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--- On commencing at 9:00 a.m.


MS. NOWINA:  Please be seated.


Good morning, everyone.  Today is day 8 of the oral portion of the review of the Integrated Power System Plan.  The OPA is seeking the Board's approval of the IPSP and certain procurement processes.  The Board has assigned file number EB-2007-0707 to this application.


Today we continue with the cross-examination of the panel on reference forecast and reserve requirements.


Are there any preliminary matters?  Mr. Vegh.

Preliminary Matters:


MR. VEGH:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  Just a couple from the applicant.  First, to report on undertaking responses, the OPA filed with the OEB undertaking responses by letter dated September 17th, and those responses relate to undertakings J3.2, 3.3, 4.1, 5.1 and 5.3.


So those responses are on the -- in the Board Secretary's office and available on the OPA website.


In addition, with respect to an undertaking response yesterday at the close or close to the close of proceeding, Board counsel asked Mr. Stein to -- if he had some materials available, and he happened to have them.  So this is undertaking J7.3.  I'm sorry, I will just...


The undertaking is to provide parts of the document to be used as supporting evidence regarding social discount rate.  Mr. Stein had that document available, so we will respond to that undertaking now.


I provided Ms. Lea a copy of the materials, and Mr. Stein will speak to it very briefly.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you.


MR. VEGH:  Perhaps we can mark it.


MS. LEA:  Yes.  It has been marked as undertaking J7.3.


MR. VEGH:  The document is entitled "Canadian Cost Benefit Analysis Guide, Regulatory Proposals" by the Treasury Board of Canada.  Perhaps if it is acceptable, Madam Chair, perhaps Mr. Stein could just speak to it now before we go on to the other preliminary matter.


MS. NOWINA:  Yes, that's fine.  Thank you.


MR. VEGH:  Mr. Stein.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Stein.


MR. STEIN:  I think the matter referred to the --


MS. NOWINA:  Your mic.


MR. STEIN:  Thank you.  I think the matter referred to the publication by the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, the 2007 publication in which they recommended a social discount rate of 8 percent in real terms, and that's found in their document, in their 2007 document entitled "Canadian Cost Benefit Analysis Guide, Regulatory Proposals", authored by the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, on page 37.


That would be in the third paragraph.  At the last sentence in the third paragraph on that page, I think you would find that reference.


MR. QUESNELLE:  Mr. Stein, I wonder if I could just ask you something about this document, not pertaining particularly to that point that you just made and the discussion on the 8 percent versus the 10, but if you go to -- on the document that we just received, on page -- the last page, page 38 in the original document, and this is the first full paragraph -- sorry, the part paragraph at the top, just looking at the language in that paragraph.


And it speaks to the notion of a social discount rate, and it talks about the controversy in the literature and the use of social discount rates, and that further guidance would be needed.


I just wonder if you could comment on that element of it and -- just in light of your comments yesterday on taking the approach of a social discount rate, and, in particular, the notion of the support for using a social discount rate when a consumer consumption is involved.


And I will take you to that wording.  It is on page 37 of the original document, the last paragraph on that page, and, in particular, the consumption.  And you had mentioned in your testimony yesterday that that particular element was part of the supporting rationale.


I just wondered how you considered consumer consumption when the consumer is a business or a firm that is one of the consumers in Ontario as opposed to a private individual.


MR. STEIN:  The OPA's concept in the IPSP was that the cost of the plan ultimately feeds in one way or another into a cost to consumers through the electricity price or other means.


And because it feeds into the cost to consumers, there is -- that would cause an increment in consumption, for example, higher electricity prices.  Economists often model higher energy prices equivalent to more or less a tax which quells -- which dampens the economy, and it wouldn't be an income tax.  So it would be more of a tax that would affect consumers and consumption spending.


And that's the approach that the IPSP has taken.


MR. QUESNELLE:  Okay, thank you.


MS. NOWINA:  Go ahead, Ms. Lea.


MR. VEGH:  I'm sorry, the second preliminary matter is Mr. Gibbons wanted to make a correction to the record from yesterday.  Mr. Gibbons.


MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you, Mr. Vegh.  The first correction that I would like to make pertains to the transcript at volume 7, page 94, beginning at about line 21.


In my discussion with Mr. Buonaguro regarding insurance requirements for the northwest system, as shown in Exhibit D, tab 2, schedule 1, figure 7, I mistakenly identified that the insurance requirement was about 500 megawatts in the first three years and 200 megawatts in the next three years.


In fact, the insurance requirements are about 50 megawatts in 2011 and 25 megawatts in 2014 and these are shown in the figure as the green-shaded boxes.


The second correction I would like to make is in reference to transcript volume 7, at page 96, beginning at roughly line 1 through line 9.


This is with reference to Exhibit D-3-1, page 31, table 29.  I indicated that the insurance requirements that were shown in figure 7 that we were just referring to were included in the line labelled "Required Resources".  In fact, on further checking, we found that they are not.


Those are the corrections that I would like to make.  Thank you.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you.


MR. VEGH:  Thank you.  That's all from the applicant, Madam Chair.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you.  Ms. Lea.
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Continued Cross-Examination by Ms. Lea:


MS. LEA:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I have to confess that I am going to exceed my revised estimate by about ten minutes.  I guess I never should have revised it down, and those of my friends who have been smiling at me, okay, fine.


I wonder if we could please look together at 

Exhibit I, tab 38, schedule 27, which is VECC interrogatory 27.  I wanted to draw your attention to the last paragraph of your response, please.


This interrogatory deals with the insurance reserve requirements and the division of that set of requirements into two periods, 2008 to 2014 and 2015 to 2027.


You were asked about the discontinuity in that interrogatory, and in the third paragraph of your response you indicate that:

"The period up to the end of 2014 is a critical period for decisions related to this IPSP, but less emphasis was placed on the quantification of facility-specific risks in the period beyond 2014."


It's the last sentence that I would like you to comment on.  You indicate that:

"For the period beyond 2014, scenario analysis was used to demonstrate that the plan was sufficiently robust to accommodate a range of conditions different from reference plan assumptions."


Can you describe how you demonstrated that, please?


MR. GIBBONS:  The scenario analysis as -- as identified in --


MS. LEA:  Can you use the mike, please, sir.


MR. GIBBONS:  Sure.


MS. LEA:  Thanks.


MR. GIBBONS:  The scenarios that are identified in cases 2A and 2B, 3A and 3B, represent conditions where demand is greater than forecast and Pickering units are either refurbished or not refurbished.


In case 3A, it is sort of the opposite end of the spectrum.  It looks at a future where the amount of conservation that was actually achieved was greater than what was in the plan.


So as a result, the demand that needed to be met by supply resources was diminished.


So in effect, between cases 2 and cases 3, there is a range of requirements for supply resources to meet, and that range of requirements can be attributed -- can be generalized in some sense to reflect the requirement for additional resources as a result of a number of different factors.


So we are using those cases to represent a range of futures within which the plan needs to respond and is capable of responding.  This range of requirements demonstrates the flexibility of the plan.


MS. LEA:  So the plan flexibility demonstrated in those cases that you ran out for the long term, include a consideration of the insurance reserve requirement within that?


MR. GIBBONS:  Insofar as the insurance -- the requirement for insurance reflects risk and risk reflects the possibility that different plan assumptions may not materialize, according to what we assumed in the plan.  So in that sense, it reflects insurance requirements.


MS. LEA:  Okay, thank you.  I think I understand.  I wonder if we could look together then at Exhibit D-3-1, page 17, please.


At D-3-1 page 17 there is a table, 15.  It presents a projection of the output of existing and committed base-load resources for Ontario.


Do you know how the actual 2007 production from these resources compared to the forecast output?


MR. GIBBONS:  We have some information for some of the resources for 2007.


MS. LEA:  Yes.


MR. GIBBONS:  For others, it is more difficult to obtain, but we could obtain it because it requires plant- specific output information.  But, for example, the actual nuclear production in 2007 was 80.9 terawatt-hours.  And the forecast shown in table 15 for 2007 is 83 terawatt- hours.


MS. LEA:  Is that reduction in production a result of lower than expected demand?  Or is it something to do with the facility itself?


MR. GIBBONS:  I don't know exactly, but I would -- well, I will just leave it at that.  I don't know exactly.


MS. LEA:  Have you any other examples of production figures for any of these other resources?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  The coal production in 2007 was 28.2 terawatt-hours.  For purposes of identifying the base-load contribution, we took 50 percent of the coal production.  So 50 percent of 28.2 is approximately 14, which is what we forecast for 2007.


MS. LEA:  And what about the gas plants?  Do you have any information about them?


MR. GIBBONS:  We obtained this information from the IESO website, and in the IESO website they combine gas production along with wind and other resources.


If I have my numbers correct, the gas plus other production was -- we're just looking here.  It was given as 18 percent.  I'm sorry.  Yes, 9 percent.  So that's the information we have.


MS. LEA:  Okay.  So it wasn't given to you in terawatt-hours.


MR. GIBBONS:  No, it wasn't.


MS. LEA:  It was given to you in a percentage.  Does the gas and other include water?


MR. GIBBONS:  No, it wouldn't.  No, it doesn't.


MS. LEA:  Do you have any information about water?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  The hydro production -- and this will be total hydro production as opposed to base load -- was 34.8 terawatt-hours.


MS. LEA:  Hmm-hmm.  Do you do a similar division of 50 percent of water to base load?


MR. GIBBONS:  No.


MS. LEA:  I wouldn't have thought so.


MR. GIBBONS:  The hydroelectric contribution to base load from the so-called run of the river plants, which include Beck, and Saunders, and DeCew.


MS. LEA:  Hmm-hmm, okay.  So would it be correct to say, then, that the forecast amount of existing water was exceeded, we had a particularly good year for water last year?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  No.  The forecast of water that Mr. -- pardon me.  The water production total that Mr. Gibbons just stated was total water in Ontario.  It was not indicated on a plant-specific basis.


What we have illustrated in table 15 of Exhibit D-3-1 is representing individual plants.


MS. LEA:  Okay.  So at this time you do not have information that would allow us to compare any number with the figure of 19 terawatt-hours that you have in table 15?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  That's correct.


MS. LEA:  Thank you.  If we could look at page 31 of D-3-1, please.  Again, we have a table, figure 18 in table 30, perhaps we can look at table 30.


It presents a projection of the contribution of existing and committed resources towards meeting annual energy demand for the northwest.


Do you have any information as to how actual 2007 production from these resources compared to the forecast output?


MR. GIBBONS:  No, we do not.


MS. LEA:  No.  And the reason you don't have any, that information is, it is -- is it because it is not disaggregated for the northwest?


MR. GIBBONS:  It is because it is plant-specific information that we don't have at this time.


MS. LEA:  If you do receive information that the production figures are very different than what you had forecast, what does that mean going forward in the plan?  Or would it depend I guess on the reason for the reduction?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  It would depend on the reason and the amount, and the extent to which we felt these reductions were likely to be representative of a long-term trend or situation.


MS. LEA:  My last question relates to Board Staff interrogatory 45.  So it is Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 45.  I wonder if we could look at that together, please.


Thank you.  There was a phrase in the very first -- the very first sentence of your response here.  You were asked about -- the question was:

"In the OPA's opinion, will transmission be sufficiently reliable and adequate for all regions of the province throughout the planning period?"


I know this may -- I may ask this again of the transmission panel, but I wanted to focus on the first sentence of the response, which I think might be something this panel can help me with.  You indicate:

"Transmission will be sufficiently reliable and adequate for all regions of the province if the proposed transmission elements of the plan are implemented in the identified time frame."


Then the second sentence:

"This is on the basis that demand grows as forecast and demand and supply resources develop as planned."


That seems to me to be a pretty good -- a pretty big assumption to make, that "demand grows as forecast and demand and supply resources develop as planned".


The history in the province suggests that none of those things will in fact occur.  I would like you to speak to whether, when planning for the long term, this is going to be a difficulty, the statement "transmission will be sufficiently reliable", if all of these things happen.  What happens if they don't happen?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. GIBBONS:  The focus of this question is on transmission?


MS. LEA:  I guess that I wanted to ask this panel about that second sentence, that "demand may not grow as forecast and demand and supply resources may not materialize as planned".


Although the IR refers to transmission, what I was going to ask this panel was:  What happens if those assumptions do not occur, and what measures is the OPA taking in that situation?


MR. GIBBONS:  Changes in demand and supply don't occur overnight.  They are a phenomenon that occur over a period of time.  Given that the IPSP is going to be updated every three years, then the updating of the IPSP will take into consideration the extent to which plan assumptions are or are not materializing.


So I think that would be the -- essentially the way that we would deal with that situation, is through the regular updating of the plan.


MS. LEA:  Yes.  If you read further in the interrogatory, I think that is the tack that you are taking here, as well, that the needs can be identified on an ongoing basis.


Are there any short-term or stop-gap measures that you believe are necessary to have in reserve, if I can put it that way, to address something that does appear to be a crisis that cannot be dealt with in this every-three-years update?


MR. GIBBONS:  This type of condition is typically the condition that the IESO deals with in their short-term operational planning, and they have various mechanisms at their disposal that they can take advantage of in the short term to alleviate critical situations that may materialize very quickly.


An example of that would be alteration of the planned outage program for generators, for example.


MS. LEA:  Okay.  So just then to contrast your role and the IESO's role in planning, can you give us a little illustration of the different mandates you see for the two agencies?


MR. GIBBONS:  In very broad terms, the IESO basically focusses on those resources that exist and are addressing how those resources can be applied to deal with the variety of conditions on the system, both planned and unplanned, that may occur; whereas the OPA has a longer-term focus in which the procurement of resources and facilities is now a major consideration.


So in the longer term, we can consider more than existing resources, whether they be transmission resources or supply resources, and we can identify the need for the procurement of additional resources to address emerging conditions or situations.


MS. LEA:  Thank you very much, panel.  Madam Chair, thank you for your indulgence.  I am finished now.  Thanks.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you, Ms. Lea.  Mr. DeRose, I understand you are next.

Cross-examination by Mr. DeRose:



MR. DeROSE:  Yes, thank you.


Good morning, panel.  My name is Vince DeRose.  I am counsel for the Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters, or CME.


Panel, thank you for letting me just defer my place yesterday.  I was tied up in meetings and wasn't able to be here, and the advantage of going at the end of my friends is their efficiencies allowed me to conserve.  I think I originally had 45 minutes.  It will be significantly less.


Panel, there is three areas that I would like to just get some clarification on that, in part, have been touched by my friends before me.  Just so that you know where I'm going, the first is going to be a quick snapper for Mr. Bataille.  I think it will be an easy one.


Secondly, I have a few clarification questions on the 2006 and 2007 actuals that Mr. Rodger and Mr. Warren took you through quite extensively yesterday.  It's not going to be very long.


Then I have a few questions about the other manufacturing sector and the GDP growth, and, in particular, I would like to ask you some questions about some of the evidence filed by GEC in that regard.


So let me start with you, Mr. Bataille.  If you can pull up -- do you have yesterday's transcript?


MR. BATAILLE:  Not handy.


MR. DeROSE:  Perhaps on the screen you can pull up page 26 of the transcript.


And if you just move it down to the bottom of the page, you will see, Mr. Bataille, just at line 12, Mr. Buonaguro is asking if you have ever gone back on your forecasts to, with hindsight, look at their accuracy.  The next question is -- your answer is you think you have done it either through student projects or otherwise.


You offered to go back and look for the record on it.  Mr. Buonaguro said that he was okay without the exact results.  I'm not.  I would like them, if you are able to find them.  Just to be specific on what I would be looking for is if internally there have been any studies, projects or analysis of forecasts that you have previously conducted, and then I would think a number of years later, with the benefit of actual data, if you've done an assessment of their accuracy and just to see the way that it's occurred historically.  Is that something you would be able to...


MR. BATAILLE:  Okay.  That's going to take some time.  As I mentioned, I believe it was to Mr. Buonaguro, we regularly test the individual components of the model against actual performance.  The whole -- testing the whole model is another exercise entirely.  I know it has been done before.  I have not participated in those exercises, but I've got to go back and talk to my colleagues who have been in my organization before me, and that -- I'm not sure how long that is going to take.  I may have to talk to former employees, former researchers who have gone on to other projects.


MR. DeROSE:  I would be happy to do this on a best-efforts basis.  I am not looking for you to reinvent the wheel, I'm not asking for you to do the analysis, but when I read the transcript, it appeared to me it has been done.  You have them in studies and it would be a matter of tracking the study down and, subject to any confidentiality, if it was published for someone that --


MS. NOWINA:  Let's be clear, Mr. DeRose, are you talking specifically about the CIMS model?


MR. DeROSE:  Correct, yes.  Absolutely.


MS. NOWINA:  Let's narrow it down that far.


MR. DeROSE:  I'm sorry.  In the context of Mr. Buonaguro's cross-examination.  It was on CIMS.  I am only interested in CIMS.


MR. BATAILLE:  Okay.


MR. DeROSE:  So if this has been done for CIMS, that is what I would like.  I don't need it for other models that were not relied upon by OPA.


MR. VEGH:  So just so I am clear, then, on what Mr. Bataille is committing himself to.  It is to make reasonable efforts to determine whether these, the investigations of the type discussed in the transcript - I forget the reference - have been carried out and to report back.  And if the results are readily available, to produce them subject to any confidentiality restrictions.


MR. DeROSE:  Correct.


MR. BATAILLE:  Okay.  I have to do this with the caveat that some form of modelling method discussion comes with that, because it is important to the context of the question.


And that would have to be provided in order for these results to make complete and good sense to the Board.


MR. DeROSE:  I don't have a problem with that.  In fact I would expect it.


MS. NOWINA:  I suppose should be happy because everyone is happy but I am not completely.  It seems to me it is a very broad request, unless Mr. Bataille understands and has an idea in his head of exactly how narrow this request is.


So I need to understand, more specifically, what -- if not what you're asking for, Mr. DeRose, what Mr. Bataille, you think, you might bring back as a response to this undertaking.


MR. BATAILLE:  The key thing is going to be this methodology piece.  It's because back-casting is not a simple exercise with these types of models because what you have to do is pick up the structure -- if I took the model we have now and took it back to 1999 or 1995, the technologies didn't exist.  The industrial structure didn't exist.  The economic structure -- in order to really do back-casting as my friend is describing, you have to clip out portions of the model.  You have to go find older versions -- you have to literally go back to older versions of the model that are running on software platforms that we may not support any more and may not even be able to run, right.


So it is a different -- I know back-casting exercises have been done.  I have to go look for records of them.  It's an organization that is 20 years old.  There has been turnover of employees.  So this could -- I have to ask for exercise of judgment in how I am doing this.


MS. NOWINA:  I am trying to determine how useful this might be for the Board.  Let me give a hypothetical and you tell me if this is the kind of circumstance we might be talking about.


Are we talking about situations in which a Ph.D. student may have had a thesis that they wanted to prove and, therefore, we're taking the model and doing some back- casting analysis on it to see what result they came up with?


Is that the kind of situation in which this back- casting might have been done?  Under which kind of situations would it have been done?


MR. BATAILLE:  Potentially -- I know there was an extensive exercise done for I believe it was BC Hydro in the mid '90s and I know there was a back-casting exercise done then but the people who do that have moved on.  So I have to find the records.  I have to --


MS. NOWINA:  Let's use that as an example.


MR. BATAILLE:  Okay.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. DeRose, how is that going to be helpful for us?


MR. DeROSE:  Well, if it is back in the early '90s, I don't know whether it would be, quite frankly.  My concern is this:  We have a CIMS model that has been in existence for some time at Simon Fraser and they have done -- they have worked on it over the years.


