeding?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  All right, thank you.  Now, I will come to you in a few moments, Mr. Shlatz.

Mr. Simpson, can you please describe your role in the evidence?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is my hope that the evidence I provide to the Board today, along with our previously-filed evidence, will convince the Board and other parties that Bremner is both non-discretionary and a very cost-effective project.

I am director of capacity planning and generation for Toronto Hydro and responsible for capacity planning, transmission, stations development and generation interconnections.  I have been involved in conservation, generation and utility infrastructure for over 25 years.

In short, Bremner is needed and it is the only option that makes sense in our conditions.  It will serve the city's needs regarding capacity, reliability and new load connections.

Bremner TS will provide more feeder connection capacity for new buildings that are currently being constructed in the vicinity of Windsor TS.  There is no more available bus capacity at Windsor TS for new load connections, and we cannot accommodate growth that way.

There are approximately 189 towers under construction across Toronto currently and that outpaces Manhattan two-to-one.

Bremner TS will provide relief for THESL to allow outages at Windsor TS to refurbish end-of-life, obsolete switchgear.  This work is necessary in the near term to maintain reliability of electrical supply in that area.

Finally, from a supply security perspective, Bremner TS will provide an alternate point of supply in the event we have interruption of service from Windsor.  And this provides customers in the area with an enhanced level of reliability.

Strategically, Bremner TS has another role.  And it provides an additional option for transferring loads east-west across Toronto, as OPA referenced earlier.  And this will help us address some reliability standards.

The Bremner TS project is well developed and can be brought into service by year-end 2014, if approval is received from OEB in early 2013.

Associated preparation work with Hydro One is proceeding in parallel with Toronto Hydro's preparation.

The five area transformer stations represent approximately 1,000 megawatts, and serve key financial, hospital and infrastructure customers in the core of Toronto.

Windsor TS alone supplies nine of 10 of the largest office buildings in Toronto, and has no more capacity to connect new loads.

These five area stations are highly loaded.  Strachan is at 72 percent, Windsor at 87 percent, Terauley at 80 percent, Cecil at 78 percent, and Esplanade at 86 percent.

Increasingly, Toronto Hydro has served new customer requests in the Windsor area from stations further afield, and that has involved incremental costs for those customers.

In year 2012 alone, approximately 37 megawatts of new feeder connections were received for Windsor TS, and 29 megawatts of these had to be diverted to Terauley TS at an incremental cost of approximately 3.3 million.

It is notable that Toronto Hydro actively encourages CDM across Toronto, and our current projection is that results for years 2011 through 2014 will yield 286 megawatts in aggregate.

However, aggregate conservation results across Toronto, in the downtown core, are projected to only provide 58 megawatts during that same period, 2011 to 2014.  This is insufficient to defer Bremner, because it is too small and does not accommodate the new feeder load conditions.

Bremner is needed immediately to address capacity, reliability and new load connections.

MR. CASS:  Mr. Odell, what is your role in the evidence?

MR. ODELL:  Like Mr. Simpson, I am here today to be of assistance to the Panel and parties in helping to explain why Bremner is an essential non-discretionary capital project and why our work plans for the project are cost-effective.

I am currently the manager of the Bremner transformer station project, and for over a year have overseen the design, stakeholder management, approvals, procurement and construction activities.

MR. CASS:  Can you give the Board a quick overview of your evidence, please?

MR. ODELL:  The Bremner transformer station will be a site-integrated facility, consisting of a structure bounded at the north by Bremner Boulevard, opposite the CN Tower, and to the south by Lakeshore Boulevard.  The property, the Toronto Hydro property, abuts the historic John Street station, John Street Roundhouse, and the machine shop annex of the Roundhouse is actually on our property.

The machine shop, when the project is completed, will house the protection and control and station service equipment for the Bremner station, while the major equipment, transformers, switchgear, cabling, et cetera, will be housed below in the transformer station structure.

The electrical supply for the station will be taken from the existing 115 kV circuits within Hydro One's Front Street tunnel.

From the tunnel, cables will be routed via a new underground tunnel to the Bremner transformer station, where the 115 kV voltages will be stepped down for distribution to our customers.

The first phase of the project will have two transformers and two medium voltage switchgear line-ups, for a firm capacity of 144 MVA.

I would like to draw three contextual factors that have driven the need and prudence of Bremner.

First, it is readily apparent that the level of growth in this city is unprecedented.  Toronto leads the western world in high-rise development.  Connection requests of Toronto Hydro have increased 58 percent since 2009.  These connection requests result in increases in peak demand at our existing stations and, significantly, a need for more discrete feeder positions.

Our customers are already faced with significant connection costs due to the lack of available breaker positions at Windsor, and longer feeder connections associated with obtaining those breaker positions from adjacent stations serve to increase those connection costs.

In short, Bremner is a key component of our plan to accommodate new load.

Second, and perhaps already apparent, is the need to replace aging critical infrastructure.

The five downtown stations serve 1,000 megawatts or 20 percent of the city's load.  The other 80 percent is served by 30 transformer stations.

Windsor station was built in 1950 and serves nine of the 10 largest buildings in Toronto, the financial district, medical facilities and government buildings.  The age, condition and limitations of Windsor station switchgear urgently require replacement.  And this replacement requires backup feeder ties from an adjacent station, and this does not exist today.

In short, Bremner is a core component of our plan to address aging critical infrastructure.

Third is the element of urgency for this station.

The need for a new downtown station has been known for years.  As a new project manager on the Bremner station, I spent some time looking at history.  A 1987 concept drawing of the proposed Ontario Hydro Queen's Quay transformer station sits in my office.

We have in evidence the 1992 HONI-proposed Roundhouse TS.  And Board Staff introduced evidence during the technical conference of the "Supply to Toronto" study for 2006 to 2021, and this report cites the importance of the Bremner station several times and recommends that Toronto Hydro proceed to obtain approvals for the new station on the Roundhouse park site.

The existing John-Esplanade tunnel incorporates a breakout for the future accommodation of the Bremner TS tunnel and the high-voltage connection.

The history of exploring alternatives is well documented in the evidence.  This history is also one of implementing short-term strategies to address need and defer the station.

Accommodating new connection requests has exhausted the headroom in terms of capacity and feeder positions to connect large customers.  Our conservative load forecasts show that we are facing capacity shortfalls in the short term.

New connection requests and additional building proposals that were not contemplated in the business case load forecast have increased our anticipated capacity requirement in the near term.

We are facing an anticipated moratorium on construction, as well as significant connection requests in the lead-up to the 2015 Pan Am Games.  We must be ready.

Long-lead equipment and construction timelines require urgent action to award contracts and ensure completion ahead of need.

Given this urgency, Toronto Hydro is already pursuing the contract elements necessary to meet our scheduled in-service date, Q4 2014.

These include detailed design, procurement, permitting and approvals.  Toronto Hydro has sought out and received provincial environmental assessment approval, City of Toronto building permits for administration, demolition, excavation and shoring, and right-of-way occupancy.  This enables construction to commence immediately.

In order to preserve schedule, Toronto Hydro has received approval and commenced construction of a temporary site access and site services relocation.

We are on critical path.  Our contractors need to start construction in order to ensure completion before the Pan Am Games.

And Hydro One is looking for an Energy Board decision in support of the project before their Hydro One board of directors meeting on April 4th.

In short, it is my evidence that Bremner is urgently needed.

MR. CASS:  Thank you, Mr. Odell.

Madam Chair, I have some questions, because I will be asking the Board to accept Mr. Shlatz as an expert in electricity power delivery systems, so I just have a few questions for that purpose, if I could turn to you, Mr. Shlatz.

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  I understand that you have a BS and an MS, both in electric power engineering?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. CASS:  And you are a professional engineer in the State of Vermont?

MR. SHLATZ:  I am.

MR. CASS:  You have had a work career, as set out in your curriculum vitae, that includes experience at organizations such as Boston Edison, Westinghouse Electric, Green Mountain Power, Stone & Webster, and so on; is that correct?

MR. SHLATZ:  That is correct.

MR. CASS:  And you have been with Navigant Consulting since 1999 and you're a director with Navigant?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes, I am.

MR. CASS:  And you have been section chairman of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes, a prior section chairman.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  And, again, as set out in your CV, I won't go through them, but you have published numerous articles on subjects like electricity reliability and asset management; is that correct?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. CASS:  And I understand that you have previously been accepted as an expert witness before the FERC, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and a number of state regulatory commissions as well, as set out in your curriculum vitae?

MR. SHLATZ:  That is correct.

MR. CASS:  Madam Chair, unless there are any objections, I would put forward Mr. Shlatz as an expert in electricity power delivery systems.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Cass, remind me.  Was it not in the first part of this hearing that we accepted Mr. Shlatz as an expert witness?

MR. CASS:  I just wanted to be sure, Madam Chair, that there is --


MS. HARE:  Not that we're paying attention.

[Laughter]

MS. HARE:  Does anyone have any objection?  Thank you.

[Mr. Shlatz qualified as expert witness]


MR. CASS:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

So, Mr. Shlatz, first, what is your role in the Bremner station project?

MR. SHLATZ:  My role is to provide an independent assessment in need and to assist in identification of the preferred solution for addressing capacity issues in downtown Toronto.

MR. CASS:  And can you give the Board just a quick overview of your evidence?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.  I have been involved with the downtown reliability capacity issue since -- for the last three years, since 2009.  In late 2009, I prepared an initial feasibility study outlining the issues involving need with regard to condition of equipment at Windsor, the capacity situation with regard to station capacity, both with regard to transformation capacity, as well as bus capacity, as the other witnesses have referred to, and identified that indeed there were potential shortages with regard to capacity, but, more to the point, there were critical facilities, namely Windsor, that contained obsolete equipment that needed to be replaced.

And the replacement of that equipment was dependent upon additional capacity supply.  That capacity supply could not be supplied at Windsor via an expansion, because there wasn't sufficient room at its current location.

Since that time, I have updated that study to include new assumptions on load growth, as well as costs, and from there prepared what I referred to earlier with regard to the business case evaluation for Toronto Hydro, downtown, the downtown system, and basically reiterated the findings of my initial feasibility study where I made a determination that the critical downtown load in Toronto, as a result of existing and forecast load, would soon be faced with a situation where existing station capacity would be insufficient, and, first and foremost, at the Windsor location, serving some of the most critical load in the city, as the other witnesses have testified to.

So we did an independent review of options, which included the demand side options, as well as capacity options, and some of those included the construction of the Bremner station, as well as a potential upgrade and expansion of Esplanade and Strachan.

We also looked at CDM projections which were provided by the company and assessment of DG with regard to pending DG applications.

As a result of our independent assessment, we found that the Bremner station to be constructed and in service by the end of 2014 represented the economically preferable and technically most viable solution.

Several of the other solutions in fact did not present viable solutions, such as the DG option and CDM.

The Esplanade and Strachan option represented a technically viable option, but suffered in two respects.  One, they're both about two kilometres away from the downtown load.  It is far preferable to have a station located to where the load growth is or where the loads are located.

Secondly, those facilities would take at least until 2016 to construct.  That is not within the time frame needed to replace obsolete switchgear at Windsor.

The final point I would make is that with regard to Windsor, I would highlight the fact that that station was built in 1950.  It contains what is understood by the industry to be obsolete equipment, namely the switchgear, that many in the industry are now replacing or previously replaced.

That is -- that makes the need for new station capacity essential, which could not be provided at Windsor, and, again, we found the most viable and technically preferred and economically preferred solution is the construction of a new substation at the Bremner site.