Simon Fraser, as any academic institute, will not only always look forward but will sometimes look backwards and say, Well, we had that model.  We now have the actual data.  Go back and let's just see if it was off by 1 percent or off by 50 percent.


Now if the CIMS model, if there for instance is a dissertation that has been prepared that says, the CIMS model in the mid '90s was predicting forecasts of let's say 5 percent and in reality it was hitting 500 percent, that would cause me concern and my question would be:  What steps have you taken to address that?  Have you addressed that?  Because it identified problems at some point in time.


I guess I would simply say this.  If Mr. Bataille goes back and says there is nothing relevant to the current CIMS case that we've done in any type of back-casting, I am not asking him to reinvent the wheel.  I am simply saying is there anything in your database of academic papers you could simply provide.


I guess my concern is, we don't know the relevance of it until Mr. Bataille goes back and says, is it or is it not relevant.  But for instance, if the report was prepared in 2004 and looked as a forecast that was from 1995 to 2005 and they found that the CIMS model really wasn't working for five reasons, that would be relevant to you because the question that I would hope the Board would ask is:  You've identified five weaknesses in your CIMS model, version minus 5.  Have you addressed them?


MS. NOWINA:  With no disrespect to Mr. Bataille, I don't have a lot of comfort that he goes back and looks at all of this and he can really determine the relevance for us.


Perhaps what we can do is, if he goes back and determines what are the circumstances and can bring those forward to us, as an undertaking.  Then we can ask for the specifics, if we believe that it is relevant.


MR. BATAILLE:  May I make a comment, Madam Chair?


MS. NOWINA:  Yes, certainly.


MR. BATAILLE:  Okay, because there's a couple of different, important considerations here.  Any model is designed to incorporate certain dynamics but has to take certain things as exogenous or assumed outside the model.


One of the things that we take exogenous in certain circumstances -- and it is relevant to this case -- is that we had to assume certain starting natural gas and electricity prices.  This is vital to the question of almost everything in these proceedings is what is the spread between natural gas and electricity?


Now if I looked at a back-casting exercise from the mid-1990s, natural gas was for industrial purposes was running a dollar, two dollars, maybe three dollars per gigaJoule or MMBTU.


Now, we know there were significant changes in the natural gas market in the late 1990s and I mentioned this yesterday - I won't tell a large story about it - where those prices radically changed.  Natural gas prices radically changed but the cost of making electricity other than commodity cost did not change.


Now, I know right now that in back-casting -- you are going to see significant differences because those natural gas prices changed.


Now, does that invalidate the results in the CIMS model?  Our job, as I saw it –- as I see it -- is to get those internal dynamics of what we're supposed to be doing exogenously within the model right.  But we do have to assume external circumstances.  I believe it is very material to your purposes that the -- that those exterior natural-gas -- basic natural-gas prices are going to have a very large material effect and may -- I will stop right there.  I believe I have made my point.


MR. DeROSE:  Perhaps if I could ask one question to clarify and this might help.


When you have someone go back and look at a model that has been prepared to assess, with hindsight and with actuals, how the model worked and the level of – well, how the model worked with the hindsight and the benefit of actuals, I take it -- or am I right to assume that when you find differences, there would be an assessment of whether, for instance, it's because gas prices went up and electricity didn't because of regulatory decisions by the government that you couldn't predict.  That's the one example you have given, or, alternatively, at times, you may actually identify weaknesses in the model that should be addressed and improved?


MR. BATAILLE:  That is a very -- that's a very astute and -- that's a very astute comment of what the ongoing process of the modelling is.


There are things that are not within the control and there are things that -- if you see a problem, the model is definitely making issues, and that is our long-term project, is to continually improve those internal dynamics.  And that has been our project for the last 20-plus years, the people who -- the project of -- and the people who designed the precursor to run the model from the US Department of Energy.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. DeRose --


MR. DeROSE:  In any event, perhaps we can do it this way.  I take it that you are questioning whether there is value in this. 


Perhaps if Mr. Bataille -- if it is not too much work for Mr. Bataille, he could identify what resources they have, just in almost a list of the documents.


If we look at them, and perhaps if you look at them, if there is a paper that looks like it would be relevant to your determination, we could ask for it or you could ask for it.  If it doesn't, then it doesn't.  That way there is not a large production of paper, but we at least know what Simon Fraser has prepared historically to assess their model that may be relevant to our current CIMS model.


MS. NOWINA:  Has the question been asked - and maybe it is there in the evidence somewhere - of what improvements to the model the university or the company, Jaccard & Associates, has determined needed to be made since the version that has been used for this application?  


Do we know of improvements that should have been or have been made that have been identified since this application?  Would that be helpful to you, Mr. DeRose?


MR. DeROSE:  That would be very helpful.


MS. NOWINA:  Could we do those two things?  Let us know of any improvements you have identified in the model; whether they have been implemented or not since it was applied in this case?  And now, to your point, Mr. DeRose, you were looking for a list of reports?


MR. DeROSE:  Mr. Bataille referred to the reports yesterday, and, as a lawyer, when I see someone refer to reports --


MS. NOWINA:  You want them?


MR. DeROSE:  -- I want them, because you never know whether they're relevant until you look at them.  The fact that they were raised and Mr. Bataille says people at Simon Fraser have done this, that suggests to me that -- when academics do reports on their own models, that they must have some relevance to them.


MS. NOWINA:  Do you have a time frame for when those reports were produced?


MR. DeROSE:  Mr. Bataille, what would be reasonable in terms of your archives to -- I mean, I don't want you to go back to the beginning of time.  You mentioned BC Hydro in the mid '90s.


MR. BATAILLE:  Again, this is when I was 24 and 25 and I hadn't even started.


MR. DeROSE:  You still look 24 or 25.


MR. BATAILLE:  This could take some considerable time and resources, and my staff is fully booked at this point, and I have to go back to Dr. Jaccard, who owns the company, and Dr. Nyboer, who is his right-hand person, and this will take considerable time and...


MR. DeROSE:  I have to tell you, I mean, there is no specific time in mind.  To me, something in the range of -- when you are talking short term is now ten years in your model, that is kind of in my mind what jumps out.  


Perhaps this would be the appropriate way to do it.  Could you go back and determine what the reasonable time period is for you to do it, without having to track down former -- I mean, I don't want you to go and track down former Ph.D. students and I don't want -- I am not asking you to do a lot of work on this.


MR. VEGH:  How about --


MR. DeROSE:  If it is in your computer database and you can pull it up in five minutes, I would like you to pull it up and look at it.


MR. VEGH:  Yes.  Madam Chair has indicated what the Board would like to know, and perhaps -- to address this request, perhaps Mr. Bataille -- I am going off the top of my head here, as well, so before we commit to anything, I want you to be comfortable with it.  


Perhaps Mr. Bataille can determine whether there is a list, a previous back-cast of reports and, if there is, to provide that list.


MR. DeROSE:  Yes, that would be fine.


MS. NOWINA:  That would be helpful.  So I think we have two undertakings.


MR. VEGH:  Is that acceptable?


MS. LEA:  We can make it one undertaking.  My only comment was I was just looking at the Board's issues decision again.  I just wanted to put this into the hopper for folks to consider.


Both Mr. Bataille, as he is looking for what might be relevant to us and also to those parties who are seeking information, the Board's issue decision at page 11 discusses forecasting.


In the second full paragraph, it says:

"The Board agrees that its responsibility in this proceeding does not extend to approving the demand forecast and reserve requirement."


So we are not going to make up a new forecast here. 

"However, it is important in the context of examining how the planners developing the IPSP used the forecast to query the main assumptions in the forecast and how the plan will change or adapt in response to variations from that forecast."


So I think if we are to look at the issues decision and take that into account, that may be a guide to what is relevant for Mr. Bataille to look at and for Mr. DeRose to consider how much digging he wants people to do.


So I just put that on the record, and I think what Mr. Vegh has articulated appears to be acceptable to all.


Can we have a combined undertaking, J8.1, for that?  I gather it consists of two parts.  One is to identify -- I'm afraid now to list them, but one is to identify any problems with the model that have been identified and to indicate whether those were resolved.


MS. NOWINA:  Or improvements.


MS. LEA:  Improvements.  And the second is to determine whether there exists a list of back-casting exercises and, if such a list exists, to provide it.


MR. DeROSE:  Just to clarify, in the first part I believe it was since the model has been run.


MS. NOWINA:  Since the model was applied in this case.


MS. LEA:  Thank you.  That restricts the time frame.


MR. BATAILLE:  May I make a comment, Madam Chair?


MS. NOWINA:  Sure.


MR. BATAILLE:  In considering your comments there, it may be useful to the Board to see, like, a brief assessment of what we know to be sensitive in the model in terms of external assumptions.  I listed a key one right there, like, what the relative price is of natural gas and electricity.


There are other key things that feed in.  Like, if this is what we do within the model, what has to feed in and what we're sensitive to.  I think that may be very germane to your understanding of what...


MS. NOWINA:  That sounds very helpful, as well, Mr. Bataille, so if we can add that, the sensitivities of the model.


MR. DeROSE:  Mr. Bataille, that wasn't on my list, but it is a fantastic question.


MS. LEA:  That is all subsumed under undertaking 8.1.

Undertaking No. J8.1:  TO Provide problems or improvements identified with the model and indicate whether they were resolved; TO determine whether a list of back-casting exercises exists and, if so, provide it; and TO provide the sensitivities of the model.


MR. DeROSE:  Mr. Bataille, are there any other questions I should ask you?


[Laughter]


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  Well, thank you very much, Mr. Bataille.  You were very helpful.


Panel, now I would like to just turn to the 2006 and 2007 actuals.  I won't be going into a lot of detail on this.


Yesterday you were taken through -- on Exhibit K1.1, you were taken through slide 50 a number of times by Mr. Warren and Mr. Rodger.


Panel, I take it you are familiar with it?  You know it?  It's up on the slide.  


If you can now turn to slide 27, panel, am I right where, in the third bullet, it says "actual demand for 2006 and 2007 is significantly less than reference forecast", that's the verbal or the written description of what we see on slide 50; correct?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MS. LEA:  Can we pass the mic?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. DeROSE:  And the third bullet goes on that this is because of a reduction in demand due to, one, economic factors, and, two, the contribution of conservation savings.


Now, with respect to the economic factors, if I can turn you to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 8 of 34; page 8.


You will see that the second paragraph:  With respect to the reduction of demand due to economic factors.  Do you see that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's right.


MR. DeROSE:  Now, that paragraph identifies the economic factors being a significant downturn in the health of Ontario's manufacturing sector.


Is that the economic factor that you are referring to in slide 27?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Primarily, yes.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  Are there other economic factors?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We primarily focussed on the industrial sector accounting for the downturn.  There could be other factors.  If people lose jobs, there could be other factors, in terms of impacts on the residential sector, residential consumption.  But we thought that would not be as significant as the actual reduction in the industrial sector.


MR. DeROSE:  So the primary driver is the downturn in the manufacturing sector?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. DeROSE:  Now, just staying on this page, page 8, the last two sentences, the evidence refers to the fact that this downturn -- you don't know the permanency of this and the future prospects.


Is that one of the reasons why you wouldn't, there were a lot of words yesterday, recalibrate your forecast or redo your forecast?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  This is one issue, namely the downturn of the industrial sector during the last few years.


If we were to look at recalibrating the model, we would probably look at a number of factors, not just this factor.


In the discussion that took place I think it was yesterday, the issue ended up being, if you were to look at a new forecast, I think you would look at a number of issues.  Not just one issue.


MR. DeROSE:  Right.  And I guess, well, let me ask it this way.  If the downturn was permanent and you had a high level of confidence that it was permanent, would that be a factor to consider on whether you should recalibrate the forecast at this time?


MR. VEGH:  Before Ms. Buja-Bijunas answers, there were two different elements to this answer.  You will recall from Mr. Shalaby's testimony there is the expert, there is the forecasting expertise issue, on what basis do you start to reconsider the forecast.


But as Mr. Shalaby indicated in his evidence, there is also the regulatory governance issue, that when the OPA comes forward with a new IPSP, it will be based on a new forecast.  And the governance plan or the regulatory plan is to not do interim forecasts pending the next IPSP.


I think the concern he raised is that there is always new information and you need to stop, you build a forecast, you build a plan around the forecast, then next time around you bring in a plan around a new forecast.


So fair enough to ask about the expertise issues from a forecaster but there is another element to this as well that Mr. Shalaby addressed with respect to preparing and filing new forecasts as part of a regulatory proceeding.


MR. DeROSE:  Fair enough.  Perhaps I can ask it this way.  First, generically, as a modeller, are there times when you will run a forecast and very shortly thereafter, one month, three months, six months, one of your inputs will change so dramatically that, as a modeller you will have to say:  My model now has a certain level of uncertainty and you should consider redoing it, because this input on its own has changed so dramatically?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  As a modeller, I would precede that question to myself with the question of:  Who am I doing the modelling for?  And to what use will it be put?


Because the model itself doesn't really have a use.  The model is there to answer questions or to be used by or the results of that are to be used by someone else.


So my first question would be:  The planners who are using demand forecasts, do they need a new demand forecast?  Or are they relying on other scenarios where they feel comfortable without it?  I would have to ask, to what use is it put?  As opposed to strictly an academic exercise of updating numbers.


MR. DeROSE:  Can we agree that the economic forecast for the IPSP is very important?  I think we can agree on that.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Correct.


MR. DeROSE:  So my question would be, first of all, not even talking about the IPSP.  There are times when an input will change so dramatically that you would feel compelled to tell your client:  The model that I just did, you may wish to consider updating it, because this is very important what's changed?  Correct?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  And that took place, yes.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  And so my question, going back to the original question was:  If the downturn was permanent, would that be one of those situations?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  As I mentioned yesterday, we tried outside an official model to do the calculation of what would be the result if the downturn were permanent, to see if it was within the scenarios, to see if it was within.  So we did a calculation not within a complex model, but within a more simplistic approach because we felt we had to, at this point, compare what a permanent situation would be like, what the impact of that would be, versus the low case.


At that point, I mentioned that when, it depended -- the impact depended on what time frame you were looking at, that in the mid-term our low case seems to be low enough to capture that situation, but in the longer term our low case does not capture that situation.


MR. DeROSE:  What about the short term?


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. DeRose, we'd spent a lot of time on exactly this point yesterday.


MR. DeROSE:  I appreciate that.  Okay.


Secondly, if I can take you back to slide 27.  On the contribution of conservation savings.  Panel, when you talked about the contribution of conservation savings, is that what you have termed "natural conservation"?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  No.  Actually, that's what I am referring to as CDM, as "intervention conservation".


MR. DeROSE:  On the CDM, do you have an opinion on whether the CDM conservation savings are permanent?  Or whether you know -- whether you can tell whether they would be permanent, or not?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think I would be more comfortable if that question were addressed to Mr. Farmer, who is more familiar with the nature of the programs that contribute to those savings and how permanent they are.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay, I will put that to Mr. Farmer.


Finally, panel, if I can have you turn up -- I'm sorry, my computer locked me out there as we were talking.  I took longer than I thought.


If I could turn you to the evidence at L-8-2.


This is a report by ICF.  If you can go right down, I would like to start at page 44.


Panel, Mr. Poch will be coming up after me and I suspect he will cross-examine you on this.  We are a little bit like the ham in the sandwich, we're caught between two pieces of evidence.  There is your evidence on the forecast and there is Mr. Poch's evidence on the forecast.


There were some assertions made by Mr. Poch's expert that -- we just want confirmation of whether you agree with the factual statements, or not.  I think in the normal course, if you had an opportunity to reply evidence you may have addressed these, but in any event that's where we're coming from.


First of all, at the bottom of page 44, you will see that the statement is made that the overwhelming majority, 87 percent, of the forecasted growth comes from the other manufacturing sector.  There's some caveats put at the bottom in the footnote.


Panel, starting with that, do you agree with that statement, that 87 percent of the forecast growth comes from other manufacturing?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  You will have to give me a second.  I have crossed out the 87, but I didn't put in what other number, and so I have to see if I have it in my notes.  Just one second, please.


One thing I want to raise at this point, and it's -- in figure 34, which shows the industrial sector, that forecast actually is not our forecast.


One of the things that happened - I think this is quite an honest mistake - is that those forecast numbers for the industrial sector are the ones that were pre-IPSP plan.  That is the forecast without the adjustment to other manufacturing.


We had lowered other manufacturing by about 6 terawatt-hours.  That difference is not mirrored in this curve.  So, consequently, figure 34, the end of the forecast period, 2025, should really read roughly 52 gigawatt hours, not the 58.  So that strong upturn is actually not there in the IPSP.


So there was just an honest mistake, I think, in terms of the writer of this report put in an older version of the numbers for the industrial sector.


Consequently, I know that the percentage is not 87 percent, because it has been lowered.  I just have to figure out what it is.


MR. DeROSE:  Is it -- the fact you have crossed it out, is that something that you would have done the calculation, or is it difficult to tell what the percentage is in your forecast?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Actually, I have to find where in my notes the number is.  It not a difficult calculation.  I just don't have the pages in front of me.


MR. DeROSE:  Perhaps by way of undertaking if you could just simply give us the percentage that you say the other manufacturing sector is?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, yes.


MS. LEA:  J8.2.

Undertaking No. J8.2:  TO Provide number for other manufacturing sector in figure 34.


MR. DeROSE:  Then if I can take you down to the next page, page 45.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. DeROSE:  Figure 35.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.  Figure 35 also is not the updated figure.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay, that was going to my question.  So the IPSP forecast is not accurate in this figure?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.  If you turn to Exhibit D-1-1, there is an attachment - I think it is it either attachment 1 or attachment 2 - that has a discussion of other manufacturing.


There are tables in there that give the actual other manufacturing assumptions that are within the IPSP.


I think this confusion just arose because we did do an alteration to other manufacturing and that was lowered.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  But those tables don't compare to the actual electricity demand the way that this table does; correct?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Well, those tables go back to 1990.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  So if you go to D-1-1, attachment number 1, and if you go to page 23, what you will find is the values from 1990 to 2025 and it will show you the original set of numbers.


I think these tables or figures represent the original set of numbers, and then you will find there is a line that says "revised".  The revised are actually the numbers within the IPSP.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There are also figures in that attachment, and you will have two curves to each figure and the lower curve is the curve that is within the IPSP.


MR. DeROSE:  Thank you for that.  You have actually jumped to my questions, because the curves didn't look completely right to me, so I was going to ask you whether you agreed with the forecast.  So you have beat me to my questions.


On figure 36, I take it the same answer?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.  Our GDP numbers have been revised and they are also found in attachment one, one.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  If I can take you to the bottom of page 46, the very last sentence, first of all, do you agree with the first part of the sentence, "the historical trend line points toward continued productivity gains"?


MR. ADELAAR:  As was mentioned yesterday, probably the best way to track energy productivity in the industrial sector is energy use per physical unit of output, and Natural Resources Canada has done a lot of work on trying to assess that over a long period of time.


Last year there was a process of developing an energy efficiency strategy for the industrial sector, which was commissioned by the Council of Energy Ministers, federal and provincial and territorial.


In that process, there was a lot of analysis done by Natural Resources Canada to look at recent trends in energy productivity.  Now, I don't have those statistics at my fingertips, but I recall that there was a significant flattening out of the year-over-year improvement in energy productivity in the last five years.


So to surmise that because over a 15- or 20-year period there have been some fairly significant energy intensity improvements that those -- that that rate of improvement will necessarily carry through in the reference case I think is not a correct assumption.


MR. DeROSE:  I think you are asking the inference of the fact.  Let me just unpack it a little bit.


First of all, just on the factual allegation made, that the historical trend line points towards continued productivity gains in the sub-sector, do you agree or disagree, just as a statement of --


MR. ADELAAR:  I disagree.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  And is that because of what you have just said?