MR. CASS:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  That is the examination in-chief of the panel.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Mr. Brett, was this the panel you wanted to start with?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MS. HARE:  Please proceed.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you very much, Madam Chair, Panel.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Excuse me, Madam Chair.

If it is okay with the Board, I don't think you will get to me this afternoon and so I am going to take my leave and come back tomorrow morning, having read the transcript, if that is okay.

MS. HARE:  That's fine, Mr. Shepherd, but if we do proceed more quickly, you will lose your opportunity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I will be listening, too.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Panel, good afternoon.

I don't have the addendum in front of me, panel.  That's the addendum to your evidence.  But aside from the qualification that you made for the 2012 spend a moment ago, is the 2013 estimate in the addendum for expenditure on Bremner still correct?

MR. ODELL:  It's going to escalate by $4.5 million.

MR. BRETT:  To pick up the difference?

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  All right, thank you.

Now, could you turn up, to start, please, tab 6F, schedule 9-6, appendix A?  What this is is this is a response to an interrogatory by Pollution Probe.  It is entitled -- the document is entitled "Toronto Hydro-Electric System Limited Spring 2011 Station Load Forecast."

I think you will want to have that in front of you.

MR. ODELL:  Pollution Probe interrogatory number?

MR. BRETT:  It is -- again, it's -- it is -- let me just give you the full citation.  It is Interrogatory No. 6 on issue 2.2.  The full cite is tab 4, schedule 17, appendix 3, page 10, table 4.

There are several documents, appendices, and the appendix I am looking at is the spring 2011 station load forecast.

MR. ODELL:  Thank you, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, if you would turn, Mr. Simpson, to page 9 of that, and if you look at the full paragraph on -- the large paragraph on page 9, about halfway down it says -- in speaking of Bremner, it says:
"The new station would ensure central Toronto's needs will be met past 2035.  The initial capacity of 72 MVA at the new Bremner TS is planned for 2013 in order to provide the capacity to facilitate switchgear replacement at Windsor TS."

And it says this is an advancement from 2017.  At the next sentence, the second switchgear, I think that probably means the second phase of Bremner.  But, in any event, just dealing with what I read you, is that still correct, that the first -- the 72 MVA, the first -- that part of Bremner is really what is needed, in your view, immediately to allow you to commence rehabilitation operations on the switchgears, the old switchgears at Windsor?

MR. SIMPSON:  There is updated evidence in the 2012 forecast as far as the time line --


MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. SIMPSON:  -- for those needs.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.

MR. SIMPSON:  There are two drivers for the capacity at Bremner.  One is to offload the bus at Windsor so we can do the necessary refurbishment, and the second is a requirement for new load connections in the Windsor and Bremner area.

MR. BRETT:  All right.

MR. SIMPSON:  The minimum we need is 72 MVA.

MR. BRETT:  So that is -- so in other words, that's a second 72 MVA?  That is how you get to 144 as the first phase amount?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  That's our current design.

MR. BRETT:  And on the question of remediation of the switchgear, as I understand -- do I understand that correctly, that's a project that is going to take us several years?  That you do it one bus at a time, effectively, or one switchgear assembly at a time?  And how many switchgear assemblies have you to replace there?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  There are six busses at Windsor and we need to do one complete bus at a time.  It is a multi-year project.  The first bus, A56, was requested in the 2014 ICM work.

And Bremner is needed to relieve that capacity.

MR. BRETT:  And the total job would take, then, 10 years or so?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is approximately a year and a half to two years per bus.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.

Now, the second issue, the reason for the second 72, as you said, is the -- I think you have told me this, you've already mentioned this, but just to confirm it in my thinking, it is to allow additional feeder connections to be made that would have been made at Windsor had there been more capacity, but now they're going to be made at Bremner; is that accurate?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is reasonable.  There's two factors.

One is we need the physical positions to connect the new feeders.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. SIMPSON:  And any substantial load, we have no -- we have insufficient headroom at any of the busses at Windsor to do that now.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. SIMPSON:  So both the size of the load and the number of the new loads is driving a need for Bremner.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, is Bremner still projected as described in this reference I gave you, the 2011 station report, is it still projected to have additional phases beyond the 144?

It says, for example here, it will eventually end up as 288?

MR. SIMPSON:  I would encourage you to review the 2012 load forecast, which shows the feeder transfers and the schedule for the Bremner requirement.  It's a little more updated information than the 2011 that you are focussing on right now.

MR. BRETT:  All right.

MR. SIMPSON:  And I think Mr. Odell has a comment.

MR. ODELL:  Yes.  But to your question, yes, the first phase of the Bremner transformer station project will be two transformers, 144 MVA.  And then the next phase will see the expansion to the total capacity of 288 MVA.
This --


MR. BRETT:  May I just ask a clarification, in terms of where these additional feeder requirements would be connected?

We are moving off the switchgear and into the second reason you gave for having Bremner now, and having it at 144 now rather than 72.

Could those feeder connections be placed at any of the other existing stations?  And are you saying they need to be placed at Bremner because it is less costly to do that, or because there is no other space at all at any of the other nearby stations?

MR. SIMPSON:  We're rapidly running out of room at the five area stations.  It is also a non-optimal solution to run farther with the feeder lengths to those adjacent stations.

So, A, we're running out of head room, and, B, it is a non-optimal feeder connection.

MR. BRETT:  Non-optimal because losses are larger, or...

MR. SIMPSON:  You're starting to get into a long run to get to Terauley, to Cecil, to Strachan, to Esplanade.

And compounding this, as we mentioned in phase 1 of the hearing, there is a great deal of congestion in the downtown area and it is very challenging getting in and out of those stations.

MR. BRETT:  How much headroom do you have in those other stations combined at the moment, for additional feeders?

MR. SIMPSON:  I will have to check the capacity.  It's important to note that it's not the aggregate of the five stations.  It is what is available on each bus at each individual station.

I believe we've responded to an IR on this subject, but I will look up the figures.

Just while we're finding the figures, for simplicity, the stations are loaded to 72 percent at Strachan, 87 percent at Windsor, and Terauley is 80 percent, Cecil 78, and Esplanade 86.

I think we can have the figure, if you give us a moment.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Or you could take an undertaking if you wish.

MR. SIMPSON:  Sure, sure.  Undertaking to provide the aggregate five-station capacity.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.1:  to PROVIDE AGGREGATE CAPACITY OF THE FIVE DOWNTOWN TRANSFORMER STATIONS.

MR. BRETT:  Just switching gears for a moment, Mr. Simpson, we talked a bit -- were you here this morning to hear the conversation with the OPA, by any chance?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  We asked the OPA why it was that Toronto Hydro wished to own the Bremner station.  And they said essentially that the option -- because we noted and they agreed that most of the -- 34 of the 35 transformer stations in Toronto were owned by -- at least the transformers they're in were owned by Hydro One.

And they said:  Well, it is up to the local distribution utility to make that decision.

So my question to you is:  Why is it that you wish to own the transformer station at Bremner, as opposed to having -- as opposed to having Hydro One own it?

MR. SIMPSON:  We feel we can do so cost-effectively.  There are advantages in operational reliability.  We can, in general, respond a little quicker to issues at that station if it is under our carriage.

And ownership of the station assets is consistent with our last major station, which was Cavanagh TS.

MR. BRETT:  When did you do that one?  Well, it doesn't matter.  I'm sorry.  I take your point.

You're saying -- is this something that -- picking up on your point, is this something you wish to do from here on in, to own your own station, to own the transformers?

MR. SIMPSON:  Each site will have specific, you know, factors to consider.  But in general, we're interested in owning the station.

MR. BRETT:  In the cases where Hydro One owned the station, do you still -- I know you own -- sorry, where Hydro One owned the transformers themselves, I take it you still own other equipment in the station and you operate the stations; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  There is a mix of arrangements across Toronto Hydro's service area.

In general, we own the switchgear line-ups, and in general, Hydro One own the transformation.

MR. BRETT:  And who operates the system, generally?  The transformer stations?

MR. SIMPSON:  Control authority of the Hydro One switchgear is theirs.  And control authority of the Toronto Hydro switchgear is ours.

MR. BRETT:  So it is a joint operation, effectively?

MR. SIMPSON:  It can be viewed that way.

MR. BRETT:  And you will build it, I take it?  Or you will have your contractors build it rather than have Hydro One contractors build it?

MR. SIMPSON:  It may be important to point out that it is a joint construction.  There are elements which Hydro One is supplying and elements that we are supplying.

MR. ODELL:  Just to add a point to this, I cited in my opening remarks that, going to the Toronto supply study that was entered into evidence during the technical conference, there was -- and that was a joint Hydro One-Toronto Hydro report.

The agreement or the recommendation coming out of that report were that Toronto Hydro would pursue obtaining the approvals to proceed with the Bremner transformer station project.  So there was agreement that we would move forward.


And in this application, as well as subsequent applications, we are requesting that under section 84(a) of the OEB Act that the Bremner TS be deemed a distribution asset.


MR. BRETT:  And why do you say it is more cost-effective for you to do it that way?


MR. SIMPSON:  We know the site characteristics best, and our conditions and requirements, and we have put a competitive procurement together to meet the needs in a very cost-effective way.


MR. BRETT:  If I could move on a little bit here to --


MR. CASS:  I'm sorry, Madam Chair, Mr. Brett.  I think Mr. Odell was just trying to say something.


MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry, Mr. Odell.  Pardon me.


MR. ODELL:  I think Mr. Simpson has mentioned the cost-effective aspects of it.


The other important thing we must underline is the urgency of this project and the fact that it was recognized that Toronto Hydro was ready, willing and probably in a better position to obtain the necessary approvals to move forward with the project.


So that has been our main area of focus over the last two years.


MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Turning for a moment to CDM, Mr. Simpson, I know you have dealt with CDM and DG at different times in the past.  When Toronto Hydro does its analysis of a particular -- well, let me put it this way.


We learned this morning from OPA that when they did an analysis of CDM measures, it was done on what I will call a province-wide basis.  They looked at the impact on transmission, but they did not get into the detailed analysis of what the savings would be on distribution infrastructure, like lines and stations and feeders and the -- well, not lines.


The question to you is:  When you do an analysis of looking at a series of CDM projects or when you look at an analysis for an additional transmission project, a transformer station, do you take into account the savings that would result from avoided costs of distribution on the system?


In other words, do you take that into account in looking at which course of action to take, in a general way, first of all?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. ODELL:  In respect of the Bremner station, the advice we sought out with respect to the CDM impacts we received from Navigant and their study, and I would like to turn the question over to Mr. Shlatz to talk about the CDM impacts with respect to design.


MR. SHLATZ:  With CDM, it typically is one of the options we look at when we're looking at station feeders, perhaps even transmission upgrades.


And the question at hand is:  Is there sufficient number of firm CDM - "firm" meaning coincident with the peak of the facility or set of facilities - to be able to defer the upgrade or investment.


In the case of Bremner, the amount that would be needed both for transformation and bus capacity was quite large, and it was evidently clear that those amounts were not in the current projections.  So that was deemed to be -


MR. BRETT:  The current projections were the projections that the OPA had made, or did you make independent projections at Toronto Hydro level of CDM potential?  What I'm really asking, I guess, is I understand what Navigant did, but I'm asking:  Did you as Toronto Hydro analyze CDM options going forward both in relation to Bremner, but also in relation to your other similar decisions that you would have coming up?


MR. SHLATZ:  Well, what we had looked at, of course, were the projections provided from the company, which included, I believe, the OPA projections, as well.