MR. ADELAAR:  Yes.


MR. DeROSE:  Okay.  So if I take you back up to figure 36, do you disagree with the actual GDP that is set out in blue there?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think what Mr. Adelaar is saying is that it is not the issue of taking a ratio, which is energy use per GDP, and saying -- I think what Mr. Adelaar is saying is that taking that ratio of energy use per GDP is a very tenuous way to try to ascribe productivity to the industrial sector.


GDP is very much a reflection of commodity prices, which products are being produced, a whole gamut of things.  That is why in end use forecasting you try to get away from GDP and you try to look at physical units, because then at least you can say, I produced a tonne of cement, and am I using different technologies for that tonne of cement?  Look at productivity that way.


We recognize that in other manufacturing we use GDP, and it's almost because you are forced to, because other manufacturing is such a wide gamut of industries, you can't characterize it by a tonne of cement.  It includes so many different things.


So you are forced to then look at GDP, but you can't conclude from that that GDP is a really easy indicator of what's happening in that sector.


MR. DeROSE:  Perhaps -- is my characterization of what you are saying correct on this, that you don't take issue with the historical trends as presented by Mr. Torrie and Mr. Morrow, but from your perspective they're asking the wrong question?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think so.  I think what they have done, many people do, and we're just saying that maybe by taking such a very aggregate indicator, you sometimes don't get all of the answers that you need.


MR. DeROSE:  Thank you very much.  Those are all of my questions.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you, Mr. DeRose.  Maybe we will take our morning break now before we begin with Mr. Shrybman.  You are next.  We will break for 15 minutes and return at 25 past 10:00.



--- Recess taken at 10:10 a.m.




--- On resuming at 10:30 a.m.


MS. NOWINA:  Please be seated.  
Mr. Shrybman.

Cross-Examination by Mr. Shrybman:


MR. SHRYBMAN:  There we go.  Can you hear me everybody?


My name is Stephen Shrybman, I represent the Council of Canadians.  I haven't been here throughout your evidence, but I have been monitoring the proceedings remotely.


And I think until Board counsel asked you a question about interconnections late yesterday, the issue hadn't come up before and I won't repeat her question, but that is the issue that I want to explore with you a little further.


She took you to Exhibit D-2-1 and a chart which showed a very substantial reduction and the degree to which, for system planning purposes, you were relying on Ontario's interconnections with other jurisdictions to meet your reserve requirements.


I want to continue from there and ask you to turn up Exhibit D-2-1, attachment 1, at page 13.


The screen is blank.  There we go.  At the top of the page under the heading 3.2.3, there is the heading, "Interconnection support." Just to put this in context, this, I understand this is a report that was prepared by the IESO in support of this proceeding, looking at the NPCC reserve requirements and providing you with an estimate of what the NPCC standard required for the purposes of this planning exercise; is that correct?


MR. GIBBONS:  That is correct.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  And this is the part their report which deals with the way in which interconnections are going to be treated for that purpose.  Am I correct there, as well?


MR. GIBBONS:  That is correct.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So I would like to ask you some questions about this particular paragraph.  Can we start with the first two sentences.  And I will read them:

"Support from Ontario's five interconnected neighbours was set to a maximum of 500 megawatts of imports in any hour where Ontario generator outages exceeded 500 megawatts.  This is much less than the approximate 4,000 megawatts aggregate transfer capability of all of Ontario's interconnections."


I want to ask you about that 4,000 megawatt figure, because my understanding is that there -- our interconnections with our neighbours are considerably larger than that 4,000 megawatt number.


MR. GIBBONS:  The 4,000 megawatts represents the coincident, the maximum coincident import capability into Ontario.  So it is not necessarily the sum of the ratings on all of the interconnections, but it represents the maximum, approximately the maximum amount of import that is capable of being delivered into Ontario at the same time.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  So when I add up the figures that you provided with respect to the import capability of the various interconnections in response to one of our IRs, I get something like 5,300, 5,400 megawatts.


MR. GIBBONS:  Right, right.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  And that isn't, that doesn't provide a realistic understanding of the import capacity, because -- for what reason?


MR. GIBBONS:  The capability of various interconnections to import power is based on system security requirements or transmission limits.


Those limits may be less than the rating of the interconnection, because they're based on a contingency analysis that looks at the response of the system to loss of an element.


So I don't know exactly what the contingencies were, that were applied, but an example might be, what if you lost one of the interconnection elements?  What would be the impact on the system?  So it is that contingency analysis that is used to establish the transfer limits and those transfer limits are less, in this case, than the total -- the sum of the nameplate ratings, if you will, of the interconnections.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Now, with respect to the new intertie with Quebec, the 1,250 megawatt intertie with Quebec, how would that factor into this calculation?  Would it be added to the 4,000 megawatt number that the IESO identifies in this paragraph?


MR. GIBBONS:  I am not able to comment on that.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Is anybody else on the panel...


MR. GIBBONS:  I would suggest the transmission panel may be able to help you on that.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Well --


MR. GIBBONS:  I guess I could say, conceptually, yes.  As to whether or not it is exactly the 1,250 megawatts, I am not in a position to say.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Would you, with the addition of additional interconnection capacity, would that cause you to raise your estimate of the 500 megawatts that you are willing to attribute to the reserve problem?


MR. GIBBONS:  No.  It wouldn't.  As a matter of fact, the 500 megawatts is a rather nominal number.  It is based on an assumption that at the time of the system peak, there would be a 500 megawatt generator out of service.


Under the market rules of the IESO, the IESO has the capability to cancel an outage or not permit an outage to go forward if there are security concerns or reliability concerns.  And the generator who is affected by that -- whose outage it is -- has the capability to arrange a purchase of firm capacity to cover that 500 megawatt outage, in which case the outage would be allowed to proceed.


So the 500 megawatts that we're using is basically a reflection of that mechanism.


MR. PIETREWICZ:  In case it helps, this 500 megawatts is described in the OPA's response to Board Staff interrogatory 36.


MR. GIBBONS:  Now -- maybe I will just leave it there.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Well, I want to pursue that issue with you, but before I get there, I just want to also ask you about the 500 megawatts and what we're referring to here, because it seems to me that we've got two different columns.


One of them is the column of existing capacity in the system and how you calculate that total, and the other column is how you deal with the reserve issue and, in particular, in this particular report, the NPCC requirements with respect to reserves.


Am I right that there are two distinct columns here into which the interconnections might fit?


MR. GIBBONS:  I am not sure I understand what you mean by "columns."


Do you mean that the interconnections were displayed as part of the insurance calculation in one instance, and then they appear in the IESO report as a factor in the consideration of the NPCC reserve?  Is that what you're referring to?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  No.  I don't think I am.  As I understand, the way in which you've gone about this is, you have predicted the capacity -- the interconnection figure that you have arrived at seems to fit into your calculation of existing capacity in the system, which is the foundation for the reserve equation.  You have looked at the capacity in the system, and then -- 


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  -- where the shortfalls may occur?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes, yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So the 500 megawatts is in that column, as I understand.


MR. GIBBONS:  Right, right.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So you have 500 megawatts of the 4,000 existing capacity and --


MR. GIBBONS:  Right.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  -- we have a question about the 1,250 that will be added to that.  But that's your calculation with respect to the contribution of interconnection capability to capacity in the system as part of your existing resource calculation?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  Yes, that's right.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So we stop there.  Then we go on to consider what reserve is necessary.


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  And it is that that we're considering with respect to this IESO report right here; is that correct?


MR. GIBBONS:  That's correct, yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  So as I understand it, you are attributing nothing with respect to the interconnection facilities, for the purposes of the NPCC requirements?


MR. GIBBONS:  I believe the NPCC requirement considers an import of 500 megawatts, which is consistent with the capacity analysis that the IPSP...


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Let me ask you about that, because it wasn't apparent to me what the NPCC criteria allowed, because if you go down to the -- it might be the fourth sentence in this paragraph, the one that begins "although".


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  "Although NPCC criteria allow for a 

greater reliance on interconnections than considered in this study..."


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  "...the OPA elected to adopt this 

particular planning approach since, currently, there are no firm purchase contracts from outside of Ontario that are assumed in its supply mix scenarios."


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  What is it that the NPCC criteria allow, if indeed they allow, you know, a greater reliance on interconnections?


MR. GIBBONS:  The NPCC criteria - as I understand them, and it's been a little while since I have looked at them in detail - allow systems to consider imports from neighbouring systems, provided there is an assurance that those imports will be available.


The way this assurance is developed is that on a seasonal basis, the NPCC conducts studies to examine the demand and supply balance in each of the member systems within NPCC.


As part of this demand and supply balance part of this study, each system is required to submit its forecast of generation resources, as well as its forecasts of imports by source, as well as exports.


So as a result of putting those individual contributions from neighbouring systems together, the NPCC study is able to identify whether a particular system is counting on an import from a neighbouring system that actually may have been double-counted by another neighbouring system.  So there is the possibility of double-counting.  


So there is a rationalization that takes place.  At the end of the day, there is a determination of the amount of import that, for purposes of the NPCC criteria, would be acceptable to include in studies that demonstrate compliance with the NPCC criteria.


So it is -- and these studies, as I say, are short-term studies.  They're done on a seasonal basis.  They're done in a very detailed manner with -- in coordination with all of the surrounding systems.


The IPSP and OPA have not -- have not undertaken such an exercise.  It is very complex, and it has a great deal of uncertainty associated with it, particularly when you are dealing with the long term, such as we are.


We have taken the position, then, that we will not count on imports as a source of capacity, unless there is a firm contract that has been executed for delivery of that import into Ontario.


Oops, battery.  How do you turn this thing on?


At this point in time, there is no...


Perhaps this mic will work.


MS. NOWINA:  We can hear you.  


MR. GIBBONS:  At this point in time, there is no such contract.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Your answer raises two questions for me.  I had understood or I do understand that Ontario is part of the NPCC.  It's a member in good standing of the NPCC.


So this detailed assessment that you have just described of the various systems and the NPCC, did that not include Ontario?


MR. GIBBONS:  Well, as I said, this is a very short-term exercise that the IESO participates in, and certainly Ontario is included.  But it is not, in our view, an appropriate basis for long-term planning.


We feel that the assumption that we are making of 500 megawatts is an appropriate assumption for long-term planning.  It is well within the capability of the interconnections to support, and so we are confident that we can rely on that 500 megawatts for assessing the reliability of the plan.


This is a reliability issue.  So that's -- we need to have a high degree of confidence that that capacity is going to be available.


MR. PIETREWICZ:  Furthermore, as indicated in the Exhibit D-2-1, attachment 1, page 13, the paragraph that you were mentioning, Mr. Shrybman, it adds that "This approach", and I am quoting:   

"...is consistent with the approach used by the IESO since market opening with respect to reliability assessments."


MR. SHRYBMAN:  I am still not sure what your answer to my question is, though, and that is you described an analytical process that the NPCC engages in to look at reliability and surplus requirements in a regional way, looking at the various constituent elements of the NPCC family, of which Ontario is a member.


Did you indicate that that analysis did include the province of Ontario?


MR. GIBBONS:  It includes the province of Ontario and looks ahead to the next season.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  And did it arrive at a conclusion with respect to the whole issue of the role of interconnections in meeting surplus standards that it established as they relate to Ontario?


MR. GIBBONS:  I don't have detailed knowledge of the particular study.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Well, I would like to ask for an undertaking of the results of the NPCC's assessment of the very issue that you have asked the IESO to consider, which is what the NPCC requirement is with respect to reserve requirements in Ontario.


MR. VEGH:  Now, as Mr. Gibbons said, this is done on a seasonal basis.  So you are asking for the most recent seasonal analysis?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Yes.


MR. VEGH:  Do you know if that would be available?


MR. GIBBONS:  I don't know that it is available.  We could certainly determine if it's available.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Best efforts would be satisfactory for my purposes, Madam Chair.


MS. LEA:  J8.3.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.3:  TO PROVIDE NPCC's MOST RECENT SEASONAL ANALYSIS with respect to MEETING reserve requirements in Ontario 


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Can I just ask you one other follow-up on that, in response to your description of the NPCC approach.


Is it fair to say that their approach reflects an appreciation of the fact that for reserve requirements, it makes sense to look at systems in context, in a regional context, that the broader the frame, the better the understanding of reserve requirements might be for any particular system?


MR. GIBBONS:  I think we have to make a distinction between reserve requirements and the means by which those reserve requirements are met.  The reserve requirements for NPCC apply to all systems.  How those requirements are met is up to the individual systems and involves a considerable amount of latitude as to how those requirements are met, as you have identified and as we have discussed.  The NPCC permits some reliance on interconnection support in order to meet the reserve requirements.  However, individual systems make their own judgment as to whether or not they wish to avail themselves of that option.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So I mean more particularly, then, would it make sense for Ontario and Manitoba and Quebec and Newfoundland to kind of put their heads together to look at the reserve problem in a regional way, rather than to all go it alone, in a sense?  Isn't meeting reserve requirements something that they could cooperate in doing, so to obviate the demands dealing with that particular issue would place on each of their systems?


MR. GIBBONS:  Well, Ontario certainly doesn't go it alone.  As we have been describing, Ontario is a member of the NPCC.  So there's a sharing of reserve and reserve -- ability to meet reserve.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Is Manitoba a member of NPCC?


MR. GIBBONS:  No, it is not.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Is Quebec?


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes, it is.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  It is.  I would still like you to respond to my question, then, in terms of the Canadian provinces with which we have interconnections.


Would it make sense to look at the reserve issue in a broader regional way for Ontario, within the Canadian context?


MR. VEGH:  Sorry, Mr. Shrybman, when you say, "Would it make sense," do you mean from a technical perspective or from a political perspective?  You seem to be pursuing a national dream here and I am just curious, are you asking a technical question on reserve?  Or "sense" in a broader way?  Because the panel can addressed technical questions on reserve, obviously.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  The politics may be the subtext but the question obviously relates to planning, and that is what I am asking about.


MR. GIBBONS:  Interconnections provide many benefits.  One of those benefits is the ability to support one another, in terms of reserve.


So there are reliability benefits.  There are economic benefits.  There are other benefits.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  From a planning point of view, though, let me put it this way.  Have there been discussions with Manitoba and Quebec or any analysis or studies that have looked at this particular issue, which is, you know, the reserve requirements of these respective systems and whether there might be some collaboration that would assist all three provinces in meeting those requirements?


MR. GIBBONS:  I am not aware of the details of the discussions between the various provinces that you have mentioned.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Let me ask you.  You raised this earlier and I said I would come back to it, and it is this -- it's the 500 megawatt figure, I think, which you described as an arbitrary figure that reflects the allowance that certain generators have to book.


MR. GIBBONS:  I wouldn't call it arbitrary.  I would call it simply a recognition of a mechanism that is in place.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  I think you used the word "arbitrary."  I am not trying to put that word in your mouth.


MR. GIBBONS:  I thought I used the word "nominal."  My colleagues on both sides are saying I said "nominal."


MR. SHRYBMAN:  The transcript will tell the truth.


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  I was just curious about this, because if I look at the phrase here, it says the -- I am reading the third sentence now:  

"The 500 megawatt quantity is the maximum import quantity a generator can purchase to cover a planned outage under current market rules."


MR. GIBBONS:  Where are you reading?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  I am in 3.2.3.


MR. GIBBONS:  Oh, yes, okay, I have it.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  And I am reading the third sentence.


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  I was trying to understand what this meant, because I suppose there are any number of generators on the system.  Can they each make these arrangements and if they can, why isn't the number some multiple of 500 megawatts?


MR. GIBBONS:  I am not familiar with the specifics of the mechanism within the IESO that this refers to, so I can't comment on that.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Is there anybody else on the panel that can help?  Mr. Pietrewicz?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  I suspect what this 500 megawatts is referring to is the specific unit that was represented as being on outage at the time of the summer peak in this study.


So that generator was approximately a 500-megawatt generator, and therefore the interconnection support that is being represented here is intended to be equivalent to that generator on outage.


MR. GIBBONS:  My understanding of your question was whether or not the IESO would allow multiples of that 500 megawatt amount, or other amounts to be out of service and covered.


I just don't know the answer to that.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Now, I want to ask you about this whole notion -- I mean, my questions are obviously inspired by this concern that even though we have a lot of interconnection capacity, it doesn't scheme to do us an awful lot of good when it comes to dealing with the reserve question.  You said, well, the problem is the fact that we don't have a firm contract.


It seems to me that we're mixing apples and oranges here, because for reserve requirements, I thought it was the capacity that mattered, not necessarily an agreement to supply a particular amount of power.  Or do I have that wrong?


MR. GIBBONS:  No.  I agree with you.  And the concern here is that we don't have a firm capacity contract.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Well, let me ask you, then, about your treatment of the 1,250-megawatt intertie with Quebec for the purposes of meeting the renewabilities capacity test --


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.


MR. SHRYBMAN: -- for 2010.  You have explained to the Board in response to an interrogatory, that the way in which the test is framed is different, that for 2010, it's capacity; for 2025 or 2027, it's use.  But if that 1,200 megawatt intertie can be counted fully to the capacity requirements delineated by the supply mix directive concerning renewables, why can't it be considered in the same manner for the purposes of the reserve issue?


MR. GIBBONS:  The directive, with respect to renewables, has a requirement for installed capacity.  The 1,250 megawatts represents installed capacity that is capable of delivering renewable energy into Ontario.


In the IPSP capacity analysis, the effective megawatts associated with that 1,200 megawatt tie is zero.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Why does it appear that you have adopted, then, a different approach or a double standard when it comes to, you know, the capacity of the interconnection system with respect to reserves and the capacity of the intertie with respect to the renewabilities equation?


MR. GIBBONS:  I think the answer to the question goes back to the wording of the directive, and the wording of the directive refers to "installed capacity".  From a capacity planning point of view, it is not sufficient that an interconnection be installed.


There must be a capability of delivering firm capacity, and that is achieved through an executed contract.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  That's helpful.  Mr. Pietrewicz, did you want to add something?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  No.  Mr. Gibbons made the point.  Thank you.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Now, in terms of that agreement, or the absence of an agreement, with either Manitoba -- would that apply to Manitoba as well as a province to our east, Quebec or Newfoundland and Labrador?


MR. GIBBONS:  Would which apply?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Your concern about the absence of a contract.  If we had a contract with those jurisdictions, would that mean that you would -- the degree to which you were relying on the interconnect would simply reflect the terms of the contract?


MR. GIBBONS:  It would reflect the terms of the contract.  If the contract was for firm capacity, we would include it in our capacity assessment.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Now, you have asked or recommended that an agreement with other provinces be pursued.  Is one of the objectives of those negotiations going to be to address the reserve issues that we're discussing today?


MR. VEGH:  Excuse me.  I think the reference that you are referring to is from the transmission evidence.  I think that Mr. Shalaby was asked questions about that and he answered those questions, and I believe where we left it was that it was that it would be revived again with the transmission panel, because that is where the discussion is.  That's where the discussion is found in the evidence with respect to the Manitoba interconnection.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Well, Madam Chair, I think it is found at various places throughout the IPSP, and the transmission is certainly one of them, but this is a question not so much about the transmission configuration, but about the purposes that an agreement with Ontario and -- with Manitoba or Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador might serve.


I believe Mr. Shalaby indicated that he would be -- he would welcome or the OPA would welcome the Board's guidance with respect to the objectives that the negotiations he described might pursue.


So it is one thing to look at the transmission implications of all of that, but it is another thing to consider, well, what are we trying to achieve in those negotiations?  Is it simply the purchase of power?  Is it the sharing of power and dealing with certain base-load generation?  Is it some particular arrangement around reserve requirement, so that we can agree to help each other out if certain contingencies arise?  That is what my question is seeking a response to.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Shrybman, your questions to this panel will be different than those you address to Mr. Shalaby and Mr. Pietrewicz earlier?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Yes.