And we also included sensitivity where we increased the amount of CDM to see what the impact would be.  It was fairly nominal.  It only benefitted station transformation capacity and did not provide any benefit with regard to the feeders, which was a critical element for the upgrade of the Windsor or the replacement of the Windsor switchgear.


MR. BRETT:  My recollection was that in your assessments of CDM for Toronto, at Navigant you looked at - you said that there was, I think, 18 megawatts of CDM realized with, an additional 2 megawatts over some future period of time to be realized?


MR. SHLATZ:  I believe - and this is subject to verification - those numbers were not necessarily projections, but, rather, we took a look at:  If a certain amount of CDM were to be added, what would be the impact?


We assessed that impact and had a fairly nominal deferral, maybe one to two years, at best, only for transformation capacity and virtually none for switchgear capacity.  It wasn't a derived number.  It was an assumed number for purposes of analysis.


MR. BRETT:  All right.  So you didn't actually make any forecasts at Navigant of the amount of either DG or DSM that could be realized over the next 25-year period, or, in the case of this planning process we're talking about - we were talking about this morning the Toronto regional plan - the next eight years?  You didn't do that at Navigant?


MR. SHLATZ:  We did not do an independent CDM assessment or forecast.


MR. BRETT:  Mr. Simpson, did you do a CDM forecast, or have you done it as part of the Toronto planning process, the Toronto regional plan process that you are engaged in along with OPA and IESO?


MR. SIMPSON:  The net impacts of the CDM to date are already included in the forecast results up through year 2012.  The projected results through 2014 on the assumed funding model in place in 2012 was also included, and so that load forecast, including conservation, was provided to OPA under the Toronto regional plan.


MR. BRETT:  What did you do post 2014, for 2015, 2016, 2017 and so on?


MR. SIMPSON:  We asked OPA to provide forecasts beyond that 2014 date.  The reason for that is that funding was not firm or allocated, and so it was very difficult to say that any CDM results would be achieved beyond 2014.


OPA has since run sensitivity models on what CDM would be needed to make up the differences in the long-term supply plan.


MR. BRETT:  Are you familiar with or have you had a chance to read the evidence about Environmental Defence?  That's the paper by Mr. Bach.


MR. SIMPSON:  I have some familiarity.


MR. BRETT:  And in there he talks about a number of different initiatives that are ongoing, if I can put it that way, in Toronto, various programs involving the private sector, various studies that have been done by the City of Toronto, and the like, identifying CDM potential and DG potential.


Now, did your forecast that you did for -- and turned over to OPA for the period up until 2014 -- and you're saying you didn't do any forecast of CDM or DG for the period after 2014, but for the period up to 2014, did you include in your analysis any of the programs and initiatives that Mr. Bach speaks to in this document?


MR. SIMPSON:  Only the existing funded and approved CDM or DR programs in place were included.


MR. BRETT:  Okay, funded by --the OPA-funded programs?


MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.


MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And the -- just a couple of questions, really.  Are you familiar with -- are you familiar with the work that Consolidated Edison has done in assessing the DG and CDM potential on a transformer station-by-transformer station basis or a feeder-by-feeder basis that we discussed this morning with Ontario Power Authority?

MR. ODELL:  I would like to direct that question to Mr. Shlatz to get a detailed analysis of the Con Ed activities.

MR. BRETT:  Mr. Shlatz, are you familiar with that work?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.  I am quite familiar.  Navigant was retained to conduct an evaluation of their program with regard to both process and measured results.

I was their expert witness and testified before the New York Commission on that matter.

MR. BRETT:  And are you aware that Consolidated Edison -- well, sorry, let me just -- before I go down that road, just going back to you, Mr. Simpson, aside from what Mr. Shlatz said, have you yourself or has Toronto Hydro as an organization studied what Consolidated Edison has done there, in that program?

MR. SIMPSON:  We have not done a detailed study on it.  We're aware of some of the programs in the New York area.

MR. BRETT:  Is your sense that that would work in Toronto?  A similar sort of program would have some appeal in Toronto?  Or is there any reason you can think of why it would not?

MR. SIMPSON:  There are many factors, which Mr. Shlatz will outline, but it comes down to having enough runway to make those measures effective in the time needed.

MR. BRETT:  "Runway" meaning time to map the measures up, to allow them to have an impact on the decision that you're considering; is that...

MR. SIMPSON:  In general, yes.  And I will ask Mr. Shlatz to augment.

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.  One important point to highlight with regard to the Con Edison program versus Toronto Hydro and the upgrades that we're discussing today, is we need to be mindful that the Con Ed program was directed to deferring transmission and station transformation investments.  It made no allusions to feeder capacity.

One of the most critical issues here is the ability to be able to replace the switchgear at Windsor.

The type of deferrals that were included in their program did not include feeder level-type investments, as you would with the station switchgear at --


MR. BRETT:  No.  But they did include transformation station capacity?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes, they did.

MR. BRETT:  They went station by station?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  And you are also aware, I take it, that, effectively, NYSERDA in New York State had a state-wide program, and that the Con Ed program, as I understand it, was able to top up the NYSERDA program for the –- for Manhattan or for the city of New York; is that fair?

MR. SHLATZ:  Generally.  I am not really familiar with the NYSERDA program, but the Con Ed program followed.

And the other point to be made about the Con Ed program is to bear in mind that the program was first considered in 2003 for investments which would be 2010 and post-2010.

Hence the need for the lead time; five, perhaps up to seven years from program start to actual implementation was needed to ensure that that level of firm capacity that was needed to defer investments would, indeed, be in place.

So there effectively had to be a high level of certainty.  With a high level of certainty comes a relatively long lead time for program design, program approval, contractor selection, marketing of the program, actual implementation, verification of the program, and then considering changes along the way, as well.

MR. BRETT:  Mr. Simpson, if you didn't -- if for some reason the Bremner project were not approved or deferred, how would you deal with your need to commence replacing of the switchgear at Windsor?  What are your options for that?

Assuming you would still want to do it, which I assume.

MR. SIMPSON:  It is essential the work is done, yes.  No question there.

Our review of other options reinforced that Bremner is the best and really the only route to get us what we need in time.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So you're saying -- all right.  I understand.

One last or two last questions.

You have assumed in your -- I'm not sure exactly what -- who does what in the planning group for the Toronto region plan, but you assumed that Bremner is going to proceed in that plan, in the simulations that OPA spoke about this morning.

Have you done other simulations that deal with it not proceeding, or not proceeding to the same extent?

Let's suppose that the Board were to say:  Well, we'll give you 72 MVR, MVA, because you need that to do these repairs, but you don't need the second 72 right away.  You can have that a bit later, because you can deal with these feeder requests by placing them with some of the other stations.  Just for sake of argument.

Have you done that kind of simulation or analysis, as part of the plan, planning exercise?

MR. SIMPSON:  No, that is not one of the scenarios evaluated.

MR. BRETT:  So the only scenario really that the planning has taken into account is -- has done is the assumption that Bremner is approved at 144; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  It recognizes the urgency and the need for Bremner, for capacity reliability and connections.

MR. BRETT:  And have you been -- are you restricted in any way, in your view, by the rules of the game with respect to CDM efforts or DG efforts?

In other words, you know, you're operating within a certain framework set out in directives from the government and OEB decisions and the like.  Is that a constraint for you?  Could you do more if you had the -- you mentioned that you didn't forecast anything post-2014.  If you had funding post-2014, could you -- in your view, could you do CDM projects or DG projects over and above the targets?

MR. SIMPSON:  There's two aspects that you mentioned, which I think need to be characterized differently.

Those sensitivity runs are being done with the Toronto regional plan concerning the take-up of conservation measures.

And so it is being evaluated.  We approached the load forecast with the best available information, which was, of the programs which had funding through 2014, we projected what results there would be.

MR. BRETT:  You know there's a series of proposals that have been put forward in the last few years for distributed generation in Toronto, in downtown Toronto, central Toronto.

Some of them are noted in Mr. Bach's study.  There is the Redpath Sugar project.  There is the Enwave project.

Do you have a view on -- none of these projects have yet been contracted.  There is a lot of proposals, but nothing's been contracted by the OPA.  Do you have a view on why that is?

I mean, are these projects that, in your view, would be good projects to have in Toronto?

MR. SIMPSON:  Toronto Hydro is very progressive in connecting generation resources.  We have a dedicated team to do so.  We're also very progressive in facilitating conservation measures.

So just returning to your earlier question, we pursue all options to serve the customers of Toronto in a reliable, cost-effective manner.

We are in some discussions with some of the generators on those lists, as development projects, and there are various market factors that, you know, will delay some or all of those projects.

My understanding is both – sorry, most of them require a firm capacity contract from OPA, and those conditions are not presently available.

MR. BRETT:  And finally, you talked about or the OPA talked about Toronto Hydro having some technical issues with DG, and they talked about such things -- issues as switchgear problems or short-circuit problems, rather.

Now, most people, I think, around these tables would recognize those problems have been discussed for a long time, particularly the short-circuit problem.  It goes back a considerable number of years; would you agree?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  There's a longstanding issue with the Leaside/Manby breaker short-circuit --


MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry.  I meant the local switchgear problems on the individual feeders where, if you were to put a DG system in along a feeder, it would somehow create a problem on that feeder.

I think that was what more I was referring to, the local application.

MR. SIMPSON:  There are some local constraints and there are some regional constraints.

MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry, I see your point.

MR. SIMPSON:  Site specific.

MR. BRETT:  Is work under way to deal with those local constraints?  Is Toronto Hydro doing some -- making some effort to effectively assess that -- not assess -- to remedy that problem, especially the local problem?  I mean, regional presumably you need other allies to do that, but the local problems on those...

MR. SIMPSON:  Toronto Hydro is investigating options to enable generation.  It is important to note that it needs to be done in step, in concert, with Hydro One, because if we solve a local constraint that is still subject to a regional constraint, you still can't connect.

So we have -- we have a working team with Hydro One to review that across Toronto and to work to improve.

MR. BRETT:  Thanks very much.  Those are my questions.

MS. HARE:  Thank you.  Mr. Elson, are you next?

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  So all of my questions today are going to relate to issue 2.2 on the issues list, but I guess I should introduce myself to the witness panel.  My name is Kent Elson, and I am here on behalf of Environmental Defence for those of you who were not here this morning.

Again, all of our questions are going to relate to issue 2.2, which is, in essence, whether Toronto Hydro has provided adequate evidence to justify its projects, particularly in light of the consideration of alternatives.

Our cross will focus on whether Toronto has provided sufficient evidence to establish that Bremner cannot be avoided or deferred through increased CDM and DG and through feeder lines from Esplanade or Strachan.

So in terms of a road map, I am first going to be asking you about the load forecast, the assumptions underlying that load forecast and whether it is sufficiently accurate and robust.

Second will be Toronto Hydro's justification for the project - namely, the backup of Windsor and load growth - and whether Toronto Hydro has established that these objectives cannot be met in a more cost-effective manner through other means.

Third, I will be asking some questions relating to whether Toronto Hydro has adequately assessed the potential benefits of DG and CDM as an alternative, such as improved security of supply and significant cost savings.

And the fourth and final line of questions will be regarding Toronto Hydro's economic incentives and why it might have a significant profit incentive to pursue the Bremner project over increased CDM and DG.

So starting with the load forecast, I would ask you to please turn to tab 2 of the Environmental Defence reference book. And this document provides information about your load forecast for downtown Toronto; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And who prepared this report?  Was this a Navigant report?

MR. ODELL:  No, this was an internal THESL report.

MR. ELSON:  When was this first created and first finalized -- or first created, and then finalized?

MR. ODELL:  It was created for the May application of the ICM, and I don't think it was significantly updated in our October application.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. ODELL:  I'll check.

MR. ELSON:  Both of those were last year; is that correct?

MR. ODELL:  2012, yes.

MR. ELSON:  2012?

MR. ODELL:  2012, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

So turning to page 4, this is a summary of the forecasting process.  I am going to try to summarize this with you and confirm my understanding.

So as we understand this document, you forecast the growth in peak day load demand on a function of four factors.  In the first step, you would estimate this year's weather normalized peak day demands of your existing customers; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And, second, you would develop an estimate of the annual rate of growth for your existing customers' demand for electricity; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Third, you would estimate the rise in electricity demands due to the construction of new buildings in the downtown core?

MR. SIMPSON:  I would add that that's a conservative look.  It is using firm connection requests and is not speculative.

MR. ELSON:  So that would be a third factor you would look at is the construction of new buildings.  Yes?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And, fourth, you would take into account the impacts of conservation and demand management?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So would that be an accurate summary of the process?

MR. SIMPSON:  The last factor is inherent in the regression analysis to set those load growth numbers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I will get to each point individually, and I would ask you to start by turning to page 7 and your discussion of how you forecast the annual load growth of your existing customers.

Again, this is at page 7 of the growth forecast, which is page 9 of the reference book.  According to the first sentence on page 7, to calculate future load growth you use the previous five years of actual load data points for the downtown core; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  I'm not sure your reference page is correct, but using the last five years' historical is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Page 9 of the reference book.  There are two sets of page numbers.  One set of page numbers is in the top right, and that is consecutive throughout this reference book.

At the bottom right are the page numbers for the document itself.

MR. SIMPSON:  My apologies.  I'm with you, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

So the peak demands are the actual demands, not the weather-normalized demands in this demand of growth rate; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  The actuals for the previous five years.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And if you could turn to table 2.5, which is on the following page, which is page 10 of the cross-reference book, this table shows the five data points you used to calculate the peak demand growth rate for the downtown core; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So you're forecasting future load growth based on the actual peak day demands during the five-year period from 2007 to 2011?

MR. SIMPSON:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Do these five data points equal the coincident or the non-coincident demands of the downtown core?

MR. ODELL:  We prefer to use the coincident peak demand.  However, we only have coincident data for those transformer stations for 2008 through 2011, so we made the determination that we would use the non-coincident data for 2007.

MR. SIMPSON:  The balance is coincident, the balance of the years.

MR. ELSON:  So 2007 is non-coincident peak, and 2008 to 2011 is coincident peak?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ODELL:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Can you explain why you prefer to use coincident peaks?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is the norm for system planning and reflects the load that the system is going to experience at that coincident time.  It is the right approach.

MR. ELSON:  And perhaps you could describe the difference between non-coincident peaks and coincident peaks for us.

MR. SIMPSON:  As a quick example, we might have a station with a peak in July and an adjacent station with a peak in June.  Those would be non-coincident peaks.

You need to look at what the system and the upstream transmission experience at the coincident time, probably both in July.

MR. ELSON:  So the coincident peak is the system-wide peak?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  The peak demands in table 2.5 are in MVAs; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So to convert them into megawatts, we would multiply them by 0.93?  Roughly?

MR. SIMPSON:  Approximately.

MR. ELSON:  According to table 2.5, the peak demand has grown from 933 MVA in 2007 to 1006 MVA in 2011, that is by a total of approximately 73 MVA; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Now, this 73 MVA, is it a function of the construction of new buildings or the change in demand of existing buildings, or both?

MR. SIMPSON:  I would suggest it is both.  So the net effect of the efficiency or load at the existing population is included, and the addition of the new construction and also the degree of the fit-up and the load in those new constructed buildings is reflected.

MR. ELSON:  Have you estimated how much of the 73 MVA of increased demand is due to new construction?

MR. SIMPSON:  I don't have the records for that period.

MR. ELSON:  So it would be possible that the 73 MVA increase in total demand could be due to even a 100 MVA growth in demand due to new construction and a 27 MVA decline in demand for your existing customers?

MR. SIMPSON:  That's a possibility.  It's probably worth examining the new connection requests for that same period.  And if it is helpful we can have an undertaking for that.

MR. ELSON:  For now, it would be helpful to know whether it is possible that what we're seeing in this number is a decline in demand for existing customers and an increase for new customers.

MR. SIMPSON:  The table is showing actual loads, which has net -- which already includes the efficiency gains in that same period.

If you feel you need to restate the question if we're not getting at it, please do so.

MR. ELSON:  I think your answer was that it is possible, but you're not sure about the exact number; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  The magnitude would need further investigation.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.

According to your regression analysis of the five peak data points, the peak growth rate between 1997 and 2011 was 2.16 percent?

MR. ODELL:  2007 and 2011.

MR. ELSON:  My apologies.

MR. ODELL:  2.16 percent.

MR. ELSON:  2.16 percent?

MR. ODELL:  2.16 percent.

MR. ELSON:  And as a result, you are now forecasting that the electricity demands of your existing downtown customers will grow by 2.16 percent until at least 2030; is that right?

MR. ODELL:  No.  The purpose of this exercise in the application was to explain our load forecasting methodology, and specifically look at some of the assumptions that we have made with respect to base load growth.

And it was stated earlier that in the downtown area we use a 2 percent annual load growth number.

So what this was, was an attempt -- using our actual information -- to show whether or not the 2 percent load growth number was, indeed, accurate and prudent.

MR. ELSON:  So if I understand you, you're now forecasting that the electricity demands of your existing downtown customers will grow by 2 percent?  A year?

MR. SIMPSON:  I wouldn't want to characterize it that way.

We evaluate the preceding five-year period.  Each year we update the load forecast.  So we'll do that on an annual basis, and we will generally choose a more conservative forward growth, certainly in the back part of that 10-year forecast.

MR. ELSON:  So your forecast growth rate for existing customers is 2 percent; is that right?

That is my understanding from reading your materials.

MR. SIMPSON:  Approximately.

MR. ELSON:  2 percent per year?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And that is a compounded growth rate, of course?

MR. ODELL:  I would like to clarify.  For existing customers, 2 percent is the natural load growth rate, without actual information with respect to customer connections.  It's the assumption.

But then in the near term, we can modify it with actual customer connections, and we rationalize it against actual.

MR. ELSON:  So that was what we were talking about in terms of new buildings, but for existing buildings your natural growth rate is 2 percent per year, compounded?

MR. SIMPSON:  Subject to check, yes.  It is at least 2 percent in the first five years of the forecast window.

I would like to just clarify a couple of things.

We have distinct growth rates for the downtown versus the Horseshoe, and the 2 percent figure is reflecting that downtown area.

And we have a lower growth rate in the Horseshoe.

MR. ELSON:  Could you, please, turn to the bottom of page 8, and the -- that is -- sorry.

If you could turn to your section on electricity demands for new customers, that is actually on page 11 of the cross-examination reference book.

Now, as I understand your evidence, your forecast of new customer load has the following features.

First of all, it only includes new projects for which Toronto Hydro has been approached for service connections; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Just so you know where I am in the overall map here, I have moved on from existing customers to new customers, of course.

And two, the projected peak demands of the new customers are reduced by 50 percent, since not all projects proceed and most projects overestimate their peak demands?

MR. SIMPSON:  I wouldn't interpret it that way.

It is more we factor in how quickly the load materializes for those new projects.

And so the larger projects, it's been our experience -- it's shown as greater than two MVA customers -- they will build up their load over a period of three years as the tenants fit up and they're fully occupied.

A smaller project sees its load much sooner.

So it is not to do with the probability of whether they're built or not; it is the pace at which the load materializes.

MR. ELSON:  And because of that, there is a reduction?

MR. SIMPSON:  The load is seen over the next three years for a large project.  It is phased in, if you will.

MR. ELSON:  So the part of your report that I am referring to, I will just read to you, which is page 11.  And it says:

"Based on past experience, not all projects materialize and those that do materialize usually overestimate their peak demand.  Therefore, prospective new customer peak demand estimates are reduced by 50 percent, to achieve a more realistic peak demand estimate."

Would you agree with those sentences?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  The figures used for that forecast reflected a 50 percent derate.  We continue to look at that.

And, for example, in year 2013 load forecast work we're using a higher factor, based on our recent experience.

In other words, these are pretty firm projects.  Most of them are materializing.

MR. ELSON:  So moving on with your load forecast for new customer load, the loads of new customers are assumed to remain flat for the first two years, and then grow at a rate of -- is it 2 percent or 2.16 percent per year?

MR. SIMPSON:  In the 2011 forecast, that I think --


MR. ELSON:  In the forecast that is on the evidence.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  2.16 was used.

MR. ELSON:  For the new customer load?

MR. SIMPSON:  I believe so.

MR. ELSON:  And please turn to the second half of the same page, actually, which describes how you include CDM in your forecast.  So that is at the bottom of page 11 of the reference book.  Your definition of CDM has three components:  (a) conservation; (b) demand response; and (c) distributed energy.  Yes?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  According to your evidence, only forecast future -- the only forecast future CDM projects that will occur in the shorter term are explicitly subtracted from your forecast?

MR. SIMPSON:  Just repeat that, sorry.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Only forecast future CDM projects that will occur in the shorter term are explicitly subtracted from your forecast?  In other words, the only CDM projects that are accounted for are those that will occur in the shorter term?

MR. SIMPSON:  They are netted into the historical forecast, and that is reflected at the top of your page 12.

MR. ELSON:  I think what I am getting at is further back at page 11.  At the bottom, underlined, it says:
"In the shorter term where committed projects are known, the potential impact of the project is taken into account in the forecasts."

Is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  It refers more to the, I think, DG resources.  The CDM is, generally speaking, netted into the actuals for the past five years.

MR. ELSON:  So when you are talking about CDM being netted in for the past five years, that doesn't include future CDM.  So future CDM is not accounted for, or incremental increases in CDM?

MR. SIMPSON:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so referring again to this sentence, "In the shorter term where committed projects are known, the potential impact of the project is taken into account in the forecasts", what is the length of the shorter term that you are referring to here?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is maybe worth understanding the purpose of the load forecast used here.  It's for operational planning, and it's a ten-year forecast of what's happening at each station bus.

And so our view is that the firm projects we know about or the feeder transfers we are aware of, those are reflected in those forecasts, and we really don't do much speculation on what could happen in that same ten-year period.

MR. ELSON:  So for the short term, would that be approximately three years?

MR. SIMPSON:  We have good visibility on the near term, you know, the zero- to three-year horizon, for projects, and so that is factored in.

MR. ELSON:  And moving on, a distributed generation project is only subtracted from the forecast if it is 10 megawatts or larger; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  Again, most of the DG in Toronto is already reflected in the historical actuals.  So if we are aware of a larger project moving forward, yes, we would put it in.

MR. ELSON:  My questioning is about future projects, not about existing.  So for future projects, again, a distributed generation project is only subtracted from the forecast if it is going to be 10 megawatts or larger?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And if you could turn to tab 1 of Environmental Defence's reference book, this is a presentation by the president and CEO of Toronto Hydro, and it states that:
"At present there are 552 distributed generation projects connected to the Toronto Hydro grid with a total load of 87.6 megawatts."

Would you agree that this presentation is accurate?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  That's recent data.