MS. NOWINA:  All right.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  That is my question, actually, to this panel on that question.  Perhaps I should repeat it.


MR. GIBBONS:  Yes, that would help.  Thank you.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Let me put it this way.


MR. VEGH:  Just if I can complete, so I am not misleading, as we mentioned, as well, Mr. Chee-Aloy on the procurement panel will talk about what would be involved in the specific contract, just so I don't mislead people that it is only the transmission panel.  Mr. Chee-Aloy with respect to the contract itself will be -- or the potential for a contract itself and what a contract might look like will be available for cross-examination, as well.


I think I understand your point, which is that you want to understand the reserve implications of such a contract with this panel.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Yes.  So let's now go to that.


Tell me if I am wrong about this.  Would it be possible for Ontario to negotiate an agreement with Manitoba, for example, or Quebec, for example, that was simply an agreement to address the reserve issues that both systems have?  


In other words, it wouldn't be an agreement for the acquisition of a firm amount of power or for the sale of a particular amount of power.  It would be, We will assist you if you run into reliability problems to this extent, and here are the conditions that would give rise to being able to claim power from our system to help you meet certain contingencies; in a way, a reserve agreement.  Is that possible?


MR. GIBBONS:  On a conceptual basis, I would say, yes, it is possible.  But, of course, any contract involves an agreement between two parties, and the supplying party must be capable of providing the reserve in the amounts and at the times that is required.  So, as I said, on a conceptual basis, yes.


Whether or not it is possible to sign such an agreement, I simply don't know.  It would just depend what is being offered and what commercial arrangements can be put in place.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Can I just ask you to turn up Exhibit B1.1 and go to page 34?


Towards the bottom of the page, I believe Mr. Poch asked a question about this to panel 1.  There is a line there, three from the bottom, that talks about interconnections.  The number there is 1,750.


Can you just explain how that number was derived?  Is it the 1,250 plus 500?  And why was it aggregated in that way for this purpose?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  The 1,750 does, indeed, represent the 1,250 plus the 500.  I believe this was outlined in one of the -- the earlier panel.  As to why it is represented there, it's simply showing, on an installed megawatt basis, that these interconnections are there.


The figure above it, figure 16, is represented on an installed megawatt basis; whereas of course on an effective megawatt basis, which is what is used for capacity planning purposes, only the 500 megawatts is assumed for those purposes.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  That doesn't suggest that the number should be the same for the purposes of looking at capacity in the system as the first step in negotiating the reserve issue or calculating the reserve issue?


MR. PIETREWICZ:  I am not sure I understood the question.  Could you please repeat that?


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Well, you begin in calculating load by looking at existing resources.  Doesn't this suggest that the existing resources taken into account for that purpose should be 1,750 and not 500?


MR. GIBBONS:  If this table were in terms of effective megawatts, you would see 500 in that line.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  All right.  Two last things I just want to ask you about that arose from your answers to questions that were posed yesterday.  Actually, just one, because we have already covered one.  


This is to you, Mr. Bataille.  On page 143, if we can turn it up, of the transcript yesterday, volume 7 I think this is, beginning on line 19:

"Another thing too is that, in Canada, we have just gone through a fairly fundamental series of changes in dynamics of our energy markets.  We had a surplus of natural gas coming out of western Canada.  There was lots of gas there and there was a lack of -- most of the gas was coming east and there was a lack of pipeline capacity to get it into the United States.  And we added more pipeline capacity about five, six years ago and suddenly we hooked our energy markets, our natural gas markets into the overall North American market and lo and behold, suddenly the cost of natural gas goes up several dollars a gigaJoule, and the fundamental dynamics between natural gas and electricity have changed."


Can I ask you whether we could anticipate the same consequence of increasing our interconnection with the United States with respect to electricity sales into a jurisdiction where the prices are higher?


MR. BATAILLE:  I would hesitate to -- to be honest, I know more about natural-gas markets than I do about electricity markets and I would hesitate to conjecture.  But if you are asking if you have two markets, one has a higher price, one has a lower price and you increase the capacity between the two, that may be a supportable hypothesis but there are many details that feed into that.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  One last question.  In terms of demand on the system for the purposes of this reserve calculation, how are exports considered or addressed?


MR. GIBBONS:  Exports don't enter into the calculation.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  So if you have generators in Ontario who are free to sell into export markets, why doesn't that become a demand on the system that you have to take into account in trying to determine what our reserves should be?


MR. GIBBONS:  Because there is no obligation to supply exports.  Exports are an economic transaction.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Well, we know that a merchant generator in Ontario, for example, is able to enter into a contract with a purchaser in the United States, and that there is no transparency around that contractual arrangement.  So I understand Mr. Shalaby to say that there may be such contracts.  Do you disagree with that?


MR. GIBBONS:  I certainly don't disagree with Mr. Shalaby.


[Laughter]


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Okay.  Let me take Mr. Shalaby out of the equation.  But if there is such a -- if there are contracts between suppliers in Ontario and suppliers in the United States, would that become a factor that you would want to consider in calculating reserves?


MR. GIBBONS:  I am not sure at this point.  We would certainly have to consider what obligations the generator had to supply the receiving party.  It is possible that we may essentially discount the capability of that generator to supply Ontario.  But it's a complex question and I am not sure what the answer would be.


We would need to look at it more carefully.


MR. SHRYBMAN:  Those are my questions, Madam Chairman.  Thank you very much, panel.


MS. NOWINA:  Thank you, Mr. Shrybman.


Mr. Poch.

Procedural Matters:


MR. POCH:  Madam Chair, I have two exhibits which I distributed electronically a number of days ago, and I am wondering if I can hand them up and get exhibit numbers for them now.  I don't have any assistants with me today, so maybe I will impose on Ms. Lea to assist me.


MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Mr. Poch, can you identify or give a description of the first one you want me to give to the panel?


MR. POCH:  The first one is excerpts from, "Providing the Balance of Power," Demand Supply Plan report.


MS. LEA:  You used the --


MR. POCH:  For -- forbidden phrase.


MS. LEA:  So the excerpts entitled, "Approving the Balance of Power," will become Exhibit K8.1.

EXHIBIT NO. K8.1:  EXCERPTS ENTITLED "PROVIDING THE BALANCE OF POWER"


MR. POCH:  The second is a copy of the Energy Board's press release of July 26th, 2007 with respect to the time-of-use pilot results.


MS. LEA:  OEB press release regarding time-of-use pricing structures, Exhibit K8.2.

EXHIBIT NO. K8.2:  OEB PRESS RELEASE DATED JULY 26, 2007 REGARDING TIME-OF-USE PRICING STRUCTURES


MR. POCH:  Madam Chair, I have a lengthy cross; not as lengthy as my first one, but still lengthy.  I had hoped that the number of parties ahead of me would shorten it, but as you will hear in the second half of my cross-examination, I have a considerable amount on the methodology and implications of the reserve calculation, and it really hasn't been addressed by anybody so unfortunately it hasn't been shortened with that.


MS. NOWINA:  All right, Mr. Poch so you will be with us for much of the day.  We will break for lunch in about an hour, so just to give you a sense of how you want to break up your cross.


MR. POCH:  Please interrupt me at the appropriate time, Madam Chair.  With the clock behind me, I will probably lose track.


MS. NOWINA:  All right.

Cross-Examination by Mr. Poch:


MR. POCH:  Let's start with the load forecast side of the panel, if you will.


First of all, Mr. Shepherd prepared an exhibit which was K6.1 and I am wondering if it is possible to ask -- and he expressed an interest in my asking this, as well -- if it would be possible to get OPA to produce companion pieces for cases 2 and 3 for the high and low cases.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I will have to investigate if it's possible to do that for the high case.  The reason I am saying that is because we didn't have a detailed end-use analysis for the high case.  So I will have to check that out.  What we can do, but it will not be as detailed, we may be able to do it on a sector level.


For the low case because our low case, the low supply case is based on the reference forecast minus the higher amount of CDM, we do have those numbers.


So there is probably more success for the low case and a bit less success or less detail for the high case.


MR. POCH:  Within whatever is available then, perhaps we can get an undertaking on that basis --


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, yes.


MR. POCH: -- to extend K6.1 to cover the high and low cases, as available.


MS. LEA:  Undertaking J8.4.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.4:  TO EXTEND EXHIBIT K6.1 TO COVER THE HIGH AND LOW CASES, AS AVAILABLE


MR. POCH:  Thank you.


Let's start by turning to Exhibit K2.1, which was our cross-examinations from the first panel, and in particular, the graphic that appears on the fourth sheet there, actual versus predicted demand of electricity in Ontario.


MR. VEGH:  Do you have that?


MR. POCH:  Now, I discussed this with Mr. Shalaby and this is just a graphic of the past history of the load forecast from the earlier planning effort that he and I enjoyed so much.


There was some discussion I had with him about where we were relative to the uncertainty bands that had been provided in that.


I think there was a bit of confusion on the record about what the central line forecast included in terms of natural conservation and "intervention conservation," I think you referred to it earlier today.  So I just wanted to get, see if we can just get through this, get that clarified.


I think Mr. Shalaby pointed out that the central forecast there excluded -- certainly excluded utility conservation; is that your understanding?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I just want to make sure I know what I am looking at.  Are you referring to this figure?


MR. POCH:  Yes, that's correct.  We are looking at the -- I'm sorry.  There is no central line there.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's right.


MR. POCH:  Rather, there are the high and low forecasts.  But the high and low forecasts from that era would have excluded utility conservation?  Perhaps it would be easier --


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  The reason I am hesitating a bit is I actually didn't work on the high and low scenarios for that particular study, so I am not really conversant with them.


MR. POCH:  Let me do this another way, then.  If you could turn up K8.1, first of all, in the first page of text there, second page of the exhibit, what the -- the heading, "What the basic forecast includes":

"The basic load forecast takes account of energy efficiency improvements that driven by normal market forces."


Then if you look over, it says, "What the basic load forecast does not include":

"The basic load forecast does not include the future impacts of incentive-driven programs for demand-management load displacement on utility generation."  


Do you see that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.  The way -- in that particular study, the basic forecast was intended to capture natural conservation and what finally ended up being called, I think, the primary forecast.


MR. POCH:  Yes.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Is that correct?  Yes.  That would have included any externally-driven incentive programs.


MR. POCH:  If you just turn further, we have provided there an excerpt from chapter 3, page 14 of that effort.


I just wanted you to confirm with me, then, in that figure 3-10, this is basic load forecast bandwidth, and there we have the lower, median and upper, and if we look at 2004, the year for which we plotted dots on this graphic that I took you to earlier, can you just confirm for me that it appears there that the dot and the X do indeed represent the basic load forecast bandwidth; that is, with natural conservation, but without --


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I can only speak to the median, since I didn't work on lower and upper.  This is labelled "median basic load forecast".  So, yes.


MR. POCH:  All right.  But just turning to the numbers in 2004, there we see that the lower is 167 and the higher is 234 terawatt-hours, and turning back to K2.1, those are indeed the dots on that graph; correct?  Just so we're all on the same page.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That would appear to be the case.


MR. POCH:  All right.  So now your conservation group has noted on the record -- I can't put my finger on it, but they noted that DSM delivery capability in Ontario was largely dismantled in the '90s.  That's when we had a surplus from Darlington coming on.  Do you agree to that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  To my knowledge.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Can we agree that we certainly haven't had 25 terawatt-hours of utility-driven conservation in the period we're talking about, those kinds of numbers?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I personally am not aware of extensive DSM efforts.  I haven't been tuned into those efforts as much as other individuals would be.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Just turning, then, in K8.1 one page further, we have provided an excerpt -- this is from figure 5.0, sub 1.  This is actually from document R-22 in that case.


There we have provided the demand management forecasts that were being offered at the time.  Clearly we are in the lower load growth.  Reality has turned out to be in the lower load growth world.  Can we agree?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  I am just noting that for 2004 there, under EEI, which I take it stands for energy efficiency improvement, there was a gigawatt-hour estimate of 9,246.  Do you see that?  That's in the second column of data.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, I see that.


MR. POCH:  That is roughly 9 terawatt-hours?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  All right.  So just looking at -- back at K2.1 again, then, can we agree that the actual is, indeed, more than 9 terawatt-hours below the lower bandwidth forecast that was made for the 10 percent uncertainty bound at that time?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That would appear to be correct.


MR. POCH:  All right.  So when Mr. Shalaby suggested earlier that, in fact, if you take into account conservation, reality has turned out to be within the 

90 percent/10 percent bound, when we actually look at these figures, it would appear that he was mistaken?


MR. VEGH:  Rather than perhaps phrasing this as a cross-examination of Mr. Shalaby through this panel, you could just state the question in a more neutral way if you want a piece of information.


MR. POCH:  The conclusion is it would appear that reality is indeed below the 90 and 10 percent band uncertainty from the forecast at that time.  Would you agree with that conclusion?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Looking at these figures at this point, that would appear to be the case.


MR. POCH:  All right.


So at the time, the forecasters were saying there is a 90 percent likelihood that load would be higher than the level indicated there by the green cross.


Would you agree that part of the reason that they offered that, one of the -- the intended benefit of offering uncertainty bounds like that in a planning exercise is to give the planners some sense of how much flexibility they need to build into their plan?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Again, I can't really speak for the people who produced this 20 years ago.  I presume that might have been their thinking, but I can't speak for them.


MR. POCH:  Now, I won't take you to it, but it does appear at Exhibit C-6-2, attachment 7, the first page, where we've produced the comments we provided on the load forecast discussion paper, we suggested that uncertainty analysis, history has shown it to be perhaps the more important of the -- parts of the forecast, more than the central mode.


I take it that despite that comment - I think you have made clear - this planning exercise, you have chosen not to provide any uncertainty bounds; is that fair?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Actually, that is not fair.  I think we really readily hold to the opinion that there really is a lot of uncertainty in the load forecast.


There is a lot of uncertainty.  There are different ways of addressing the uncertainty.  There is the probabilistic way, which is the way uncertainty was addressed in the balance of power effort, and then there is scenario -- the use of scenarios to look at futures, possible futures.


As you just alluded to, the probabilistic approach is only as good as your statistics to do that sort of thing.


Your statistics are very much governed by the past.  So when you do something statistically, you would have to, for example, look at the various variables that would impact your demand and make some assumptions regarding how much those variables would vary into the future.


And often that is a matter of opinion or else it is based on historical statistics.  And so there are some good points associated with that and bad point associated with that.  It is not a black and white case.  But the net result was we felt instead -- and we're not the only ones, more and more people are tending towards that -- the issue being can you come up with scenarios that you feel will represent the futures you want to look at.  Don't try to ascribe a percentage to it.  But it comes down to risk, really.


It comes down to, which scenarios do you think would represent the sort of risks that you are willing or not willing to deal with in the future.  You do that in that sort of sense, as opposed to trying to work with a number in a probability.


MR. POCH:  Right.  You have anticipated where I am going.  In fact, if you turn to D-1-1, page 27, there's a graphic depiction of the scenarios you chose.  In lieu of an uncertainty analysis, you chose these scenarios which have been variously referred to as high growth, low growth, case 2, case 3.


I might have reversed those.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Correct.


MR. POCH:  All right.


What did you base the selection of the levels for high and low on?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  What we did was that, we went to the Ministry of Finance which had done, at that point, an outlook which consisted of what they considered to be the likely outlook for the province as well as a high growth case and a low growth case.


So in that case I am talking about parameters such as GDP, parameters such as OGDP divided into commercial service sector and industrial, population, those sorts of macroparameters.


So we tried to reproduce the impact of those higher and lower assumptions of macroparameters into our forecasting assumption.


So as was discussed in one of the previous, I think modelling sessions we had with intervenors, this was done outside the model.  It wasn't done in a detailed end-use level.


This was basically applying a higher and lower GDP population number, et cetera.  But those macro assumptions came from the economic outlook for the Ministry of Finance.  I think it was called "Towards 2025," was the name of the document.


MR. POCH:  If we look at the range that that band between your high and your low gives you, that spread, just in percentage terms, it is about -- when you go out 15 years, for example, it's about a 10 percent, a plus or minus 10 percent spread.  Is that an approximately right ballpark?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Actually, if you give me a second, I can actually look at the tables and get a better indication than from looking at the figure.



MR. POCH:  Well, I was just very roughly eyeballing.  If I go out to 2020, the line -- the lower line seems to be about --


MR. VEGH:  Mr. Poch, the witness has indicated how she would like to answer your question.  So perhaps you could let her do that.


MR. POCH:  Sure.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I am just looking at D-1-1, attachment 2, page 2, so I can actually see the names a bit more clearly.  I am looking at tables 3 and tables 4.


So, let's see.  You're referring to 15 years out.  So that would be 2020.  So if I look at the 2020 peak, the high is 27,500 -- sorry, the high is 32,000.  Yes.  Very roughly, without using a calculator, it's about that.


MR. POCH:  Nothing turns on it.  We don't have to be precise for the purpose of this discussion.  I looked at the balance of power forecast that we were discussing earlier that is depicted in part on our K2.1, and to my eyeball there, that spread of 15 years out at 2004 is about plus or minus 20 percent.


And we have discussed it already.  Reality turned out to be even beyond that.  And so that's the gist of my question.


Given that we have seen reality deviate, recent reality deviate more than 20 percent, why were you content to postulate scenarios which were, you know, half that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  The way we approached this was to use what information was available.  Basically it hinges primarily on economic futures.  And the only thing that was robust and available in terms of having some detail, and it came from the Ministry of Finance, was their higher and low growth scenarios.  So we directly used those high and low growth scenarios.


That basically underpins how we came up with those particular curves.


MR. POCH:  All right.  So you basically have taken the Ministry of Finance's judgment on that.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We basically took whatever published source there was from the ministry group and used that.


MR. POCH:  So it wasn't a decision based on how much

-- any assessment of what the uncertainty is nor any assessment of how what uncertainty level, in loose terms -- we have already agreed you didn't do it in mechanistic terms -- but in scenario terms was reasonable to take for electricity planning purposes, you just -- that was the range of forecasts that were on offer.  You went with that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Basically, yes.  We needed higher and lower GDP estimates.  We got them from the Ministry of Finance, and we incorporated that and -- it is almost mechanistic, and that is what you get when you do that.


MR. POCH:  And that's the cases, that's the forecasts that your cases 2 and 3 respond to?  Is that fair?  

Mr. Gibbons, I will probably turn to you.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  With -- case 2 is the high growth?  Yes.  That is the one for the high growth, that's right.


For the low growth, the supply cases, the supply case for the low growth, which is case 3, is approached somewhat differently.  Their approach was via using the reference forecast but assuming more conservation to get you to a low growth as opposed to assuming a lower reference forecast with a smaller amount of conservation.



MR. POCH:  Right.  I think -- and we can shorten this up.  I think in the evidence in a number of places, OPA has said that you can treat that case as a sensitivity analysis, if you will, for either lower growth or for more DSM.  Is that fair?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: That's correct.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MR. PIETREWICZ:  In addition, I think all of the cases in general, particularly in the longer term, are as indicated in Exhibit G-1-1, page 35.


I would point out that while the ranges in the scenarios that we have developed -- I will say that again.  G-1-1, page 35, line 13.


We point out that the ranges themselves relate to specific uncertainties that we considered, in terms of the resource planning.  However, they are expected or intended to address, to varying degrees, other types of uncertainties not explicitly considered.


So, for example, a higher demand growth in a particular year could be equivalent to the equivalent amount of generation not being there in that year.


They're not intended to recognize every possible uncertainty in the universe of uncertainties.  At this point, they're meant to be indicative, recognizing that things can be -- go one way or another, if a number of these discrete uncertainties are combined.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MR. PIETREWICZ:  It is right there on the page, so I will leave it at that.


MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Now, I think you have already been taken to this.  In L-8-2, which is the ICF report you were looking at with Mr. DeRose earlier, page 6, you referred to Mr. Torrie, who is the principal author of this.  If I say Mr. Torrie, I am referring to the ICF report.


He observes that the average growth rate of electricity demand in Ontario for the past ten years has been half a percent per year, and in the 20 years prior to 2007, the average annual growth rate was seven-tenths of a percent per year.  The OPA load forecast notes the annual growth rate from '95 to 2005, a high demand year, was 

1.3 percent, but it has been declining every year since and is on track to drop below 0.5 percent by the end of this year.


Well, first of all, just on his recital of history, are you in agreement with him on that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Not exactly.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  And I will just mention a few small things.


When I look at -- first, he says the average rate of growth ten years, and then 20 years prior to 2007.  If you take the 1997 to 2007 load growth, using Mr. Torrie's numbers that were supplied to us, I actually get a growth rate of 0.76.  I don't get 0.5.  I think that is maybe just subject to understanding how he got that number.


The other thing I want to mention is that - it is actually an important issue - there are different data sources and no data source is perfect.  It really, really isn't.


So, for example, we rely on IESO weather-corrected data.  That's more or less our bible in terms of what the final demand must equal.


In particular, we look at the IESO's weather-corrected numbers for grid needs, what's on the grid.  There are other sources of demand numbers, from StatsCan, et cetera.  Sometimes there's deviation between them.  For example, some Stats Canada numbers might include people off the grid or else serviced by non-Ontario jurisdictions, et cetera.


So it does lead to some differences, but, in a way, it is understandable, too, because data sources do have differences to them, the net result being, as I said, with weather-corrected IESO for 1997 to 2007, the growth rate is 0.88 percent. 


If I use actuals from the IESO and don't do weather correction, the growth rate is 0.94 percent, but using IESO information, there is nowhere that I can come up with a 0.5 percent.


MR. POCH:  So you were using -- you say it is 0.88 for what period?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  1997 to 2007.


MR. POCH:  Is that energy or peak?  I think that may be what the difference is here.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think it is energy.  I'm pretty sure it is energy, because this entire document is in terms of energy, so I think I would try to stay consistent.


MR. POCH:  Let's assume that.  Perhaps you can just advise us if you check and it is wrong.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, yes.


MR. POCH:  In contrast, of course, the OPA is presuming somewhat higher in the next period?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.  The one thing I forgot to mention in the above, too, is, if we're discussing the reference forecast, couching everything in terms of growth to 2007, which is a year that had CDM in place, is not really a pure number in terms of a reference number.


You will -- if you take the growth rate between two numbers, the second of which has been decreased due to reasons we haven't been able to uncover, but one of them is the CDM number, then you do incorporate some additional uncertainty, which is why you might want to go back a couple of years just to sort of get away from that problem.


MR. POCH:  I guess the converse is true.  You chose 2005 and Mr. Torrie observes that was a somewhat higher demand year.  You get the same problem.  Depending on what period you project forward, your starting point and end point are going to give you a different slope?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I would make that observation through a lot of this analysis, too.  You can certainly choose different end points and, in one case, say something has dramatically decreased, and then change your end points by a couple of years and suddenly say it has been very flat.  


Percentages can be kind of a slippery slope to work with, and often you are better off just looking at a figure or something, instead of trying to duel with numbers like that.


MR. POCH:  I am reminded of a famous quote, Lies, damned lies, and statistics.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Correct.


MR. POCH:  With that in mind, and, in fact, I think you pointed out earlier that the Board -- and the Board has pointed out it is not going to -- the Board's job here is not to come up with a different percentage number, different load forecast.


I think you have said, and I think you have said as much today, that the real issue here is whether the forecast you provided is -- and the scenarios that are being planned to are a reasonable spread and whether the plan is flexible enough to cover that.  Would you agree with that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I agree.


The forecasting exercise is a very, very difficult exercise, because, in essence, you're saying you can see the future.  Nobody can see the future.  It would be wonderful if we did, but we cannot see the future.


So the forecast, all it provides you is an estimate of demand based on a number of assumptions, the current assumptions regarding technologies, the current assumptions regarding GDP, where the economy is going.  You use other scenarios to try to look at how much that demand might vary.  


But, ultimately, what it is is -- the planning exercise is an assessment of which risks you want to take and which risks you don't want to take.  But it is not really an exercise on, Can you so the future?  Nobody can do that unambiguously.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Now, a moment ago you said probably the best thing to do is not focus on particular numbers and the slopes between them, but to look at -- I think you even used the word a "graphic", a picture of what's happened.


If you look at figure 2 in L-8, schedule 2, you can see there is an attempt to do that, and that's the rolling average annual growth rates, historical and forecast.


Now, obviously, you and Mr. Torrie are using somewhat different data sets, and so the actual numbers might shift, but I assume the shape would be similar if you were to draw this graph?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think that would be correct.


MR. POCH:  All right.  There we see this -- I think it was referred to as a dog leg yesterday.  So to my eye, this is a pretty abrupt and durable change away from what, on that table, is a 30-year -- at least a 30-year trend.


Does that deviation that's in your results give you pause and wonder if there's something underlying your forecast that maybe needs further investigation?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think I will ask Mr. Bataille to provide some guidance on that.


MR. BATAILLE:  Just a moment.  I started to comment at length on this yesterday, and that's all hopefully on the record.


We can -- looking at this aggregate figure of the entire province is perhaps not the most useful way of doing this.  Mr. Torrie has done a very interesting job of going through it sector by sector, and I think that is probably a more useful way to looking at this.  Because each one of -- electricity demand is not some aggregate concept that you can look at with one picture like this.


What is it being used for?  What is its final utility?  And that can be quite different by -- you can have quite different possible futures for residential, commercial, industrial, even possibly the transportation sectors.


And to look at what has happened in Ontario over the last 20-plus years is probably not the way, most useful way of going at what could happen in the future.


As Lily has said, it is almost guaranteed the IPSP is not going to be on the mark.  No forecast is on the mark.  It's just not possible because there are shocks that enter from the outside.  It is the thinking that goes into the forecast and the robustness and potential flexibility of the plan.  So it is just a thinking tool to move forward, to let you form-out what policies and procedures you are going to use in order to deal with the reliability system moving into the future.


MR. POCH:  I heard you yesterday and you talked about, that -- you postulated that perhaps the reverberation of the oil price shocks, the bringing in of new energy efficiency standards has, in effect, I think if I heard you right, you're saying that might have more or less run its course, hence that is an explanation for why we're seeing a change in direction in this, in the slope of this graph.  Did I hear you right?


MR. BATAILLE:  Just to correct.  I don't think the effect of energy efficiency standards has by any means run its course.


What I will conjecture is that there were virtually no energy standards prior to 20 years ago and then a first round of them -- there were, there was so-called low-hanging fruit out there in the economy to be reaped and that's what the first generation of standards was meant to do.


It does not necessarily follow, but it is a reasonable hypothesis that the following generations are not going to have as much effect as that first round.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Back to my question.  I think this is for you, Ms. Buja-Bijunas.  You are the one who is receiving these forecasts from the gentlemen on either side of you for the organization.


Did it give you pause, does it give you pause when you see a sudden change as dramatic as this, and make you -- does it bring questions to your mind?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: When we looked at the forecasts sector by sector, residential, industrial, commercial, when we compared our forecast with the forecasts from other groups, there didn't seem to be anything about the future that was being painted that seemed really out of whack.


So we concentrated on, as Mr. Bataille said, what is happening right now, what is the picture of what could be happening out in the future.  Was that reasonable?  We concentrated on what were other people saying in their forecasts and felt comfortable that we were in line with a future that seemed reasonable both in terms of what was being said sector by sector, but also in terms of what other people were saying.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  I take it the answer is, no, you aren't discomforted by that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We thought it was reasonable.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I want to stress that we're using the term "reasonable".  Why did we feel it was reasonable?  First of all, we knew we're not going to depend on one forecast.  That was a really major consideration.


MR. POCH:  Let me interrupt you, if you don't mind. When you say you're not depending on one forecast, are you referring to your other scenarios there?


MR. VEGH:  Mr. Poch, you can ask for clarification after the question is answered.  I think that is a little more polite, and also would make for a clearer record if you allow the witness to finish answering your question.


MR. POCH:  By all means.


MR. VEGH:  Mr. Poch.


MR. POCH:  Go ahead.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I'm sorry, I have forgotten the question now, I'm sorry.  Which question was it?  No, I mean I -- would you please repeat your question, please?  When I started to answer...


MR. POCH:  You indicated you weren't discomforted and  then you said you thought it was reasonable and you were explaining what you meant by reasonable.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: Oh, sorry, now I remember.


I felt that as long as we were not saying unambiguously, you can produce this one set of numbers that sees into the future, because we were looking at using -- the supply folks were going to use different scenarios, I felt comfort in that.


I also, when I looked at the various assumptions and results that was produced by this detailed end-use forecast, it's a combination of many, many, many assumptions and many results regarding many things.


So potentially there might be some areas, a particular end-use, a particular assumption where I might feel, well, I wish there was more data in that area; there's not very much to substantiate it.  But it wasn't all biased in one direction.  There are some factors which I thought it would be nice if there was a bit more information here or a bit more information there.  But nothing stuck out, in terms of uniformly the approach was such that it provided a demand forecast, that was gravely incorrect with my way of thinking.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Now, again going back to that same graphic that we provided in K2.1, we plotted on there, in the -- for the couple of years available, the IESO's recent prediction.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Poch, your question that you delayed, did you get an answer to that?


MR. POCH:  Yes.  In responding again, Ms. Buja-Bijunas indicated that, by different forecasts she was in fact -- let me ask you this then.


You did, in your secondary response, say -- by what you meant these different scenarios so I think you answered my question.  I take the answer as that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you, Madam Chair.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Sorry.  I now have the chart you're referring to.


MR. POCH:  We just plotted on there what our information of the IESO's most recent short-term prediction is.


I just wanted to get your feedback on it.  I don't think we have it on the record yet.  Are you comfortable that the IESO is probably in the -- a reasonable basis to assume -- let me rephrase that.


Are you comfortable with the IESO's forecast for the short term?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  The one thing I will say about a comparison, again, it's a bit muddied for the following reason.


What the IESO does and very correctly, because they do short-term forecasting, is that they rebase, based on most current information and most current year.


Consequently -- so for example, in the IPSP our reference forecast is based in 2005.  And it carries on beyond that.  For the IESO, they incorporate 2006.  They incorporate 2007.  So they're incorporating in their data set CDM.


And so after 2005, it is apples and oranges when you try to compare a forecast that's incorporating the recent CDM efforts and one that is not incorporating it.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: And ...


MR. POCH:  All right.  I am not going to try to sort out that one, the math of that.  In other words, let me ask you this.


Have you gone and looked at the IESO forecast, the slope of that forecast and compared it to where you are on your, to your forecast end including CDM?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: Again, the IESO produces an 18-month forecast.  So they're basically talking about a year out.  What we're trying to do is look at a long-term forecast.


We recognize on a year-to-year basis, especially when you are talking about short-term issues, there could be differences, but what we are trying to understand, as we said in previous testimony, is to understand what the short term means in terms of the long run.


MR. POCH:  Fair enough.


Now, you have been taken to that slide 50 a number of times and asked about the deviation of the short-term reality compared to the plot you had there.


You have been quite frank in saying you don't have results yet on CDM.  You can't sort out precisely how much is due to the success of your CDM folks and how much is due to changes in the economy.


You have given some ballparks.  Let me just ask you this.  My understanding is that we're going to hear from them next panel, but that they're going to tell us the indications are they're pretty much on track for their 2010 target.  At least that is what we heard in the revenue case.


Assuming that is the case, it would be fair for us to conclude that the -- what we're really seeing there, the deviation is much more likely to be about changes in the economy than it is about unexpected success in the CDM program?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  As I mentioned in my previous testimony, my conclusions regarding the change was due to the economy.  It was because I was assuming that we would be meeting our CDM assumptions that are in the IPSP.  So that's consistent with what I had said before.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Now, remind me.  The underlying forecasts that underlie all of this work, the NRCan and IESO and Hydro One forecasts I think you referred to at the outset, they were made when, 2005, 2006, is that fair, or earlier?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  No.  They would have been 2005 and 2006.  I think one of the IESO ones is 2006.  It is of that -- it is certainly not before 2005.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Could you give us, as a forecaster, if those -- can you give us your sense, if those forecasts are being -- were being made again today, is it likely that they would be projecting lower load for some time?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I cannot speak for what they would do.  All I can say is that I contacted Hydro One to get an update on their forecast and they are still going with a forecast of about 1 percent.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  So they have not changed their forecast very much.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Now, let's move away from the big picture and just talk about some specifics.  One thing I wanted to ask you about was the impact of smart meters and time-of-use rates.  Let me understand, first of all, to what extent is any of that in your natural -- in your load forecast in natural conservation, or is it all in the CDM projection?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It is all in the CDM projection.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Perhaps Mr. Bataille you can help us.  Is any of that in the CIMS model?  Did you make any assumptions about that in CIMS, and, if so, how much?


[Witness panel confers]


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We're just trying to get clarification.  The CIMS analysis is an annual energy analysis.  You are asking a question about smart meters, which is an hourly time-of-use issue.  By definition, an annual energy model would not be able to capture that.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Okay.  So that's a confirmation and it seems obvious that you wouldn't have taken that into account, because it is -- it's about peak.  It's about megawatts, not megawatt-hours.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Oh, smart meters is about megawatts, not megawatt-hours.  CIMS is about megawatt-hours, not megawatts.


MR. POCH:  All right.  I take it that CIMS did not take into account an impact on energy use that might happen as a result of smart meters, if there is any?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I don't think so.


MR. POCH:  Okay, thank you.  


MR. ADELAAR:  Excuse me, Mr. Poch.  Were you referring in the context of the reference case forecast?


MR. POCH:  Yes.


MR. ADELAAR:  Yes, okay.


MR. POCH:  Perhaps you can -- that prompts me to ask, of course, is it taken account of in the higher DSM or lower load case?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, it is.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Can you tell us to what extent?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  You will have to give me a second while I try to pull up my notes.


MR. POCH:  That's fine.  If you would prefer to do that by undertaking, I am content.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That might be easier.  I thought those notes would be required for the next panel.


MR. POCH:  That's fine.  Why don't we take an undertaking that -- OPA to provide the impacts on peak and/or energy in the high DSM case due to smart meters and time-of-use rates.


MS. LEA:  That would be -- 


MR. VEGH:  Just before we agree to the undertaking, I think Ms. Buja-Bijunas started this exchange by saying this is a question that is better asked of the conservation panel, because smart meters and time-of-use pricing is considered an intervention and, therefore, part of conservation, not part of the load forecast.


MR. POCH:  I appreciate that.  I will ask them what they assume in the conservation forecast.  I was asking what is in the -- in the case -- is it 2 or 3?


MR. VEGH:  High conservation case.  That is what 

Ms. Buja-Bijunas was saying.  It's not a function of the forecast.  It is a function of conservation.


MR. POCH:  All right.


MR. VEGH:  When you put the question on the record -- and perhaps the conservation panel can get ready to address it when they arrive.


MR. POCH:  That's fine.  I am content either way.  In fact, if we could just -- maybe we could just have that undertaking so we don't lose it, and if the answer comes from them or that is the witness that answers it, that's fine, too.  We will just ask in the high conservation case what's assumed for smart meters and time-of-use rates, if we could have that.


I do know that -- well, all right.  While we're on the record, for the sake of those answering interrogatory -- there is an interrogatory I-1-1 from Board Staff which addresses this, in part.


MS. LEA:  So we have an undertaking number, then, J8.5, and do we have a sufficiently good understanding of what the undertaking involves now?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I am assuming the undertaking involves my putting together a table of the impacts of smart meters; that is, the impact of smart meters which underlies our CDM estimates and, therefore, underlies the low case, low supply case.  Would that be correct?


MR. POCH:  Yes, both for peak and energy.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, peak and energy.


MR. POCH:  All right.  


I will leave that and we will come back to that with the next panel.

Undertaking No. J8.5:  to provide the impacts on peak and/or energy in the high DSM case due to smart meters and time-of-use rates.


MR. POCH:  Now, I wanted to just ask -- follow on a bit about price impacts on the load forecast.  First of all, at several points, you have been taken to slide 109, which is the slide that is called "average unit costs", and actually comes from G-2-1 at page 28.


You have also referred to cost to customer.  I just wanted to ask if those terms are being used synonymously.


[Witness panel confers]


MS. FRECKER:  Could please repeat the question?


MR. POCH:  Yes.  I have heard the phrase "cost to customer" and I have heard -- this graph is average unit cost.  I just wanted to -- if the -- to ask if the price increases there, which are in constant 2007 dollars, I see, that are described as average unit costs there are the same price increases that you referred to when you talk about what your cost-to-customer model shows.


MS. FRECKER:  The conservation costs that are included in figure 21 and included in the cost-to-customer model are conservation delivery costs.  


So my understanding is that they would be the same in both cases, yes.  


MR. POCH:  I was referring to the entire graphic.  Not just the conservation portion.  


MR. PIETREWICZ:  Perhaps I can be of some help.  This graph, figure 21, and maybe I am answering this question in the wrong context, but this graph figure 21, it comes from
Exhibit G-2-1, figure 21, which is describing the cost to customer in part, among other things.  


Perhaps Ms. Buja-Bijunas can add, if I have mischaracterized it.  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I am at a loss, actually, when it comes to addressing average unit costs since I did not do those calculations.  The cost to customer that was something that was provided to me.  So I can't really account for how these calculations were done. 


MR. POCH:  I am really just asking a more – a simpler question.  
We were given that -- that graph was reproduced from the slides in day 1 as an indication of what the price impact was going to be.  I wondered if there was some distinction I was missing between average unit cost and price impact or the two are in the main, one is reflective of the other?


MR. BATAILLE:  The average unit cost is meant to be an indication of the cost to residential customers that residential customers would pay.  And it is not necessarily identical to the planning cost; and the relationship to load forecast, I can't speak to that 


MR. POCH:  Okay.  That's good enough then.  


Now, I did want to just go back to this comparison of the price projections that are there in some form in the average unit cost chart, and what underlies the load forecast.  Earlier, you took us to D-1-1, page 24.  Is that where we would look for that comparison?  Table 11?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.  


MR. POCH:  Okay.  I just looked at -- and from our earlier conversation, it is dangerous to pick a start point and end point here but you have provided it.  


I was just looking at the top part of that table where, on the average row, and seeing that over the period the techno-vert NEB reference forecast has electricity price dropping over the period roughly a third of a percent.  In contrast, the IPSP cost to customer, looking at the median over the period is going up approximately 9 or 10 percent.  


Have I got that right, first of all?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We recognize that the trends are a bit different.  We also recognize that the assumptions for the IPSP reference forecast are within the band of high, medium, low, from the cost to customer.  


And as we -- sorry, as I mentioned in previous testimony, we also recognize there is a difference in absolute costs in the nearer return.  So we recognize there are differences.



MR. POCH:  On that question of absolute differences as opposed to the change over the period, perhaps this is for you, Mr. Bataille.  The concept of elasticities is generally has to do with the change at the margin.  Is that fair?  


MR. BATAILLE:  Sorry.  Yes.  What's most interesting is the relative, the relative costs of the fuels and that's what drives the -- then the stock turnover and choice algorithm and everything, and that drives the elasticity. 


MR. POCH:  For the own price elasticity, for example, then I am correct, am I, that it is about a changeover period as opposed to the absolute level?  