MR. ELSON:  So these DG projects would have an average size of 0.16 megawatts; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  No, that is not accurate.  There is a high number of microFIT and small FIT projects.  We would have to come back to you with the mix and the average, the proper mean.

MR. ELSON:  What I am taking here is dividing one number by the other.  I believe the result is 0.16 megawatts, which would be the average, would it not?

MR. SIMPSON:  It is not valid.  This statistic is not valid.  The type of each project is important, and the number of small projects dominates.

MR. ELSON:  So there is a considerable number of small projects under 10 megawatts?  I think that is what you're saying.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Does Toronto Hydro have a forecast of the number of megawatts of DG under 10 megawatts per project that will be added to its downtown grid in the next one to five years?

MR. SIMPSON:  We have gauged the activity in the market for both small projects and larger projects, in microFIT and FIT and other OPA procurements, and that information is rolling up into information into our 25-year forecast which is provided to OPA for their Toronto regional plan.

MR. ELSON:  Would you be able to provide an undertaking for that information; that is, your estimated number of megawatts of distributed generation that are going to be coming online in the next one to five years of under 10 megawatts per project?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, we can look into that.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.2:  TO PROVIDE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF MEGAWATTS OF DISTRIBUTED GENERATION THAT ARE GOING TO BE COMING ONLINE IN THE NEXT ONE TO FIVE YEARS OF UNDER 10 MEGAWATTS PER PROJECT.

MR. ELSON:  Returning again to tab 3 and page 9 of the Navigant report, which I believe is page 11 of the reference book.  My apologies.  That is page 30 of the reference book.

Figure 2 here shows a capacity deficit in 19 -- sorry, 2019 based on a 95 percent load criteria; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I am going to come back to 2019 shortly.  And sorry to move, but if you could refer to the OPA evidence, do you have a copy of that with you?  If you could keep both pages open, that would be helpful.  That is what I'm going to do.

MR. SIMPSON:  What reference page are you looking at for OPA?

MR. ELSON:  Specifically page 8 of the OPA evidence.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Table 2 of the OPA's evidence shows the OPA's allocation of provincial peak demand reduction targets for Toronto Hydro.  If you could turn to the year 2019 column, according to the OPA's allocation, provincial codes and standards will reduce Toronto's electricity demand by 259.3 megawatts in 2019.  Do you see that?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Moving back in the forecast on page 9 of the Navigant report, for 2019, how much has the peak demand been reduced to account for provincial codes and standards in megawatts in 2019?

MR. SIMPSON:  I'm sorry, you need to repeat that for me.

MR. ELSON:  Looking at figure 2 in the Navigant report, and particularly for the year 2019, how much has the peak demand been reduced to account for provincial codes and standards in megawatts?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SIMPSON:  We may need to research that for you, but we don't believe it is included.

MS. HARE:  Sorry, but this was a question of the Navigant report, so, Mr. Shlatz, would you know the answer to that?

MR. SHLATZ:  Well, essentially I took the load forecast that the company provided to us, so we did not develop an independent forecast.

MS. HARE:  I see.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

So the 259.3 megawatts in 2019 shown in the OPA evidence is not accounted for in the "2019" column in figure 2 of the Navigant report?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  I wouldn't characterize it that way.

The potential for the codes and standards improvements, in a way, is in our rolling historical forecast.

What you see from OPA is in addition here of what they believe will occur.

MR. ELSON:  So the OPA is saying that there is going to be an additional 259.3-megawatt peak demand reduction?

And again, I am look I go at table 2 of the OPA's evidence, page 8, and the title of that table is:  "Allocation of provincial peak demand reduction targets to LDC for long-term planning, by category, megawatts, incremental from 2010."

And I believe your answer was that for codes and standards, no peak demand reduction was applied or included in the forecast that appears at page 9 of the Navigant report; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  The best course is an undertaking on this, to check the figures and get back to you.

MR. ELSON:  We'll have to get an undertaking for that.  I believe the answer was no, but we will take an undertaking, as well.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.3:  FOR FORECAST AT PAGE 9 OF THE NAVIGANT REPORT, to CONFIRM WHETHER PEAK DEMAND REDUCTION WAS APPLIED OR INCLUDED.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Elson, maybe you could find a suitable time for a break, whenever there is a natural break in your questioning.

MR. ELSON:  It may not be for some time, so we could take a break right now.

[Laughter]


MS. HARE:  Okay.  Let's do that, then.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MS. HARE:  And let's return at 10 after 3:00.

--- Recess taken at 2:48 p.m.

--- On resuming at 3:11 p.m.

MS. HARE:  Please be seated.

Okay, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

When we left off, we were reconciling the OPA's data with the load forecast in the Navigant report, and we heard that the load forecast in the Navigant report is based on Toronto Hydro's forecast.  So this was Toronto Hydro work, is my understanding.

And I would like to ask a question in relation to time of use moving on from codes and standards.  Again, referring to page 8 of the OPA evidence and the column for 2019, it says that there will be incremental demand reduction for time of use of 48.2 megawatts.  Do you see that number there?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  By how much does the forecast in Navigant's report at page 9 reduce downtown Toronto's peak demand in 2019 due to time of use rates and demand response?

Actually, let me stick with time of use rates for now.

MR. SIMPSON:  The figure 2 in the Navigant report does not reflect that potential time of use impact.

MR. ELSON:  Is the same answer for demand response?  Demand response, again, is in table 2 of the OPA evidence.  Demand response is 106.2 megawatts.  Is that the same answer?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  It's not reflected in the Navigant table.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  For 2019, how many megawatts of CDM was subtracted from this table in figure 2, in particular, for conservation, for demand response and distributed generation for 2019?

MR. SIMPSON:  There isn't a component subtracted or adjusted for for that in figure 2.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps I could ask for an undertaking, which would be a table indicating the amount of (a) conservation, (b) demand response, and (c) distributed generation subtracted from the load forecast appearing at page 9 of the Navigant report, breaking out each of those three elements, (a), (b) and (c) in the table.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, I believe we can get some data on that.  We need to consult for a moment.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SIMPSON:  It's maybe worth noting that the timing for when this forecast was assembled precedes the Toronto regional plan forecast, but we will do our best to provide the information you asked for.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And I should just add to that undertaking that it be per year for each year indicated in figure 2 on page 9 of the Navigant report.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.4:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE INDICATING THE AMOUNT OF (A) CONSERVATION, (B) DEMAND RESPONSE, AND (C) DISTRIBUTED GENERATION SUBTRACTED FROM THE LOAD FORECAST APPEARING AT PAGE 9 OF THE NAVIGANT REPORT, BREAKING OUT EACH OF THOSE THREE ELEMENTS IN THE TABLE FOR EACH YEAR INDICATED IN FIGURE 2.

MR. ELSON:  And if you could turn over the page in the Navigant report, there is another forecast table here.  This is table 4.  And I would actually ask for the same undertaking, and that would be a table indicating for every year the amount of (a) conservation, (b) demand response, and (c) distributed generation subtracted from the load forecast appearing at page 10 of the Navigant report.

Could you provide that undertaking, as well?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ODELL:  There's an element of difficulty in providing this, as the tables that we have just referenced are for the downtown stations, and the projections for all of these measures are for all of Toronto.

So it may be very difficult to break it out by the transformer stations on table 4.

MR. ELSON:  I'm sorry, could you repeat that?  There is some difficulty because it is just for downtown, but is that something you could provide us?

MR. ODELL:  It will be difficult to assess where the CDM -- where we would recognize the CDM benefits over that period of time by transformer station.  We'd have to make some assumptions.

MR. ELSON:  My question relates to how much was included in this actual forecast in coming up with the numbers in table 4 of the Navigant report, again, page 10, not in addition to page 4.

So what were your underlying numbers; in other words, a table indicating the amount of, again, (a) conservation, (b) demand response and (c) distributed generation subtracted from the load forecast appearing in this very table, so the underlying numbers that were used in coming up with that table at page 10 of the Navigant report per year.  Can you provide that undertaking?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, we will endeavour.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.5:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE INDICATING THE AMOUNT OF (A) CONSERVATION, (B) DEMAND RESPONSE AND (C) DISTRIBUTED GENERATION SUBTRACTED FROM THE LOAD FORECAST PER YEAR APPEARING IN TAB 4 ON PAGE 10 OF THE NAVIGANT REPORT, INCLUDING ASSUMPTIONS MADE.

MR. ELSON:  And if you make assumptions in doing so, if you could include those, that would be appreciated.

MR. SIMPSON:  Certainly.

MR. ELSON:  Or indicate what assumptions were made.

Moving on, how many megawatts have you reduced your load forecast in order to take into account Enwave's proposed expansion of their deep lake water cooling system?

MR. SIMPSON:  The deep lake water cooling expansion is not included at present.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

And if you could turn to tab 2 of the -- which is again the load forecast at page 5 of the forecast, which is page 7 of the reference book, according to the first paragraph, when the load forecast for a transformer station bus is forecast to exceed its capacity, five actions are considered by Toronto Hydro to eliminate the shortfall.

Do you see where I am there on page 5?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And those five elements are:  One, a load transfer to another bus or station; two, upgrade of bus capacity; three, upgrade of station transformer capacity; four, station expansion; and, five, new station.

Those are the factors that are considered or the actions that are considered?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And all of those are supply side options; correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Why does Toronto Hydro not consider CDM as an alternative to eliminate a shortfall in transformer capacity?

MR. SIMPSON:  I disagree with how you characterized that.

It is true that the CDM is included in the net forecast and the actual historicals that have input to that forecast, but the nature of the ten-year forecast is for operational and near term reasons.  So firm projects which are known are included and speculative projects are not.

MR. ELSON:  If I may ask my question in a different way, on page 5, it says:
"The following alternatives are considered in order of preference to remedy the bus/station capacity shortfall."

And none of those options are CDM; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  Correct.


MR. ELSON:  And why is that the case?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SIMPSON:  I would stress the nature of the forecast, again, is for near-term operational needs where we require relief immediately.  We don't have time for CDM or other options to build up and provide relief.


Furthermore, it is usually to address a situation where new connections are needed.  It's those new connections that are real and pressing that have been input into the load forecast, and that's where we're trying to make changes to accommodate.


And I would add that the new connections, generally speaking, cannot be dealt with with CDM-type measures.


MR. ELSON:  On page 5, am I correct to say that there isn't reference to these alternatives being considered only in instances when there is near-term or urgent needs?


I don't see a reference to that here, unless I have missed something.


MR. SIMPSON:  I'm just stating that the nature of the forecast is for near-term planning reasons, for operational reasons.  And that is how the forecast is done.


MR. ELSON:  So perhaps I will turn to some more long-term planning and ask you to refer to tab 25.


At tab 25 -- again, in the Environmental Defence cross-examination reference book -- these are excerpts from the Toronto Hydro evidence entitled:  "Bremner transformer station narratives and interrogatories."


These are from previous proceedings, when I believe Toronto Hydro was seeking approval for initial costs; is that correct?


MR. SIMPSON:  From the 2009 proceedings, yes.


MR. ELSON:  On page 182 of the Environmental Defence cross-examination reference book, there is an excerpt here from evidence that was filed in 2009 in EB-2009-0139.


This relates to the Bremner project, and it discusses some of the alternatives considered.


The alternatives considered, first at line 14 was:  "Status quo."  Then at line 23 was:  "Bus-to-bus load transfer within Windsor transformer station."


And then over the next page, which is 183 of the reference book, another alternative was:  "Load transfer to adjacent substations."


And then, finally, was the Bremner TS, at line 11.


CDM and DG were not among the alternatives considered and discussed in EB-2009-0139; is that right?


MR. SIMPSON:  Correct.


MR. ELSON:  Moving over to page 184, this is in relation to EB-2010-0142.


Again, this is prefiled evidence and I would like to refer you, again, to the sections on the alternatives considered.  That is at page 186.


Those alternatives were at line 13:  "Status quo."


At line 22:  "Bus-to-bus load transfer within Windsor."


At line 1:  "Load transfer to existing adjacent substations."


And line 11, Bremner.


Again, CDM and DG were not among the alternatives considered; is that right?


MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.


MR. ELSON:  Before moving from the load forecast section, I would like to ask for another undertaking, and that would be to provide the new load forecast provided to the OPA in January 2013, including any supporting documents justifying that forecast.


MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, we can provide that.


MR. MILLAR:  J6.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.6:  o PROVIDE NEW LOAD FORECAST PROVIDED TO THE OPA IN JANUARY 2013, INCLUDING ANY SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS JUSTIFYING THAT FORECAST.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


I will be moving to a new line of questions now, which is to discuss the two justifications for the project as set out in the Navigant report, which is the backup of Windsor and load growth.


So starting with the topic of backup of Windsor, if you could turn to our reference book, tab 3, this is Navigant Consulting's business case analysis:  "Downtown Toronto electric supply evaluation."  Again, we have been looking at this already.


This report recommends that Toronto Hydro build a new transformer station in downtown Toronto, namely the proposed Bremner transformer station.


And if you could turn to page 21 of that report, please, according to table 7, the capital cost of the first phase of Bremner would be 195 million; is that correct?


MR. ODELL:  That's correct.


MR. ELSON:  And on page 26, the capital cost of the second phase would be 77 million?


MR. ODELL:  I'll have to consider that in context.


The 77 million is based on a 2021 launch of the second phase of Bremner.  And it represents the 46, I think -- subject to check, $46.3 million expected cost in 2012 dollars, with a 5 percent discount rate -- 5 percent, sorry, 5 percent price escalation rate.


And you cannot sum 195 and 77.


MR. ELSON:  So the -- I said $46.3 million is -- could you explain what that number was?


MR. ODELL:  The estimated cost of the second phase of the Bremner transformer station in today's dollars, or in April 2012 dollars, and then 77 million is taking a price escalation of that 46.3, with an expected spend on phase 2 of Bremner in 2021.


So the application that is before the Board today is phase 1 for 195 million.


MR. ELSON:  What's the total capital cost of both phases of the Bremner project?


MR. ODELL:  In which?  In today's dollars?


MR. ELSON:  In the dollars when they're put into service.


MR. ODELL:  Total... when it is put into service?


Based on this estimate, if 2021 is the in-service date of the second phase, you would be at 272.


MR. ELSON:  So I am going to ask you some questions about some potentially less costly alternatives to this project.  And in particular, I would like to ask you to turn to page 10, again, of the Navigant report.


According to the last paragraph, the proposed Bremner TS is needed to provide backup for the Windsor TS while its switchgear busses are being replaced.


I will read that portion of the report. It says:

"Equally important is the compelling need to change out obsolete and heavily loaded switchgear busses at Windsor.  One of the primary reasons new station capacity is needed downtown is to provide backup support while switchgear is sequentially removed and upgraded at Windsor."


That's correct?


MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.


MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.


MR. ELSON:  If you could turn to tab 4 of our reference book, these are responses to Pollution Probe interrogatories.


And in particular, I would like to refer you to No. 20, which is at page 81.


According to your response, when a switchgear bus is being replaced, there is a need for 72 MVA of backup supply; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And 72 MVA is equivalent to 66 megawatts, roughly?

MR. SIMPSON:  It depends on the power factor assumed, of course, and the equipment supplying it.  Approximately.

MR. ELSON:  Approximately?  I believe there is a reference to the technical conference transcript, November 21, 2012 at page 104, but I won't turn that up.

Approximately 66 megawatts?

MR. ODELL:  But a point of clarification.  You are comparing the capacity of a switchgear bus to a load number of 69 megawatts.  What this is looking at is the total bus capacity that is required for one switchgear line changeout.

MR. ELSON:  So what would be needed would be approximately 66 megawatts of backup, and you were recommending that the 66 megawatts of backup be provided by a feeder line from the proposed Bremner TS; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  We need to accommodate the feeders at each Windsor bus that are being changed out.  So we're after 72 MVA of capacity from Bremner to do that.

MR. ELSON:  So you are backing up 72 MVA through a feeder line from Bremner; correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  Approximately 16 feeders.

MR. ELSON:  And am I being technically inaccurate by describing that as being equivalent to 66 megawatts worth of feeders, or feeders that can handle 66 megawatts?

MR. SIMPSON:  The MVA term is the correct figure to use.

MR. ELSON:  So THESL would connect a feeder line between Bremner and Windsor to handle 72 MVA of load, is my understanding.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. SIMPSON:  It is a number of feeders.  It's not a single line.  It would be approximately 16 feeders for that first bus.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So 66 feeders, which would be sufficient to back up the 72 MVA required at Windsor per transformer bus --


MR. SIMPSON:  Not 66 feeders.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry, 16 feeders.  My apologies.

MR. SIMPSON:  Approximately, yes.

MR. ELSON:  If you could turn to page 19 of the Navigant report, this page discusses alternative feeder line connections, and, alternatively, the backup for Windsor could be provided by feeders from Esplanade or Strachan; is that correct?

MR. ODELL:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And according to the first two sentences on page 19:  The cost to expand the number of feeders and ties to Windsor from the Esplanade station, 2 kilometres, to pick up Windsor loads is about $1.4 million per feeder.  Up to 42 new feeders (approximately 250 megawatts total) would be needed at a cost of approximately $67.3 million.

Is that right?

MR. ODELL:  Sorry, you said 42.  Forty-eight new feeders.

MR. ELSON:  My apologies.

MR. ODELL:  But the remainder of your statement is correct.  And the costs are order-of-magnitude estimates.

MR. ELSON:  How many feeders would be needed to provide, instead of 250 megawatts, something closer to 66 megawatts of backup between Esplanade and Windsor?

MR. ODELL:  Sixteen.

MR. ELSON:  And what would be the cost of 16 feeders between Windsor and Esplanade?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ODELL:  Approximately $20 million for the feeder upgrades, but that doesn't include the work associated with the station upgrades at Esplanade.

MR. ELSON:  The Windsor transformer station is located beside Hydro One's John Street transformer station at the corner of John and Wellington Streets; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Did Hydro One recently complete an underground tunnel to connect its Esplanade and John Street transformer stations?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes, I believe --


MR. ODELL:  Yes, they did.

MR. ELSON:  Could this tunnel be used for the 16 feeder lines that would be necessary between Esplanade and Windsor?

MR. ODELL:  Subsequent to the technical conference, we had discussions on this matter with Hydro One, and they felt that it would be difficult, if not -- it would be very problematic to co-locate the medium voltage cable in the tunnel with exposed high voltage cable.

MR. ELSON:  Would there be methods to address those difficulties?

MR. SIMPSON:  There was nothing feasible in our discussions with HONI to make that option possible.  It's the issue with having live HV equipment in the same area with live MV equipment and our inability to serve the MV equipment.

MR. ODELL:  And that's the initial issue.  There were additional issues, including the sheer volume of cables in a 3-metre diameter tunnel, as well as the heat generated in a cable tunnel that is currently using free air cooling as opposed to mechanical ventilation.

So it would be a significant undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  So these were investigations that you made after the technical conference?  They're not accounted for in the Navigant Consulting report?

MR. ODELL:  No, they are not in the Navigant Consulting report.

MR. ELSON:  Instead, could the feeders be installed in Enwave's cold water distribution tunnels under Wellington Street?

MR. SIMPSON:  I don't believe we've investigated it, but it would have numerous technical constraints and problems.

MR. ELSON:  If you haven't investigated it, how do you know what the technical constraints would be for doing so?

MR. SIMPSON:  It's pretty obvious:  Space, incompatibility of services.  That's it.

MR. ELSON:  Have you spoken to Enwave about that possibility?

MR. SIMPSON:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Could you provide an undertaking to determine the technical feasibility and the cost of connecting the required 16 feeder lines from Windsor to Esplanade using existing tunnels or otherwise through the least expensive means?

MR. ODELL:  I think it would be very difficult to take all of the technical constraints into account in undertaking with a relatively short turnaround.

We can see what we can do within those technical constraints.  However, with respect to investigating tunnel capabilities, we are designing a 600-metre-long tunnel to connect the 115 kV Hydro One lines to the Bremner transformer station, and had to embark upon a two-and-a-half month study with Kinectrics in order to correctly assess the heat gain associated with those cables in that tunnel.

A similar study related to the medium voltage connection that you would be considering would take a considerable amount of time.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps for now you could make best efforts, as this is one of the potential alternatives to the Bremner project.  Would you be able to undertake to do that?

MR. ODELL:  On a best efforts basis.

MR. MILLAR:  J6.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. J6.7:   To MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO DETERMINE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY AND COST OF CONNECTING THE REQUIRED 16 FEEDER LINES FROM WINDSOR TO ESPLANADE, USING EXISTING TUNNELS OR OTHERWISE, THROUGH THE LEAST EXPENSIVE MEANS.

MR. ELSON:  According to the second page –- the second paragraph of, again, page 19 of the Navigant report, the cost of providing backup feeders to the Windsor TS from Strachan would be approximately $22.4 million; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MS. HARE:  Can I just go back to that undertaking, J6.7?

What you agreed to, Mr. Simpson or Mr. Odell, is to do it on a best-efforts basis.  But you also described how long it takes to do a study, so are you actually raising expectations when you say "best-efforts basis," and at the end you're going to say you can't do it?

Because what I heard you say, I think the answer is you can't do it.

MR. ODELL:  We cannot do it and have a full technical assessment of the impacts.  It would primarily be a discussion with Enwave to see if they would enter into a shared asset agreement, and whether or not there is physical space from a theoretical perspective.

But beyond that, the technical considerations would not be addressed in time.

MS. HARE:  Is that going to be helpful to you, Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  Our initial discussions with Enwave are that they would be open to it, so I think those discussions could be fruitful.

MS. HARE:  All right.

MR. ELSON:  If you could turn, please, to page 25 of your report - by "your report" I mean the Navigant report - I would like to turn your attention to the last sentence in the "distribution system impacts" paragraph.  And this is underlined in the cross-examination reference book.

According to this sentence, Toronto Hydro has a long-term plan to create feeder ties between its downtown transformer stations to improve operating flexibility and reliability; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So the installation of feeder ties between Windsor and Esplanade or Strachan would continue to provide system benefits even after Windsor's old switchgear busses are replaced?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SIMPSON:  At this point, we haven't any plans available for the inter-station ties that you speak of.

Our focus has been on achieving some of those inter-station ties - in Dufferin TS, for example - in different areas of the city.

There are a number of challenges in getting that many feeder ties from Windsor, Esplanade, just due to the physical space required and the congested area in the city.

It's a challenging task.

MR. ELSON:  From a technical standpoint, you're saying it is a challenging task, but if that were to be accomplished, would -- you know, feeder ties, it is my understanding from your evidence, improve operating flexibility and reliability; is that right?

MR. SIMPSON:  They would have benefits.

We would also need to make the station-level improvements to have those come into effect.

MR. ELSON:  So if you were to put feeders between Windsor and Strachan or Windsor and Esplanade, that wouldn't be a one-off project that would only have benefits for replacing the Windsor switchgear; it would also continue to provide system benefits after that work has been accomplished?