MR. BATAILLE:  Sorry.  I just want to think about that for a second so I answer correctly.  


It is a relative change from a given point.  


MR. POCH:  Fair enough.  So it's at the margin, then?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  And what he just said also was it is also the relativity between gas and electricity prices.  So it's not just one fuel.  It is how all of the fuels are moving simultaneously. 


MR. POCH:  Obviously for cross-price elasticity, both come into it but for own price elasticity, then it would just be the -- pick your starting point, what is the change over the next 10, 20 or 30 years, and is it sustained; is that fair?  


MR. BATAILLE:  With the caveats that an own price elasticity is amalgamating all sorts of response.  It is amalgamating cross-price elasticities for other fuels, to capital, to and to the final demand response, how that cost feeds in and creates a final demand response for whatever is being used. 


MR. STEIN:  At the risk of being perhaps contradicted by Mr. Bataille, I would conjecture that what you're referring to might be the fact that the own-price elasticity varies when the price of that energy form changes when the relative prices change.  


In other words, at a certain level of -- sorry.  


MR. POCH:  I don't want to interrupt you.  I have been scolded enough.  But I just didn't want you to go on a long discourse because that is not what I was -- 


MR. STEIN:  I might stand to be corrected but I do know that the price elasticities change as the prices change and, more particularly, as the relative prices change.  So that might be what Mr. Bataille and Ms. Buja-Bijunas is referring to.  


MR. POCH:  Let's try to bring us to a bottom line.  


If CIMS had been given a projection of a steeper price rise for electricity, just that, that's all that changes -- both because of own-price elasticity and cross-price elasticity, you would expect there would be a lower load forecast as a result?  


MR. BATAILLE:  All other things being equal, yes.  


MR. POCH:  Okay.  


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Poch, it is 12:15.  Would that be a good time to break? 


MR. POCH:  Thank you, Madam Chair. 


MS. NOWINA:  We will now break for lunch and resume at 1:45.  


--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:14 p.m. 


--- Upon resuming at 2:00 p.m.


MS. NOWINA:  Please be seated.


Well, I understand a preliminary matter has come up?


MR. VEGH:  Just one, Madam Chair.


MS. NOWINA:  Just one.  Mr. Vegh, why don't I give you the floor?

Procedural Matters:


MR. VEGH:  Madam Chair, as the Board is aware and as the parties are aware, the Minister of Energy sent a letter to the Ontario Power Authority dated September 17th, and I believe the Panel and all of the participants here have a copy of that letter.


That letter requires the OPA to revisit the IPSP with a view to establishing new targets in six specific areas, and those are bulleted points in the letter.


The letter concludes by saying that all other elements of the IPSP outside the specific six issues noted above should continue during this review period.


Obviously, the OPA is not in a position today to make any sort of proposal in terms of the substantive and procedural changes to the application that result from considering these six specific issues, but there will be some.


But, as I say, we don't have any real guidance to provide you on the OPA's proposal on how to proceed on those six issues right now.


The letter requires a refiling or additional filing in this application within six months to deal with these six issues, and we will come forward with a proposal to the Board on how the OPA, at least, proposes to address both the substantive and procedural issues that will arise in addressing these six substantive issues.


In terms of the immediate next steps, where do we go from this moment on?  As I indicated, the letter does suggest that the other elements outside of these six specific issues in the IPSP could continue, and the Board is of course in control of its own process, so the Board will make that determination of how we continue.


I would suggest, though, that for efficiency purposes, if nothing else, we do continue with the cross-examination and the completion of the cross-examination of the forecast and reserve panel.  If there is one area of the IPSP that will be enduring beyond these six issues that have to be addressed, it will be the forecast and reserve requirements.


So I think that it can be still meaningfully addressed, and also the parties are here.  The counsel have prepared their cross-examination.  The witnesses are here.  As you know, Mr. Bataille came in from British Columbia and Mr. Adelaar came in from out of town, as well, from Ottawa.


So I don't see a reason why we couldn't continue with this panel, continue the cross-examination, and this is currently scheduled I think to go till mid-day Monday or perhaps till morning break.


I think at that time, the OPA can suggest to the panel at least a schedule of when it is we can come back with a proposal on how to proceed with the rest of the application.  I don't think we will have the proposal for you yet at that stage.


I think it will require our own deliberations.  I imagine the Board wants to consider its own approach, as well, to the next steps, and there is no real need to rush into something to come up with an answer for Monday.


But at least at that time, perhaps we can talk about a schedule for putting forward a proposal.  We wouldn't see it being beyond next week, but if we can finish this panel mid-day Monday, we come back to you with a proposal to come back Wednesday or Thursday and lay out for you how it is we plan to -- we propose to proceed with the application.  That's our recommended approach.


MS. NOWINA:  The letter from the Minister says that the hearing could continue, not should continue.  I believe that is the wording used.


I think the question really is whether or not it is efficient and in the public interest to continue to hear this panel.  You mentioned that the content of this panel's testimony probably wouldn't change.  I am not sure if that is true for reserve requirement, so I might ask others to make a submission on that.


What the Board was considering was certainly that we would get together and have at least a hearing day or a couple of hours next week, when the OPA is prepared, to talk about what the appropriate next steps are and whether or not there is any part of the hearing that could continue during the six-month period, I guess including this panel.


So I would be interested in submissions from the other parties, in particular about whether or not they think it is of good value, if it's efficient, if it is in the public interest to continue to hear this panel before us today.


Mr. Poch, I will start with you.


MR. POCH:  Madam Chair, I think I agree with what my friend has said.  The likelihood is that what we can deal with in the remainder of this panel will ultimately be useful, assuming we ever do proceed, and everyone is up to bat and ready to go.


So I would agree it is probably a good use of time and the proposal my friend has made seems to make good sense to me.


MS. NOWINA:  Does anyone else want to make any submission on that?


Ms. Lea?


MS. LEA:  I wish to ask Mr. Vegh for a clarification.  I think as I understand it, then, you are not suggesting we get ready to cross-examine the conservation panel.  That is clearly something in the Minister's letter is mentioned specifically as needing a review.


So if I can put it this way, your proposal is that we stop after this panel and consider what to do?


MR. VEGH:  That's correct, stop after this panel and consider what to do, but, you know, not rule anything in or out right now in terms of the next panels and the schedules.  I think that we will have to think that through together.


MS. LEA:  Madam Chair, the difficulty that I see in proceeding with this panel is that, as I understand the evidence, if I have it correctly, part of the assessment of the reserve requirement, the insurance requirement, particularly, does depend on the level of risk that is presented by the various sources of supply that are envisioned.


Just reading the Minister's letter, it appears that those sources of supply may or may not -- at least the OPA has to consider whether its sources of supply would change.


That might then change the evidence with respect to the reserve requirement, particularly the insurance component of that.


It may be that the forecast evidence would not change, depending on when the OPA came back with -- after its review, that -- whatever is contemplated in the Minister's letter.  It may also be that the OPA would consider that it was a good time to reconsider their forecast, and we don't know that yet.


So I don't think I have a definite opinion as to whether it is a good use of time to continue this panel.  Certainly today, we're all here.  I see no harm in that.  I hear Mr. Vegh on the practical difficulty of witnesses being here from B.C. and from out of town, indeed.


However, I have my doubts about the utility of the insurance reserve portion of this panel, and that is where my doubt lies about the proposal by Mr. Vegh.


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Poch.


MR. POCH:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  My friend makes a good point.  That hadn't occurred to me in my comments earlier.


I can certainly proceed with the balance of my cross on load forecast and tell you when I get to the point on reserve, and others who are up to bat may be able to proceed on load forecast. It is true, certainly for my cross that I anticipate on reserve, parts of it have to do with the assumptions therein about the probabilities with respect to conservation, and so on.  So there is a connection.


MS. NOWINA:  All right, thank you.  Any response to that, Mr. Vegh?


MR. VEGH:  I guess I look at it to say:  Will we get value out of continued cross-examination of this panel?  And I think that we would.  It may be that, you know, after these six issues are addressed and after new information is provided, there may be some need for supplemental consideration of new issues that have arisen, but they really will be, I think, incremental to what the panel is addressing.


I would expect that the information to be addressed through cross-examination, some of it, it would still be valuable.  We may find that there is a requirement for more information after the remaining issues are considered, as well.


So I don't think it would be to the point where we will find this was a waste of time.  We may that it is incomplete and we need to consider some more moving parts to this picture that ultimately has quite a few of them.


MR. POCH:  Madam Chair, if I may, I was going to add that my sense - and my friend can help us here - is that the out-of-town witnesses, at least, are really -- pertain to load forecast and not to reserve, so the likelihood of them having to come back would be minimal, in any event.


That is, if we proceeded to finish the load forecast portions of people's cross-examinations, maybe at least those witnesses could be released.


MR. VEGH:  Madam Chair, I think -- the suggestion just came to me actually from the reserve panel that, you know, one way to proceed hearing what people say, and appreciating that there is some good points being made, it may be appropriate to continue with the load forecast panel now and have the reserve panel stand down, if you think that would be an appropriate way.  We would have no objection to that.


MS. NOWINA:  Let me confer with my colleagues for a moment.


[Board Panel confers]


MS. NOWINA:  All right.  We will proceed on the basis of hearing the forecast panel and not the panel on reserve.


MR. VEGH:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  So --


MS. NOWINA:  You are excused, gentlemen.  I am sure we will see you some day in the future.


MR. PIETREWICZ:  We hope so.  Thank you.


MS. LEA:  Just to be clear for those listening over the Internet, and I know there are a number of them.  The portion of the panel that is standing down and been excused is the three gentlemen who were dealing with the reserve portion of this panel:  Mr. Pietrewicz, Mr. Gibbons and Mr. Stein.  The other four panellists are remaining on the panel to deal with the forecast matter.

ONTARIO POWER AUTHORITY - PANEL 3, REFERENCE FORECAST, Resumed


Martin Adelaar, Previously Affirmed


Christopher Bataille, Previously Affirmed


Lily Buja-Bijunas, Previously Sworn


Karen Frecker, Previously Sworn


MS. NOWINA:  I think it is over to you, Mr. Poch.


MR. POCH:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Continued Cross-Examination by Mr. Poch:


MR POCH:  Now, to return to more mundane matters, I am afraid.  Panel, we were talking about elasticities and I want to make sure my understanding ask correct.


The elasticities that you provided -- I apologize, I don't have the cite.  Exhibit D, tab 1, schedule 1, page 31.  Those were, I think you explained earlier, were elasticities that, in effect, spill out of the Jaccard model.  They're implicit, they're the overall elasticities.  And the model itself doesn't have explicit elasticities.


You have explained all of that.  I just wanted to be sure that my conclusion then is that these elasticities are applicable to energy, not peak would be appropriate -- would be the appropriate conclusion?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  Now, we are anticipating time-of-use rates and smart meters and as we have just heard that may even be accelerated, conceivably.


On the assumption that with time-of-use rates, the revenue recovery will be more at times of peak, is it reasonable to assume, then, that this price effect will be amplified in terms of peak because of that?  That is the -- since time-of-use rates will tend to raise peak prices relative to off-peak prices, one would expect, given the elasticities, that you are going to have an increased dampening of peak demand?  That's the point of the time-of-use rates.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We have two distinct scenarios, one of which is the basic forecast where you assume that does not take place.  And the CDM numbers, we do assume this time-of-use.


So because the reference forecast does not assume any intervention, including time-of-use rate intervention, that does not appear in the reference forecast.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Fair enough.


I wanted to ask -- I would like to leave most of that for the next panel, for the conservation panel.  But the exhibit I did file earlier today, which is the Ontario Energy Board's release on the result of the time-of-use pilot project.  Let me just get it up so we can get the right number for you.


Yes.  It is Exhibit K8.2.  It notes two things that I wanted to get the comments of the load forecast people on.  One is that there was a 20 percent -- I am just looking for the correct line here.  Yes.  In the second paragraph, among the two-thirds of participants on critical pricing plans -- which is one of the scenarios tested -- there was a more than 20 percent reduction in the high demand or critical peak hours in summer.


Have you had an opportunity to look at that and see if that corresponds to what you expect from your elasticities assumptions?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  No, we haven't had that opportunity.  We didn't specifically look at that.  We are aware of not just this pilot, but there was a pilot with Hydro One, and with Veridian, with Oakville, with Newmarket.  They have not all had these sorts of results and in some cases had much less significant results.


So our -- we would gladly, you know, incorporate much more aggressive numbers for smart meters than for issues like that, as soon as we're comfortable that the pilots really are consistent indicating that is the case.


MR. POCH:  Sounds like the minister is going to give you an opportunity to take a look at some of the recent events there.


The other thing I want to comment on was the, in the third paragraph it notes that there was an overall reduction in consumption by 6 percent, by which I assume they mean in energy as opposed to in peak, which suggests that -- we had an exchange earlier talking about how time-of-use amounts to just a shifting.


But in fact that this is study, at least, is finding there is also a conservation effect.


I take it that is something that is news as well?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: We have, for -- if we're looking at the residential sector, and the time-of-use rates and the use of smart meters, the assumptions that are incorporated in the IPSP certainly have a lot stronger impact, in terms of reducing the peak for the customers and there's a nominal reduction in energy.


I would have to check the results.  I am not sure it would be as high as 6 percent.  I don't think so.


MR. POCH:  As you have indicated, that would be in your conservation.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: It would definitely be in the conservation part.


MR. POCH:  We will deal with them, if and when.  Again, a general question.  Am I right in assuming that there is a, kind of a virtuous cycle here that, with CDM, with conservation at least, to the extent that it, while it lowers bills, it can, it raises unit rates and that, in turn, because of this elasticity, reduces load.  That is, there's a feedback there through the pricing impact of conservation that amplifies its effect.  Is that something that your model takes account of?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: Again, the impact of smart meters and the smart meter issue is all calculated under CDM.


If you are enquiring about the issue of is there a feedback to the prices in the reference forecast, the reference forecast has one set of prices it uses and does not incorporate a change of those prices brought about by time-of-use, which would be a CDM effort.


MR. POCH:  I wasn't thinking time-of-use.  I was backing up to the broader question of conservation, that to the extent there is more conservation, whether natural or program driven or driven by government initiatives, that would tend to -- well, certainly the program driven would tend to increase rates while lowering bills; and that, in turn, could have, through its price effect, an effect on load.  


I am wondering if that is a feedback loop that is in your model?


MR. BATAILLE:  I would just like to also bring in the dynamic that time-of-use pricing -- sorry, I have to say I am not familiar with this study itself, but time-of-use pricing quite often involves increases on peaks to bring peaks down.  But you can have the opposite effects in troughs, where you drop prices to spread load through the troughs.  


So it is quite conceivable that demand could stay the same, or even possibly increase.  Overall demand could increase.  So that is just one aspect.  


The other thing is, these calculated elasticities are on the assumption that the price increases that were used to calculate them are for all energy use for all time periods; right?  


So when we increase price by so much, you know, 10, 20, 50, 100 percent, that's for all time periods and that's the number that comes out; whereas time-of-use, you've got a much more sophisticated set of changes over the load profile.


MR. POCH:  Thank you for that.  I would like to return, if I could, to the question I just posed, which is - and perhaps it would be helpful to hear your comments on this to, Mr. Bataille: Does your model -- does the M.K.J. model, the CIMS model, have a feedback loop for the general effect that conservation -- that as conservation increases, it increases -- tends to increase rates and that that -- first of all, do you agree with my presumption that that of course would tend to reduce load?


[Witness panel confers]


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There is no direct feedback loop of the nature that you specify, but I would like to stress that the CDM numbers are developed using a higher-priced forecast, not the lower-priced forecast.  We used marginal prices, which are roughly 20 percent higher than current prices.


So if you are saying that you might have a price impact due to time-of-use, we are already assuming higher prices for the CDM forecast.


MR. POCH:  I took it from our conversation earlier - correct me if I'm wrong - that for the -- that elasticity effect is really about changes in prices.


Am I correct that while you used higher absolute levels of price in the CDM potential study, the change in price pattern was the same as in your reference?  The pattern of the price over time was roughly the same, although it was just stepped up at an absolute level higher?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.  For the CDM scenario, which is run through CIMS, it is an annual model.  Consequently, it uses an annual price, and those annual prices are about 20 percent higher for the CDM case.


MR. POCH:  But the pattern through time of how the price changes through time is similar to the pattern that appears in the load forecast price assumptions?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. POCH:  I think you can...


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We have to look at the prices.  They were actually -- the two price assumptions don't come from the same source.


So we just want to check if that is really the case.


MR. POCH:  I think I can assist you here.  If you turn to Exhibit D, tab 1, schedule 1, at page 24, at least graphically -- it is perhaps best to look at this graphically.  You can tell me which lines we're looking at.  


The lines on the left of the chart there, the graph that start higher, would be the two of them?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.  The top two lines -- the upper-most line is -- represents marginal prices which are used for the conservation estimates.


The second line is the techno-vert prices which are the underlying prices for the reference forecast.


But as you can see, it is not exactly an even amount.  The techno-vert is for a specific scenario, as opposed to the other prices are a different set of prices entirely.  They are marginal prices.


MR. POCH:  Right.  I think we can agree that those two lines, they're not perfectly parallel, but they tend to follow a similar trajectory?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I guess I can agree to "similar".  The thing is I am always hesitant to agree to a similar and not really have a chance to -- to really calculate the impact of similarity.  So I'm...


MR. POCH:  Okay.  I think you have indicated that already that there was no feedback loop.  I had understood that CIMS did have -- maybe it is in its broader model of the economy that there were such feedback loops.  Am I mistaken about that?


MR. ADELAAR:  Just for clarification, because I think there is a danger that folks are going to get mixed up as to whether we're talking about reference case forecasts and conservation forecasts.


So the reference case forecasts did not include time-of-use rates.


MR. POCH:  Yes.  I am not talking time-of-use.


MR. ADELAAR:  Let me finish.  That's captured -- in effect, in the conservation scenario, using marginal cost pricing and the GHG adder, in effect, acts as a proxy for adding -- for monetizing externalities in the consumption, related to the consumption of electricity.


So one could say that the effect of time-of-use rates in the residential sector may or may not be captured as part of the price effect that's shown through the aggressive DSM conservation scenario.  But let's be clear that that's captured in the conservation scenario.


Time-of-use rates are not included in -- excuse me, in the reference case forecast.


MR. POCH:  I think that was clear.  Thank you.


No, let me state it again.  We moved off of time-of-use.  We're talking about general conservation now.


And my question is, both in the modelling for the reference forecast, and then in the modelling for the aggressive CDM or low load forecast, I had asked if there's -- let me ask again to make sure it is in both modules, if you will, or in both runs.  There is no actual feedback loop for the price effects, the rate effect of CDM.  I think we have established is that; is that correct?  You have to speak up for the transcript.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There is no feedback loop.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Then I just wondered, I had understood - I might be entirely mistaken about this - that CIMS, in one of its incarnations, had such feedback loops.  Can you just tell me about that, Mr. Bataille?  Am I...


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.  No, there is an electricity module to CIMS, but it wasn't used for this project.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Can you just tell us why?  Why was that module not used?  Was there some constraint or...


MR. ADELAAR:  I think the simple answer is that for the national study, it was scoped out in consultations with the DSM working group.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Just cost control, it sounds like.  Okay.


Let's move on, then, and look at a few specific examples.  Let's start with the residential sector, it's always easiest for some of us to relate to.


If you could go back to the ICF report, L-8-2, at

page 17.  We can perhaps start there.  Do you have that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  I take it from that graphic, that the upward pressure, insofar as there is upper pressure in the residential part of the forecast is from -- has been in the near term at least is from, combining the bars there for the different types of cooling basically from cooling and from this category other appliances.  First of all, can we confirm that, that I am interpreting that graphic correctly and it conforms with your understanding?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  You are referring to figure 10; that's correct.