MR. SIMPSON:  It's a possibility.

We are looking more at solving a number of problems in the area with the right solution, and we don't feel we can get there with just feeder ties.

MR. ELSON:  I have trouble understanding how, in your evidence, you can say that feeder ties improve operating flexibility and reliability, and why in this specific case a feeder tie, you can't agree that it would also provide operating flexibility and reliability.

But perhaps I should move on.

MR. ODELL:  But to satisfy your interest, I think -- because Mr. Shlatz is the author of the Navigant report, it would be best that he take the question.

MR. SHLATZ:  Right.  In the short term, those feeder ties will exist between Windsor and Bremner.  That's part and parcel to the design and the plan.

Over the longer term, ultimately feeder ties will be created piecemeal over time.  In the short term, the ties are going to exist solely between Windsor and Bremner.

So the intent was to highlight that, over time, as the build-out occurs with regard to individual feeders, there will be a degree of backup.

The intent here is not to claim there is going to be 100 percent backup, but over time, as feeder expansion occurs, ties are created, a great degree of reliability will be created by these ties.

MR. ELSON:  So in the same way that the feeder ties between Bremner and Windsor will improve operating flexibility and reliability, if, instead, feeder ties were made between Windsor and Esplanade and Windsor and Strachan, that would, in turn, and through the same mechanism, improve operating reliability and flexibility, perhaps to a different degree, but it would provide some improvement; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  When that occurs.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

I will move on to the second justification for the Bremner project, which is meeting rising electricity demand.

If I could ask you to turn to page 29 of the Navigant Report, the underlined portion of page 29 in the cross-examination reference book states that:

"The downtown Toronto area will need additional station capacity by 2017.  The existing five stations serve nearly 1,000 megawatts of critical load and cannot accommodate new demand without additional station capacity, either by expanding existing or adding new stations."

Is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  You read it.  It is part of the report.

MR. ELSON:  I would just like to highlight that this sentence proposes to resolve that either by expanding existing or adding new stations.

MR. SHLATZ:  That's the language in the report, as well.

MR. ELSON:  If you could turn to tab 6 of our reference book, this contains the Ontario Clean Air Alliance report, the Bremner transformer station versus energy conservation and distributed generation, and if you could, please, turn to figure 2 on page 3.

This report was provided to your counsel on Wednesday of last week, specifically in relation to this figure, which plots the downtown Toronto load on an hourly basis in 2011 using data provided by Toronto Hydro in this proceeding.

Looking at this figure, do you have any issues with the accuracy of this chart?

MR. SIMPSON:  It looks reasonable.

MR. ELSON:  The figure shows that demand for electricity in downtown Toronto peaks on approximately a dozen hot summer days when air conditioners are running full out; is that correct?

MR. SIMPSON:  The weather is an important factor in that peak load, sure.

MR. ELSON:  And specifically in 2011, while the downtown peak annual demand was 914 megawatts, there were only a dozen or so days when peak demand actually exceeded 800 megawatts?

MR. SIMPSON:  We would need a more thorough review of the figures.  I -- I don't want to comment on that.

MR. ELSON:  Would you be able to comment on that, subject to check?

MR. SIMPSON:  Sure.  The load duration curve is roughly as you described, but we would have to look at the details for each year.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And I was specifically asking in relation to 2011, as an illustration of what the peak demand needs are.

If you could turn to page 10 of your report - by "your report" I mean the Navigant report - that's at tab 3.  And page 31 of the cross-examination reference book, and table 4 shows your forecast capacity deficit which commences in 2017; is that right?

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And was this capacity deficit estimated using the load forecast that we discussed earlier today?

MR. SIMPSON:  It was using the current ten-year load forecast that was available at the time.

MR. ELSON:  Was it estimated using the load forecast that appears at tab 2 of the cross-examination reference book?  That is appendix 2, load growth.

MR. ODELL:  No.  Just comparing the two, it appears that the Navigant report may have been an earlier load forecast than that which you see on page 3.  But subject to check, I think the chart is inconsistent.

MR. ELSON:  I believe the issue might arise -- and maybe we should clear this up now.  If you look at tab 2, appendix 2, load growth, and the top right-hand side, it discusses when the load growth forecast was filed, which is in May 10, 2012, and then updated in October 31st, 2012.

And I believe the load forecast in the Navigant Consulting report is based on the May 10, 2012 numbers.  Is that your understanding, as well?

MR. ODELL:  I'm just going to check against the update.  Yes.  So the updated information is different than the Navigant report.

MR. ELSON:  So is it correct to say that the Navigant report was based on the original version of the load forecast filed --


MR. ODELL:  The earlier version, yes.

MR. ELSON:  -- in May 2012?  But it was based on the same load forecast that was filed in this proceeding?

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Table 4 shows the capacity deficit, (a), by individual transformer station and in MVA?

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And if you could turn, again, to the OCAA report, which is at tab 6, and to table 1, which is at page 87 of the cross-examination reference book, table 1 sums the capacity deficits reported in table 4 of the Navigant report and converts the deficits from MVA to megawatts.

Do you have any issues with the accuracy of the deficit numbers shown in table 1?

MR. SIMPSON:  It appears reasonable, but you must take care when dealing with an aggregate across those five stations.

MR. ELSON:  So they do seem accurate to you, subject to check?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So I will get back to that table, but I would like to discuss your CDM assumptions.

And, again, back at the Navigant report, which is at tab 3, if you could refer to page 1, which is at page 22 of the cross-examination reference book, according to the last sentence in the second paragraph, your report addresses the potential for conservation and demand management to defer the need for new station capacity; is that correct?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And now at page 8 of your report, table 2 shows a forecast impact of 2011 to 2014 CDM programs on electricity demand; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  That reflects a program that was -- that's in effect.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to examine with you the row labelled "Downtown Core".

According to this table, your CDM programs reduced demand in the downtown core -- or Toronto Hydro's CDM program reduced demand in the downtown core by 9 megawatts in 2011?

MR. SHLATZ:  That is an estimated number based on a rough allocation.

MR. ELSON:  And according to the demand -- sorry, to the table, the estimated reduction will be 12 megawatts in 2012?

MR. SHLATZ:  Along the same reasoning.

MR. ELSON:  Is the 12 megawatt demand reduction in 2012 the result of both the 2011 and 2012 programs?

MR. SHLATZ:  I believe that's cumulative, subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  So the cumulative for 2012 is 12 megawatts; yes?

MR. SHLATZ:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And according to your table, moving to 16, the cumulative demand reduction will be 16 megawatts?

MR. SIMPSON:  You referenced 2016.  Could you repeat the question?

MR. ODELL:  2013 is 16; correct.

MR. ELSON:  My apologies, yes.

In reading this table, we had trouble discerning whether these numbers were cumulative or not, and, in particular, whether for 2014 the cumulative reduction is 21 or whether it would be 58 megawatts, which would be a sum of 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014.

It's important for my next line of questioning, so if we could clarify that, that would be helpful.

MR. SHLATZ:  Okay.  I think I may have misstated with regard to the cumulative.  The cumulative number is on the fourth line in bold, which is a summation of the totals for each year.

MR. ELSON:  So for the downtown core, what is the cumulative impact in 2014?

MR. SHLATZ:  Well, it's at -- it looks like it is about 58, subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  Fifty-eight, okay.

I believe earlier we were saying that the cumulative impact in 2012 was 12, but that would be incorrect.  It would actually be 21; is that correct?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

And if you could turn to page 16 of your report, according to the second paragraph, the analysis presented in table 6 assesses the extent to which targeted CDM beyond existing levels would potentially defer need dates for additional station capacity.  The analysis assumes the maximum amount of additional CDM that Toronto Hydro could reasonably add by 2014 is 50 percent above the levels proposed or already achieved in downtown Toronto.

Is that correct?  Is that your assumption?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's the statement, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And on -- in table 6, if you could refer to the third last row, which is base CDM for Windsor and Esplanade transformer stations, the base CDM for these two stations in 2014 is 13 megawatts; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  Could you restate the timing of that?

MR. ELSON:  I'm looking at -- it's actually circled in the cross-examination reference book, which is targeted CDM for Windsor and Esplanade for 2014.

MR. SHLATZ:  I see that.

MR. ELSON:  So the base CDM is 13 and the targeted CDM is 7 megawatts?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.  Those are the numbers.

MR. ELSON:  So in this case, the targeted CDM is 54 percent of the base CDM?

MR. SHLATZ:  Rounded.

MR. ELSON:  Rounded.  And if you could return to table 2 on page 8 of the Navigant report, this is the downtown Toronto CDM firm demand.

It says the base CDM -- the base CDM for the whole downtown core in 27 is 58 megawatts, cumulative, for 2014 is 58 megawatts cumulative.  That is the number we just came up with; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  Right.

MR. ELSON:  So does your analysis assume that the maximum additional CDM that could be achieved in the downtown core by 2014 is 50 percent of 58 megawatts, that is 29 megawatts?

MR. SHLATZ:  Let's see.  Well, that is the entire downtown.  Table 6 refers solely to Windsor and Esplanade.  They're a little bit apples and oranges.

MR. ELSON:  So what would be your assumption for the downtown core?

MR. SHLATZ:  You'll have to clarify your question.

MR. ELSON:  The number I am trying to discern based on your report is how much targeted CDM you think can be put in place in 2014 in addition to the base CDM.

I had tried to calculate that using your 50 percent increase assumption, which would be 50 percent of 58 megawatts, which would be 29 megawatts.

Is that a fair description of your analysis?  Or is your analysis different when you are dealing with the downtown core?

MR. SHLATZ:  It's...

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SHLATZ:  The statement regarding how much we think -- it's not what I think.  It is simply an assumption I made, a sensitivity analysis.

So I wouldn't represent that it is our opinion this amount of CDM, targeted CDM, is -- can be installed, can be installed cost-effectively or can be implemented cost-effectively.

It is simply an exercise to determine, for a targeted amount of megawatt reduction, how much would that reduction defer the need for the station.  It is no more than that.

And it is simply taking the number and seeing what the impact would be.

MR. ELSON:  Do you have any studies to support your assumption or your 50 percent number, which relate to the maximum CDM that could be achieved in the downtown core by 2014?

MR. SHLATZ:  No.  I solely did that for the sake of analysis.

MR. ELSON:  So there is nothing backing up that 50 percent number?

MR. SHLATZ:  No.  It's --


MR. ELSON:  No studies or analysis?

MR. SHLATZ:  Typically do sensitivity, 25, 50 percent; it is in that context.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Returning to the third-last row in table 6 on page 16 -- well, actually, you know, I think I'm going to -- sorry, I am going to stay with table 2 here.

What we had been trying to determine was what you were estimating the incremental or the targeted CDM could be in downtown Toronto for 2014.

Are you able to provide an estimate of that?

MR. SHLATZ:  I'm unable to independently develop or collect those estimates.

The CDM data that I have was provided by the company and incorporated into the load forecast.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  If you could return to the third-last row in table 6, which is on page 16, this row shows base CDM for Windsor and Esplanade rising from 2011 to 2013; is that right?

I am looking at the third-last row in table 6 on page 16.

MR. SHLATZ:  The numbers increase, yes.

MR. ELSON:  What is the basis of these estimates for CDM beyond 2014?

MR. SHLATZ:  Just a hypothetical projection.

MR. CASS:  Madam Chair, I apologize for interrupting.  There seems to be a bit of a break.

Anyway, Mr. Shlatz, I think, has said repeatedly that these numbers are a sensitivity analysis, and he gets question after question about what the basis is for the numbers.

They're a sensitivity analysis.  I am not sure whether there is something working at cross-purposes here or what is happening, but the questions seem to just come back to the same point that has been answered repeatedly.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps I could refer to page 16.  These numbers were put forward as more than a sensitivity analysis, from my reading.  The underlined sentence on page 16 says:

"The analysis assumes the maximum amount of additional CDM that Toronto Hydro could reasonably add by 2014 is 50 percent above levels proposed or already achieved in downtown Toronto."

And then we have a table here that indicates what the targeted CDM is.

And these are being put forward to show that CDM is not a reasonable alternative, so I am assuming that they're more than a hypothetical figure based -- pulled out of a hat, and that there was some sort of assessment of what the targeted CDM could be.

Perhaps that is not the case, but that is where my line of questioning is going, is trying to find out the basis for these CDM numbers in the Navigant report.

MR. SHLATZ:  I have already testified that this is a sensitivity analysis, and you repeated the word "assumes."

"Assumes" is not derived.  "Assumes" is an assumption.  It is no more than that.  It is a plain fact of the -- or plain meaning of the word.

MR. ELSON:  I don't have many questions on this -- well, I do have some questions on this point, and I would like to continue going through the report based on the numbers that you put forward.

Particularly, the cumulative base CDM -- and I take your point that these are hypothetical numbers and are not based on an actual analysis of how much CDM is possible, but it says that the CDM by the end of 2014 would be 13.

Now, is that a cumulative number?  Or is that just for 2014?

MR. SHLATZ:  I believe that number was just for 2014, subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  So the cumulative, I believe, would be 35, which is five plus seven plus 10 plus 13; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  Subject to check, yes.  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  These would be savings that would help Toronto Hydro achieve its 2014 CDM target established by the OEB?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes, that is the intent.

MR. ELSON:  Furthermore, according to the last row, the cumulative base CDM for the period from 2015 to 2023 is 218 megawatts, subject to check?

MR. SHLATZ:  Subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  Have these savings been subtracted from the load forecast that appears in the Navigant report?

MR. SHLATZ:  No.

MR. ELSON:  If you could please turn to table 4 on page 10, have the base CDM savings been factored into this table?

To give some context, table 4 is the year of capacity deficit by station.  I am on page 10 of the Environmental Defence cross-examination reference book.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ELSON:  Exhibit K6.4.  And the question is whether the CDM savings have been factored into this table.

MR. SHLATZ:  The load forecast incorporates the 286 megawatts of CDM.

MR. ELSON:  So maybe I will ask that question again.

We just looked at base CDM, based on table 6, for the period from 2015 to 2023 for Windsor and Esplanade, and the cumulative number was 218 megawatts.

I am asking if that 218 megawatts has been factored into the table on page 10.  That is table 4.

MR. SHLATZ:  No.  That would be an inappropriate thing to do.  I would be mixing a hypothetical assumption with a specific load forecast.  That is not something we normally do.

MR. ELSON:  I am looking here at base CDM, not at targeted CDM.

MR. SHLATZ:  The base CDM numbers would be incorporated in there.  I should clarify, though, we were not provided a breakout of the CDM by station.

So it was a rough assumption on my part for purposes of this analysis.

MR. ELSON:  So I am a bit confused, because I think you recently answered the question, Have these savings been subtracted from your load forecast?  And you said no.  Particularly, I was talking about the savings from 2015 to 2023.

My understanding is that these base CDM savings have not been subtracted from the load forecast; is that right?

MR. SHLATZ:  Not after 2014.

MR. ODELL:  I think that is the difficulty we have here, that those base CDM achievements that have been realized have been incorporated into load forecast.  So some of them have.  Those that are forecast and are not supported are not.

MR. SHLATZ:  I would agree with that.

MR. ELSON:  So they are included up to 2014, but for the period from 2015 to 2023, they are not included in the load forecast and not accounted for in table 4; is that correct?

MR. SHLATZ:  It is solely a hypothetical exercise.  Beyond 2014 --


MR. ELSON:  Just to be clear for the record, from 2015 to -- sorry, from 2015 to 2023, the base CDM that appears in table 6 is not incorporated into table 4 and is not accounted for in the load forecast?  And I understand that is because it is hypothetical.  I just want to have a clear answer on that, because we have gone a couple of ways in our questioning so far.  So is the answer to that yes?

MR. SHLATZ:  Correct.  Perhaps to expedite the discussion on this, other than -- I would not attempt to correlate table 6 with table 4.  They were done under -- for separate purposes.

Table 4 reflects the actual forecast.  Table 6 is a hypothetical exercise to make a determination in terms of, relatively speaking, how many years would transformation capacity be deferred as a result of some amount of hypothetical CDM.  No more than that.

MR. ELSON:  So table 4 does not include CDM beyond 2015?

MR. SHLATZ:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Beyond 2014.  For 2015 onwards?

MR. SHLATZ:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

If those CDM numbers in table 6 from 2015 onwards had been factored into table -- to table 4, would the transformer station capacity deficit have been completely eliminated?

MR. SHLATZ:  That's a hypothetical question.  If firm CDM coincident with the station peak, and assuming the CDM was allocated appropriately to the stations that require the capacity, one could hypothesize that could happen.

MR. ELSON:  As we have seen, the base CDM forecast for the Windsor and Esplanade service areas is 218 megawatts by 2023, but there are a total of five transformer stations in the downtown core.  So what would the base CDM forecast be for the whole downtown core by 2023?

MR. SHLATZ:  I couldn't conjecture.  That's a hypothetical exercise, and...

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MS. HARE:  Mr. Elson, can I ask you for a time estimate of how much longer you will be?

MR. ELSON:  I have probably another hour and a half.

MS. HARE:  Oh, that's not acceptable.

MR. ELSON:  How much time do I have?

MS. HARE:  Because we are definitely going to finish tomorrow, we want to make sure we have enough time for --


MR. ELSON:  Absolutely.

MS. HARE:  -- for the Environmental Defence panel.  We will go until 4:30 today, then, and give you -- we will give you 45 minutes tomorrow.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

So I am just looking through my notes here, in light of some of the answers recently, and I will try to reduce some of my questioning.

I will turn now to questions in relation to Mr. Bach's evidence, which relates somewhat to the previous discussion.  Have you read the evidence that Bob Bach has prepared for Environmental Defence?

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ODELL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Do you disagree with his analysis or conclusions, and, if yes, could you describe the issues on which you do not agree?

MR. SIMPSON:  I would characterize the work as a literature review and that there are many other factors to consider, as far as the realistic achievement of some of those programs in a specific area.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to --


MR. SIMPSON:  Just a word further, please.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. SIMPSON:  So we probably disagree with the conclusions of Mr. Bach's work.

MR. ELSON:  Further to our -- would you like more time to answer that question or can I move on?

MR. SIMPSON:  You can go ahead.

MR. ODELL:  Go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  Further to our recent discussion, the terms of reference for Mr. Bach's report stated that Navigant's analysis assumed that the maximum amount of incremental CDM that Toronto Hydro could achieve in 2014 would be 18 megawatts.

But I believe that is incorrect, based on our recent discussion, and that the correct amount is that the base CDM for 2014 was 58 megawatts cumulative; is that right?

MR. CASS:  Pardon me, Madam Chair.  Excuse me for interrupting.

Mr. Elson just referred to the terms of reference for the report.  Do we have those?  Do the witnesses have the document you're referring to?

MR. ELSON:  That appears, I apologize, at page 1 of the report.

MR. CASS:  That's the terms of reference?

MR. ELSON:  Section 1 of the report is entitled "Terms of Reference and Background".

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  And I believe there is a number.  I just want to clarify.  There was also an interrogatory on this issue, and I believe we have clarified just now that the correct number in Navigant's analysis, the assumption of incremental CDM would have been in relation to 58 megawatts in 2014.

MR. SHLATZ:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to refer you to the response to Toronto Hydro Interrogatory No. 23 to Environmental Defence.  Do you have that in front of you?

MR. SIMPSON:  We're still searching.  If you could repeat, what number IR from ED?

MR. ELSON:  These were interrogatories to ED from Toronto Hydro, and in specific, I am referring to Interrogatory 23.

MR. SIMPSON:  Yes.  Go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  In responding to this interrogatory, Mr. Bach recommends a method for more detailed and comprehensive load forecast, and that recommendation involves an annual survey of customers, rather than simply relying on historical trends and a 2 percent growth rate.

And if you haven't had a chance to review his proposal, if you could read it now, and I would ask you whether you would agree that this would produce a more comprehensive forecast.

MR. SIMPSON:  We're reviewing it now.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SIMPSON:  Some of the elements in the response are being considered in our evolving load forecast work.

For example, the 25-year load forecast, which is submitted to OPA under the Toronto Regional Plan, includes some of these factors.

MR. ELSON:  So my understanding is you haven't done this thus far, but are considering doing it in the future, to have a more robust load growth analysis?

MR. SIMPSON:  The intent of each forecast is important to recognize.  The 10-year bus forecast, again, is operational in nature.

When we look at a 25-year forecast, we're doing it for different purposes, for long-term planning.  And you will see in the explanation for the undertaking on that 25-year forecast, it is using a lower growth rate, consistent with what City of Toronto has in their Official Plan.

That said, the 10-year forecast we use for the station us loads is very accurate for near-term needs, and reflects the real growth in the last five years, and is a pretty good indicator of what is happening in the next five years.

MR. ELSON:  If I could refer you to the table of contents of Mr. Bach's report, that is at Roman numeral I.

I won't take you to the specific sections, but in the table of contents, you can see that sections 3 to 7 describe a number of CDM initiatives.

Have these initiatives been expressly accounted for in Toronto Hydro's load forecast?

MR. SIMPSON:  No.  As mentioned earlier, only the projections up to 2014 from presently-funded programs are incorporated.

And so some of these aspects, in Mr. Bach's report, are not in the forecast.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

I would like to move on to distributed –-

MS. HARE:  Maybe this is an appropriate place --


MR. ELSON:  That is an appropriate time.  Thank you.

MS. HARE:  We will adjourn, then, until 9:30 tomorrow morning.

Mr. Cass, did you have something --


MR. CASS:  I wasn't sure if Mr. Odell just missed an opportunity to say something in response to that last question.  That was all, Madam Chair.

MR. ODELL:  I just wanted to comment before we left THESL Interrogatory 2.2, THESL 23.

I mean, you have just gone over -- you asked us a number of questions about how we are implementing the proposed course of work that you have in the response to our interrogatory, but our interrogatory actually asked Environmental Defence what the likelihood or probability of any of the activities in the Bach report was, and any concrete information about what the impact on the load forecast or the need for the Bremner station.

And we didn't see it.  So your response, what you're asking us is whether or not we're implementing your ideas, and we still haven't seen from Environmental Defence some idea of how these results are going to materialize.

MR. ELSON:  That's correct, that in the response we didn't provide a megawatt breakdown.

And my question to you wasn't whether these were going to be implemented or not, but whether these initiatives were accounted for in your load forecast.

And I believe the answer is that some were not; is that correct?

MR. ODELL:  These initiatives were not accounted for in the load forecast.

And also, Environmental Defence did not give us, in the response to our interrogatory, any concrete information that could, perhaps, inform our load forecast.

MR. ELSON:  And I will continue on this point with Mr. Bach perhaps.

MS. HARE:  Okay.  Thank you.  So we are adjourned until 9:30 tomorrow morning.

--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:29 p.m.
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