MR. POCH:  Right.  In I-22-235, answer C, you indicate that the cooling market at least in the residential cooling market is expected to be fully saturated by 2010.


Can I conclude from that that while it has been a big factor in the growth in residential of late and is expected to be, continue to be for a couple of more years, in the mid- and long-term of your plan, it is a less a factor and the dominant term there is this other appliances?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We just want to find the location in the report.


MR. POCH:  Sure.  The reference I just gave you was

I-22, tab 235, and I was referring to paragraph C.  235.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We can find reference to the

90 percent, we're just having difficulty finding the

82 percent.  Can we agree about the 90 percent?


MR. POCH:  I am not looking for specifications, agreements on the numbers.  I was just taking you to the answer there where you say it is assumed to be fully saturated after 2010.


Really, just for that simple point, that can I then -- this graphic that we were looking at in the ICF report is the 1990 to 2005 period, and it suggests that the growth of late has been coming in from those, in the main from those two categories, cooling and other appliances.


Then I took it from your answer there that the cooling part of it is saturating --


MR. BATAILLE:  The number of households is saturating.  That doesn't necessarily say the use of advice is saturating, or maximizing, I should say.


MR. POCH:  I read there, it says:

"It is assumed that Ontario is fully saturated."


MR. BATAILLE:  It doesn't say anything about the use of the device.  Sorry.  Yes, it says the number of households is fully saturated with air-conditioning, be it room or central, but that does not say anything about the use of the device still could increase if the space cooling load, the cooling degree days increased.


MR. POCH:  Yes, of course.  In future, we can expect people to turn them up more, turn it down more or depending presumably about how good we are with our cultural conservation, but leaving that aside.


MR. BATAILLE:  In terms of number of households, yes, it is saturating.


MR. POCH:  So am I correct in taking the leap then to presume that at least in the near term and in your forecast, tell me, is the pattern likely to continue that the dominant cause of growth in the residential sector in your forecast is this other appliances category?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes, it is one of the dominant reasons, yes, although with the caveat that the use of air-conditioning could increase, as well.  And it is a heavy duty -- like, thermodynamic device.


MR. POCH:  Yes.  Obviously if people decided to cool their houses to a lower temperature than has been the pattern, that could be a factor.


MR. BATAILLE:  Or longer periods of the day or have to use two air-conditioners to maintain the same cooling level.


MR. POCH:  No reason to expect that to occur though, is there?  You're not forecasting that?


MR. BATAILLE:  No.  But it could occur.


MR. POCH:  That's fine.  Okay, with that, if you turn to the ICF report at page 25, this is L-8-2 at page 25.


Mr. Torrie interpreted the data he had from you as suggesting that from 2000 to 2025 -- this is his description of figure 17, which appears just below the graph there -- about 71 percent of the growth comes from other appliances.  Does that accord with your understanding, roughly?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  You have to give me a few minutes to go through my files to see what the number actually is.


MR. POCH:  I don't need the precise number this minute from you.  We can proceed if you think that sounds about right.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: If you can just give me 30 seconds.


MR. POCH:  Sure.  By all means.  By all means.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I'm afraid the only figure I have on me is that residential miscellaneous appliances contribute about 20 percent to the overall growth of the forecast.


If the residential sector is a third of that forecast, then that would --


MR. POCH:  It puts us up over to 60.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Subject to check I guess but very roughly it would be somewhere in that vicinity, I think.


MR. POCH:  All right.  That's fine.  We're somewhere in that range.  It's obviously a major factor in the residential portion of your load forecast.


So it prompts me to ask, of course, what's in -- you just referred to as "miscellaneous," and in your report you refer to it as "other appliances."  I take it those are synonymous?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Oh, often referred to as minor appliances, other appliances, miscellaneous appliances.  Your non-white goods.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  What are the big loads in there?  I am assuming it is, you know, TVs and computers and all of the peripherals and all of these little -- they seem to invent a new kitchen gadget every week at Canadian Tire.  Is that what we're talking about?


MR. ADELAAR:  I can address that.  Our company has developed energy end-use analysis and conservation potentials for most of the gas and electric utilities in the country.


We are currently doing it, by the way, for Union Gas and Enbridge Gas.  Leaving that aside, the concept here is that we're always learning and we are always focussed on continuous improvement.  So in that context, about a year ago we finished the most recent comprehensive conservation potential study which was undertaken for BC Hydro.


That study really helped put into focus the potential future effect captured in the reference case of this category of "other appliances", which, in large part, can be attributed to computers and peripherals and to set-top boxes, which is, essentially, in the television world of the future, we're moving from analogue to digital.  I think the -- in the United States television broadcasters are required to be going digital by 2010, I think February of 2010, and Canada will probably follow soon after.


So, consequently, folks who have -- who haven't gone digital yet will be going digital in many forms.  These can be game consoles.  There is all kinds of, as you put it, gadgets out there.


Natural Resources Canada did a study of what kind of effect this would have nationally.  I think the study was completed about two or three years ago, and it projected, I think in the case of set-top boxes, a five-fold increase in electricity consumption nationally, and, in the case of TVs, such as plasma or crystal, about a 50 percent aggregate absolute increase in electricity consumption.


If you convert this into a single residential dwelling unit annual electricity consumption, it is in the neighbourhood of anywhere from 240 to 600 kilowatt-hours per year, which is in the range of what a refrigerator uses today.


So I think that it is fair to say that as we learn more about this phenomenon in the marketplace, in the digital marketplace, that the effect of other appliances is kind of a -- it's in a closet waiting to have potential significant electricity consumption growth impacts, which I think the reference case forecast from the Jaccard model does a good job of capturing.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Along those lines, I would like to say that even looking historically at the growth of minor appliances and using the NRCan data, the historical growth averaged from 1990 about 4 percent a year.  In fact, from the years 1995 to 2000, it grew at 6 percent per year, but on average it was 4 percent per year since 1990, and the forecast actually is only forecasting 2.4 percent.


So even with all of these issues of digitization, et cetera, our forecast for other appliances, minor appliances, is less than half of what's been happening historically for the last 15 years.


MR. BATAILLE:  Sorry.  One last comment on the same thing.


We did a little -- we did some research into this, given that the questions were coming, and there has been, even in recent years, when a lot of these studies are done, it's assumed that the service level -- moving forward through time, the service level from these minor appliances is going to remain the same.  People will buy the same size plasma TV as they had a cathode ray tube TV.


What appears to be happening is they're buying TVs that are two, three and four times the size of what they had before, which is, in a lot of cases, tripling the electricity demand from a simple television.  This is occurring with a lot of different devices.


MR. POCH:  I take it that this category, "other appliances", it is kind of a -- it is a residual category.  It is for all of the items that Stats Canada doesn't have a nice reporting column to fall under; is that fair?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It is whatever is not HVAC or your white goods.


MR. POCH:  Am I right that there is a bit of a -- more of a challenge in forecasting this for you, because it hasn't been reported historically the way -- with the breakouts that you get in other categories; is that right?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Actually, I would agree with part of that statement.


It hasn't had the breakouts of other categories where they might have tracked refrigerators or those large white goods more, but they do a residential appliance survey.  They have had some reports - I think there have been four since 1993 - where they do differentiate computer use, holdings of TVs, et cetera.


I believe they're issuing one this year or next year.  So they are trying to decipher this category more, given that there's a realization of how important it is.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Now, it strikes me this is a category where a lot of that concern about standby load arises; is that right?


MR. ADELAAR:  That's right with respect to set-top boxes.  Even when you think you've got the device shut off, the draw is almost as much as when it is on.


In the case of TVs, significant improvements have been made because of the Energy Star program.


MR. POCH:  I take it, though, you've got -- either call them standby losses or losses -- or, rather, standby loads and loads for all of these peripherals that people just tend not to switch off.  This is -- it adds up.  It is a significant load?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It is.  And at the same time, we are talking about the reference forecast.  Standby loss improvements mandated by standards are part of the CDM scenario that we have.


MR. POCH:  That's what I wanted to ask you about.  Perhaps I can deal with the conservation -- that's in your conservation forecast, or in your...


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That is actually part of the conservation forecast.


MR. POCH:  That's not in your reference load forecast?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It's not.  It's in the conservation part.


MR. ADELAAR:  Just to clarify, Mr. Poch, at the time when the base year was calibrated, we took into account the anticipated effects of regulations that were in place at that time.  We didn't speculate what the future...


MR. POCH:  Right.  This was not -- then this was an area where you didn't have information, so you just -- it's not in the reference forecast?  You can confirm that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Any additional regulation, beyond what was in place in 2005, we would have covered under the CDM assumptions.


MR. POCH:  Okay, that's good.  So, similarly, I don't know if you read the transcript.  I tabled...


Actually, it is in K2.1.  With panel 1, I discussed briefly this technology that just hit the market, that smart power bar which shuts off all of the peripherals when the computer CPU sleeps, and presumably it could do the same thing for TV peripherals when the TV gets turned off.


That's not in your reference forecast, that kind of new technology?


MR. ADELAAR:  I haven't looked at your evidence, so I can't speculate.  I mean, if you are downloading or photocopying materials that relate to products that have just recently hit the marketplace, then, yes, it would not have been captured when we did the reference case forecast.


MR. POCH:  I took that from the first part of your answer.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  The other thing to realize is that it is not the case that there is an assumption, a blanket assumption, that just says, This category grows by a certain percentage into the future.


The analysis in CIMS, it is separated, the fact that there will be a growth rate, but also an efficiency improvement in there.  So there is an assumption of decreasing use, as well as growth.


MR. POCH:  Let me ask.


The forecast in CIMS, even though it is to some extent an end-use forecast, it is -- there's a certain degree of extrapolating trends in that, I assume.  Is that generally fair?  You have to use the microphone there, Mr. Bataille.


MR. BATAILLE:  That is fair.  In that sector where the data is poor, what data there was available was brought together to anticipate what would happen to intensity in the reference case and what would happen to number of devices in output and use of them.


MR. POCH:  All right, thank you.


Now, in this same report, L-8-2, at -- in fact, starting at page 26 and going on to page 27, Mr. Torrie wonders if there was -- there may be a concern with some misallocation in your load forecast, and specifically he raised a concern about the number of furnace fans assumed.  Have you had a chance to look at that?


MR. BATAILLE:  We have started digging -- we have dug into it in a couple of different levels.


At this point, I have to make it clear that the project manager that did this for M.K.J. has since moved on to other work a couple of years ago, and she knew the deep details of this project.  So we're going through her records in order to figure out what's going on there.


What we have found is that the -- part of the load from furnace fans ends up in the space heating and space cooling, but there is also -- furnace fans are called as a service by those devices.


So part of the demand is not located right there.  It's up with the space cooling and heating, but we knew there was other elements of it that were -- like in order to calibrate to Natural Resources Canada, we had to add in that other element.  So, yes, it is a bit of a...


MR. POCH:  You made the point, I think -– let me make sure I understand you.  It's in there somewhere because you do calibrate.


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes, yes.


MR. POCH:  So it may not be, if it's not in your furnace fan line, the load appears somewhere.  So you have allocated perhaps in this residual category of other appliances?


MR. BATAILLE:  No.  It would be in space cooling and space heating.


MR. POCH:  All right.


Now, just a little background.  He finds, from the information that was provided by OPA to him, that you've got approximately, he assumes I think it is 1,200 gigawatt-hours, about a million furnace fans, and his understanding is that it's closer to three million.  Does that accord with your understanding?


MR. BATAILLE:  No, it doesn't.  This is where the complexities of the models come in and the complexities of the residential model, in particular.


There is a certain amount of energy that gets used by the space heating, space cooling, and furnace fans and of course the furnace fans is subcomponents of these systems. Now, what happens is with an end-use model, you have to drill down deeper and deeper until you allocate the energies to the various components.  Sometimes, yes, you do end up -- you want to track the efficiency trends as they have seen before and allocate as you can, but what has happened with furnace fans there is that we know certain amount of the energy being consumed by the space cooling and heating systems, how we allocated that to furnace fans  as opposed to the core systems was difficult to do.  So what was definitely not allocatable to the core elements of those systems seems to have been allocated to the furnace fans.


But this is all subject to check, because we're still drilling down into the documentation for this.


MR. POCH:  With that caveat, I hear your caveat.  To the extent you allocated that load to – well, as you said, first of all, let me ask you this.  Furnace fans are in an area where we are experiencing some improvement in efficiency.


MR. BATAILLE:  With brand new systems.  They're not retrofittable.  The ECM motors Ralph is talking about. 


MR. POCH:  Right.  So to the extent that some load has been allocated to, that would fall into this area where we have been -- the trend has been improved efficiency, and if it has been allocated to an area, to an end use where the trend has not been as much towards efficiency, then that could affect your forecast?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Theoretically; however, we are saying that it has been allocated to air-conditioning.  It is allocated to space heating there.  It has been allocated to areas where there have been improvements.


The other small clarification point I want to make is that -- I can't readily find on this page - I remember reading it somewhere - but I think Mr. Torrie refers to our assumption that there is one million furnace fans.


In reality, looking at the Excel spreadsheets that were provided, the figure one million is there.  But that is one million gigaJoules of furnace fan output required for the province.  It's not one million households.


MR. POCH:  I think -- not for me to give evidence.  But I think he was simply reacting to your 1,200 gigawatt-hours knowing, as he does, how much a furnace fan draws and interpolating or interpreting that as being roughly a million fans.  He think there are three million, so it should be roughly three times that much.


I think that is where it comes from but I leave that with you.  We can come back to that with another panel.


Let's touch on lighting.


This is the, I guess along with other appliances, this is the other big area of growth in your residential load forecast.  Correct?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There is growth in lighting.


MR. POCH:  At page 22 of Mr. Torrie's report, again L-8-2, I think there what he says, at the very end he says, "Over 99 percent of the increases..." referring to the increase in the residential sector over the 2000 to 2025 period in your forecast: 

"Over 99 percent of this increase is expected to come from just two end uses, lighting and other appliances."  


Does that accord with your understanding?


[Witness panel confers]


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I am not sure about the 99 percent, that percentage.  I think the safest thing to do is, if you are alluding to the IPSP estimates by end use, is to look at D-1-1, and the table which goes by end use.  Then you can see the relative contribution of each end use.


MR. POCH:  What page is that table please?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  D-1-1 -- oh, in fact D-1-1, attachment 2, and if you go to table 9 which is on page 5.


MR. POCH:  Five.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That gives you the residential.  So we can look at that.


If you look at lighting, it goes from -- yes, it goes -- its contribution is, it is 9 terawatt-hours out of 52 terawatt-hours, which is the residential consumption.


Then it grows to 11.3 out of 62.  So, let's see, 52, to 62.  So residential sector grew by 10 terawatt-hours and lighting grew by 2.



So it is 2 out of 10.  It would mean lighting contributed 20 percent, roughly, to the growth.  And miscellaneous contributed 13 – which is six and a half -- about 60 percent, okay.


So you put the two together, you don't get 99 percent.


MR. POCH:  You get around 80 percent?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  We will definitely have to get to the bottom of why the numbers tend to come out differently.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It might be just a different 

source -- I don't know what it is.


MR. POCH:  That would be my interpretation, too.  That's fine.


With respect to -- lighting is still a significant term in this equation.  At page 24 of his report, at L-8-2, he indicates there that: 

"The specific impact on electricity demands of a wholesale transition from incandescent bulbs to more energy efficient alternatives such as compact fluorescents is far from trivial.  Shifting 50 percent of the number of forecasted incandescent bulbs in 2025 to compact fluorescent bulbs would trim 3,500 gigawatt-hours from the reference case forecast, 6.5 percent of total forecasted 2025 demand for residential sector."


So let me stop there.  Since obviously we have run into some issues on the numbers, are we in the ballpark?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  One thing I would like to -- again, it is another issue about combining what is in the CDM forecast versus the reference forecast.  We treat conversion to or the impact of going off incandescents as part of the CDM forecast.  We don't have it as a part in here.  So we don't have much pick-up.  We do have some pick-up, not much, in the reference forecast.  We have 

50 percent pick-up in the CDM forecast.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Yes.  I think that is probably where we're running into problems, that some of his numbers are based on the combination of forecast.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's right, yes.


MR. POCH:  We won't dwell too much on those numbers, then.  But you are assuming, in your -- help me then.  You are assuming in your high conservation forecast or in your, just in the conservation plus built on the reference load forecast that you achieved 50 percent switchover?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  The CIMS forecast, which ends up being what's referred to in evidence D-4-1 as the identified forecast - the identified is what consultants put together, or original analyses - that the CIMS forecast assumes that approximately 55 percent of lighting will use compact fluorescents in 2025.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Now, that is a forecast which, in fact, is not adopted in your plan.  In the plan, it is roughly, on average, 65 percent of that forecast?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I take a bit of exception to that it is not adopted in the plan.  It is directly adopted in case number 3.  Sixty percent of that is adopted in case number 1.


MR. POCH:  Sixty or 65?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Or 65 percent is adopted in case number 1.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  So that's I think where we're running into difficulties.  It is a question of just semantics here.  My apologies for that.


So in case 1, where you achieve the Minister's directive as it was, and --


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Let me clarify this.  In case 1, we assume a higher penetration of compact fluorescents.  By 2025, there is a 55 percent penetration of compact fluorescents, but there still remains a penetration of incandescents.


So it is not exactly the Minister's directive of 100 percent off -- well, off inefficient lighting by 2012.


MR. POCH:  I wasn't referring to that directive.  I was talking about the 6,300 by 2025.  That case 1 is built, as it were, just to meet that?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  And that works out to be approximately 

65 percent of what the CIMS analysis identifies as aggressively achievable?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  And in that CIMS --


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  For the residential.


MR. POCH:  For the residential?  Actually, I thought that was for the whole plan, the 65 percent.  Am I wrong?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  No.  Sorry, there was a bit of additional -- addition onto the industrial sector.  So we don't just use CIMS for the industrial.  It is a small correction we're talking about, sorry.


MR. POCH:  Fine.  That's fine.


So CIMS in its full, aggressive mode, the full identified, gets to a 55 percent saturation or penetration.  I never get these terms right.  But 55 percent of the lightbulbs will be compact fluorescent as opposed to incandescent and other.


The case 1 scenario has you achieving 65 percent of the CIMS outcomes across all categories of measures.  I take it that the case 1, we don't have any -- we will get to this with the conservation panel, but they don't have any specific breakout of how they will get there.  


They can't say we're going to get all of the CIMS identified lightbulbs and only a quarter of the CIMS identified smart furnaces?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  It is meant to just give an indication of the size available, yes.


MR. POCH:  So on that basis, it is the -- case 1 assumes -- for lack of better information, it is fair to say it is assuming 65 percent of 55 percent saturation of that technology.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Only indirectly.  The way you use potential studies is not to corner yourself in saying, You will just pursue the following amount of conservation for a given end use.


It is just to give you an indication of what volume of potential there is out there, and then you pursue what seems like a logical thing to pursue.


MR. POCH:  Now, can we turn up D-4-1, attachment 6, which is the piece on the modelling and scenario documentation from CIMS?


Turn to page 43, page 43 of the exhibit, which is I think page 35 at the bottom of the report as originally published.


Now, first of all, Mr. Bataille, let's make sure I understand what we're looking at here.


This is a description of some of the assumptions you used, in this case for standards that might be applied, and this would be in your identified scenario, your aggressive achievable scenario; is that correct?


MR. BATAILLE:  Just let me check for a moment.  It's a scenario 2, yes.


MR. POCH:  Scenario 2 is the one where you -- it's the more aggressive of scenarios.


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  I see there, am I correct, that under residential lighting, which is the first line item on page 43 of the exhibit, you assume no standard, and the rationale given is that a move from incandescent to compact fluorescent is too dramatic for the market; is that correct?


MR. BATAILLE:  To be -- oops.  Sorry, it's the wrong one.


To be correct, I didn't assume anything.  I am going to ask -- oh, Mark might actually want to answer this.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Mr. Adelaar?


MR. ADELAAR:  Subject to check, I think that we're looking at moving from incandescent to CFL as being too dramatic for the market.  I would have to investigate how we got to that particular answer.


MR. POCH:  I wasn't asking you how you got there.  I just wanted you to confirm that I am reading that correctly.  That was the conclusion you came to?


MR. ADELAAR:  I would have to agree with you, as stated in the document.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I would like to mention that the OPA did do an assessment, once we heard from the government -- once we heard the announcement from the government, and looking at the residential sector and how many lightbulbs there will be present in the year 2025, the net difference is about 3 terawatt-hours.


So we are cognizant of that.  Certainly one can look at each individual element and find areas where things should be higher or lower.  At the same time, when it comes to the efficiency potential, the OPA added on beyond what was in the CIMS study.


So that I think it would be unfair to characterize that we're overlooking a large area of conservation potential.


MR. ADELAAR:  I just wanted to clarify, because it is coming back to me.  You know, we were looking at this in the fall of 2005, winter/spring of 2006.  So the assumptions about which standards would be included in this scenario were based on an understanding of market circumstances at that time, not in 2008.


And we have seen, clearly, that there have been some significant public policy shifts in the last couple of years on that front.


So, you know, I think that, to be clear, you can always look at the dynamics and attraction that current public policy discourse has with respect to standards and try and say, Well, you know -- or conjecture if that had been included way back when the original assumptions were generated, but, you know, I think that kind of speculation is not productive in the long run.


I think what you want to be able to do is now look at how these current public-policy changes will impact things going forward.


MR. POCH:  Can we just clarify what's in the reference load forecast for saturation of compact fluorescents by the end of the plan?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Again, subject to check, I think it is something like 6 percent, 10 percent.  Ten percent, okay.  I have been informed by my colleague here it is 

10 percent by the end.  It is 55 percent for the CDM case, and we have calculated the difference.  The impact is 

3 terawatt-hours, which is less than how much we have actually increased the CDM number for the industrial sector.


MR. POCH:  I'm sorry, the 3 terawatt-hours is a difference between what?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  If you were to have full saturation, if you took all of the lightbulbs, if you took the stock of lightbulbs and you put in the efficiency of a compact fluorescent as usage as opposed to the usage of an incandescent, and you multiplied it by how many lightbulbs are -- were assumed not to be compact fluorescent then you would have a difference of about 3 terawatt-hours. 


MR. POCH:  That's the difference between the aggressive scenario of 55 percent and getting full saturation?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct, that's correct. 


MR. POCH:  So the difference between the -- case 1 is perhaps 4 terawatt-hours, in that range?  Because case 1 has only 65 percent of the aggressive scenario?  Case 1 and getting full saturation.  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Given the way case 1 is defined, I guess that's correct.  Given how it is defined.  


MR. POCH:  Okay.  


MR. ADELAAR:  I think it is also important to be careful about the aggregate assumption, the assumption of the aggregate impact of a whole scale change-out to CFLs because you also have to look at consumer behaviour:  Will consumers leave their lights on longer?  Or will we see a trend, will we continue to see a trend in terms of larger homes being built, which will have a larger saturation of lighting and lighting needs. 


So it is not just a simple one-to-one relationship of a change-out from incandescent to CFLs that needs to be considered going forward.  


MR. POCH:  Mr. Adelaar, you're saying people are going to leave their lights on more because they're using compact fluorescents or just because they might anyway change their habits and be in bigger homes?  


MR. ADELAAR:  Yes.  I am saying that that possibility certainly exists. 


MR. POCH:  Which is that?  The first or -- 


MR. ADELAAR:  That folks would leave their lights on.  It's what is often referred to as a snap-back phenomenon in the field of CDM.  It is kind of a psychological comfort level that I have put in that more efficient product, you know, I can actually leave the outdoor light on a little bit longer.  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I would also like to stress that in the CIMS modelling, the number of lightbulbs per households was assumed to stay constant.  Even though there is a trend towards outdoor lighting, and more lighting in the house, it was still assumed that there only would be a certain number of lights and that would stay constant throughout the forecast period. 


MR. POCH:  Yes.  I just wanted to get back to Mr. Adelaar's comment about bigger homes.  If there is bigger homes trend, that is already in your forecast presumably.  You have already captured that?  


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  For lighting, you have -- the forecast assumes a certain number of lightbulbs per home times the number of households.  The number of households grows, the number of lights bulbs is assumed to stay constant.  So from that perspective, if you have larger homes, we are still assuming the same number of lightbulbs per home.  


MR. POCH:  Fine.  Let's look at the, let's move to the industrial sector.  


MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Poch, before we do that, maybe we will take our afternoon break now if you're changing topics.  We'll take a break and return at 3:30.


--- Recess taken at 3:13 p.m. 



--- Upon resuming at 3:33 p.m.


MS. NOWINA:  Please be seated.


You can go ahead, Mr. Poch.


MR. POCH:  Thank you, Madam Chair.


We were just going to touch on industrial.  Can you go to D-1-1, attachment 1, at page 20?


I may have the wrong page.  You will have to give me a minute here.


In fact, you don't have to go there, my apologies.  But in D-1-1, attachment 1, this is where -- starting, I think, page 13, this is where you discuss the revision you made to the -- starting at page 11, the revision you made to the other manufacturing analysis?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  And now you noted some differences with the ICF report, and clearly it used the -- it referenced the M.J.K.A. and Marbek forecast before OPA caused it to be revised; is that correct?  That's my understanding.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's right.  It is the original analysis before we asked them to revisit other manufacturing.


MR. POCH:  Now, turning to that discussion of the revision, I wanted to ask a few questions.


Page 12, it notes that at line 4:

"These are industries that individually do not consume enough energy for CIMS to develop detailed separate models."


So "these", in that case, is all of the industries and the other manufacturing cluster; is that right?


MR. BATAILLE:  Just a moment.  I am going to check in the back of the report we used here.  These differ by region, so I just have to make sure.


There's one sector missing.


MR. POCH:  Sorry, one sector in the list above that reference I just gave you?


MR. BATAILLE:  Table 7 is missing others and -- other and electronics and electronic devices.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Actually, you're right.  I think the bottom of the table is missing one row, because when I add it up, it's not 100 percent.  It's 90 or something.


So I think a row fell off the bottom of the table.


MR. POCH:  Well, I will just assume you will file an errata to deal with that.  I don't think we need an undertaking.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  No.  I was looking just above, though, that for "other", the observation that's made in the text, in the first full paragraph on the page, in addition to the big manufacturing sector, iron, steel, and so on, there's a group of industries where they don't -- they aren't broken out separately in the CIMS model.


That's what falls in this category "other manufacturing"; correct?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.  This sector is meant to represent industries that have large GDP and value added to the economy, very large employment.  


But per dollar produced, their energy produced is quite small, but aggregated together their energy use is quite high.


MR. POCH:  This is, I guess, a bit of an irony.  This is a sector, as you point out, has a very big impact on energy use; you don't have the data to enable you to track it individually in sub-sectors?


MR. BATAILLE:  Of all of the sectors, this one has the poorest data, yes, especially for smaller enterprises, small, medium enterprises.


MR. POCH:  At least prior to this revision, you treated it as a group.  And I take it, then, that would have required you to do a bit more of the trend analysis for the group as opposed to the detailed end use analysis?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.  Just to clarify, we tried to do it separately by the individual sub-sectors here, because we can get GDP data for these sectors, and, subject to check, I think we can get some sets of energy data.  But going deeper than that, we run into trouble.


MR. POCH:  Right.  In fact, if you look on page 13, I will read the section I am referring to.  It says, line 5:

"Because of its catch-all nature, there are inherent data quality issues associated with this group.  In particular, the consultants found in their analyses that although some disaggregated information is available at the national level, the availability and quality drops off at the provincial level.  Because of these limitations, the consultants' national study relied on the national trends in other manufacturing."

I assume similar results would apply for Ontario.

"This version of the analysis underlies the load forecast previously documented and presented at the stakeholder session in September 2006 and is provided on the OPA website."


Am I reading that correctly, that in this area of "other manufacturing", you were basically forced to just extrapolate from the national other manufacturing, and you couldn't even bring it down to a provincial level?  The data just wasn't there?


MR. BATAILLE:  In the original version of this, yes.


MR. POCH:  Okay.


Now, it goes on.  The exhibit goes on to say that the stakeholder session, a concern about this other manufacturing was brought to OPA's attention, and OPA agreed to take another look at it; hence, this update.  


And then that's where we get -- as a result, we get this shift from the 87 percent number that it took in your original forecast to the 68 percent number that was provided earlier in the CME cross; right?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct, yes.


MR. POCH:  All right.  So the changes -- turning to the changes that occurred, if we go to page 17, I think you have covered them there.  Let me see if I've got them, first, that you chose to extrapolate the set of data for the intensity of use there.  Instead of using the more recent period that you had been using, you recognized anomalies in that data set, so you went back and you are now -- the extrapolation is now based on an earlier set of years, is that correct; or in a broader set of years?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Could you repeat the question again, please?  I'm sorry.


MR. POCH:  Am I interpreting this correctly that in the original forecast, your trend analysis had been based on 1990 to 2004 data, and in the update you actually use 1990 to 2000 data?  Am I reading that right or am I reading it in reverse?  It goes on to explain that there were these anomalies.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Oh, yes, yes.  I think what that is alluding to is that to do this analysis, you need to use NRCan information, because you need to get down to a detailed level.


In particular, the data associated with the industrial sector and, in particular, other manufacturing, shows a lot of anomalies between 2000 and 2004.  When we visited NRCan last year and the year before to try to get a handle on that, they were mentioning they were having some difficulties in assigning correctly consumptions during that period to the industrial sector.  So we thought we would just end it in the year 2000 until it was cleared up.


MR. POCH:  So the forecast we have now is based on this earlier set of data then?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Again, basically if you look at it on a trend perspective, yes, yes.


MR. POCH:  And another revision that occurred was in the GDP growth revision, you adopted the RBC instead of the earlier one that you had.


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes, but also with some adjustment.  We brought together -- RBC was the main source, but we also took a fairly careful look at the individual sectors and what information was available for those and adjusted the growth rates based on that.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Then continuing down to page 18 under the heading, "Contribution of individual industries to other manufacturing GDP growth", I take it the gist of that is you also did a different allocation of the sectoral GDP amongst the subsectors that make it up.


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  All right.  And then in the next section, in your -- when you try to connect the GDP growth and physical production with electricity use, the last sentence says:

"The consultant's analysis normally assumes a one-to-one relationship; in other words, a 1 percent increase in GDP output results in a 1 percent increase in electricity demand."


It goes on to talk about what changes were made.


So just stopping there, the previous trend analysis had been basically assuming that GDP goes up, so too does electricity for that subsector or sector.  And that you depart from that in your update for this subsector.


MR. BATAILLE:  With the caveat that this sector is like any other.  It is not nearly -- because of the lack of data, it is not nearly as sophisticated as the really highly energy intense sectors like iron and steel, pulp and paper, chemical products, what have you.  What it is is you have a generic process technology which is really GDP, which then calls on boilers, hot water heaters, some process heat, that kind of thing.  So you still have some evolution of intensity as the capital stock turns over in motors, hot water heaters that kind of thing.


But up on the next level up is where you see that one-to-one relationship.


MR. POCH:  Fine.  And then it just indicates that the two, in fact it was in two areas, in transportation equipment manufacturing and in wood products, you chose to depart from that one-to-one presumption for your trend, in that part of your analysis?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  So it seems to me what we have here is your stakeholders saw a problem with the analysis.  You went back and took a deeper look at a deeper level and that, lo and behold, the result was you changed the forecast.  So my question is:  Have you done that deeper look elsewhere?  Is this the only part of the forecast that you went back and did this deeper dig?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  We looked at this particular sector, because as we mentioned, other manufacturing accounts for a significant portion of industrial growth.  That was one of the main reasons why we looked at it.


We also recognized that there was a real data limitation associated with analyzing this sector.  We went to NRCan to see how they analyzed their sector.  And basically thought we wanted to revisit the sector because of the questions around it.  And still, even to this day, continuing questions around it because the data does not exist.


MR. BATAILLE:  Sorry, Mr. Poch, may I continue just --


MR. POCH:  Sure.


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.  Just to add to this.  Just prior to this project and to the national study, we did a fairly significant revamp of the technologies, their capital costs, their energy use, across the board for all of the industrial sectors to inform Canada's national energy use database.


Now, that is easier to do for the heavy industrials, especially the energy-intense heavy industrials because you have these large firms that often can be counted on a set of fingers in a given -- in some provinces, you can count them on one hand.  It is much easier to prescribe by province what individual processes are, energy burns are, what have you.  By far the hardest sector to do this is in is other manufacturing because you have so many enterprises, and by far the hardest province to do this in is Ontario.


So in some ways, you are asking:  Have we done this for other sectors?  Yes.  It is -- it was pre-done to a very large extent for the other sectors and the most difficulty is going to occur in other manufacturing in Ontario.


MR. POCH:  All right.


Now, the ICF report -- you don't need to turn it up --but in figures 34 through 37 gives some sketches of what these different trends look like historically and then extend it into the future.  And you have indicated there, as we learned earlier, the forecast portion of those graphs is based on the earlier IPSP forecast, as opposed to the updated one.


So if we want to understand how the shape changes, I take it we can look at figures 4, 5, and 6 in D-1-1, 

pages 20 through 22, correct, where you have actually shown the before and the after?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS: That's correct.


MR. POCH:  All right.


And if we then turn to figure 35 in L-8-2, probably if you can try to keep both of these open at once it will help you, but we will bounce back and forth a little bit.  

L-8-2, page 45, there's -- we have there the actual and projected.


I guess the comparable graph to look at is your 

figure 4 at page 20 of D-1-1, attachment 1?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  That's correct.


MR. POCH:  Now, I am just wondering if you can help me here in the difference between the two.


You see the actuals falling off in Mr. Torrie's graph from 1999 to 2005.  And it doesn't appear on yours; is that just because the actuals aren't reproduced on your graphic?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  First of all, I would like to just clarify a point you just said.  You said the actuals fall off from 1990 onwards.


MR. POCH:  '99, I apologize.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  You will notice from 1990 to 1999 they actually do not fall off at all.  From the year 2000 onwards, as I said, I had some reservations regarding the NRCan data.  So that's the only reason why it goes to the year 2000.


The other thing I again want to stress is the use of any consumption numbers after 2005.


MR. POCH:  Right.  Okay.  So if we just -- if we just took that decline that shows on Mr. Torrie's figure 35 from 2000 to 2005, it doesn't appear on yours just because, for the reasons you already explained, you are suspicious about that NRCan data.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I would like to revisit the data.  NRCan is spending this year actually revisiting a lot of their data because of you can imagine the huge effort it is to try to collect the source statistics.


MR. POCH:  There is a bit of a cloud over what is happening now.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There is a bit of a cloud.


MR. POCH:  Okay, fair enough.


Now I was going to make the point turning to Mr. Torrie's figure 36, but I can probably make it equally well with your figure 5, that it seems to me that your – I was going to ask that your forecast there is really pretty much an extrapolation, maybe a little more of a convex curve of the history of that sector.  Is it fair to conclude from that that the forecast for this component of your load forecast which you indicated is a very important one, it is the predominant effect in industrial, is really driven in the main by this GDP projection?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I agree that other manufacturing is an important component of the reference forecast, yes, and it grows relatively strongly and it grows with GDP.


MR. POCH:  Right.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  So then if you turn to your 

figure 6, and this is I guess just a -- first of all, to compare this to Mr. Torrie's figure 37 at page 49 of L-8-2, one is really the inverse of the other?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  They're flipped over, yes.


MR. POCH:  The axes are -- one is intensity and the other is productivity, two halves of the same coin.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Hmm-hmm.


MR. POCH:  So, again, he reproduces some history there that is not on yours.  I take it there the same caveat applies.  You chose not to include that, because you are concerned about the data?


MR. BATAILLE:  Just to make a minor comment about figure 37 in L-8-2.  It is called productivity, where -- and electric productivity, the sector per GDP, but that could very easily represent structural change in the sector.  If you reasonably -- if the hypothesis is reasonable that highly energy intense but low GDP sectors are suffering in Ontario, you could -- and they're shutting down, you would very easily see this graph and it has nothing to do with electricity productivity.


MR. POCH:  I think that is in fact the point Mr. Torrie makes, and maybe we're just getting caught up on the jargon again, but -- that, in fact, that is just the point he makes that what is happening is the changes we're seeing perhaps have a lot less to do with energy efficiency, per se, than underlying changes in the structure of what that sector is doing.


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  There is a great deal of information missing on this sector.


The change can be due to a wide number of things.  It could be due to different industries producing different commodities priced differently; therefore, the GDP values are different.  It could be that different industries contribute to other manufacturing.  It could be that a given industry produces different products. 


It could be a whole melange of things.


MR. POCH:  Taking either his graph or yours, they really both show us the same thing.  There has been this period of decline in intensity in your figure 6, and we can stick with that, and then from the point of your forecast on, you are showing that that stops?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  Yes, and one of the reasons being that it's very hard to know what to read into this entire concept of intensity of other manufacturing, given that for any part of the industrial sector you really don't want to divide consumption by GDP if you can help it.  If you have no data, you are stuck with it.  If you can help it, you would prefer using the physical units.  


Another way of looking at it is if you look at that trend, historical trend, in other manufacturing intensity, if you say, Well, let's continue it on instead of what we have, the entire other manufacturing sector would cease to exist in about two years.


There is a real problem to extending trends in a sector where there is data missing and where there is really a difficulty in interpreting something like an intensity.


MR. POCH:  When you say it would cease to exist, that is in the extreme if you assume that none of it is about improving efficiency.  It is all about parts of the sector dying away; right?


MR. BATAILLE:  Can I add a caveat there?  This is a fairly important caveat to your argument.


MR. POCH:  Can I get an answer to my question first?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  All I'm saying is, looking at figure number 6, and you look at other manufacturing intensity, and you are looking at 1990 to 2000, I'm saying since the argument seems to be, Why don't you continue on that trend, I'm saying continue on that trend and you're going to intersect the X axis in a very short span of years.  


That indicates other manufacturing would no longer use any electricity within a very short span of time, which is -- it's -- well, I mean, I guess you can assume in a forecast that we stop having an industrial sector, but to circumvent that, you would assume that somewhere along the way this sharp decrease in intensity would change, or else you would try to find some other way of doing an analysis for this sector so that you wouldn't have to rely on intensities, because they do mask so many things.


MR. POCH:  Sorry, you wanted to say something else?


MR. BATAILLE:  Yes.  Sorry.  It is fairly germane, I believe, that there is this significant drop in intensity from 1990 through to 2000 when electricity was fairly cheap for industrial processes, and right around 2000 -- sorry, not electricity.  Natural gas became cheap for industrial processes.  Right around 2000, you had a very large jump in the relative price of natural gas to electricity.


And a significant component of the energy demand in this sector is natural gas for process heating and for water heating of various sources.  So it not surprising to me this is a plausible hypothesis, that you could be switching to natural gas away from electricity, and then in this period you stop doing that or you stick with your shares of natural gas and electricity.


MR. POCH:  Maybe I could just bring us to a conclusion.  It seems to me this is an example of where we have -- as we all agreed, it is a very important part of your industrial forecast, therefore -- it's a dominant part of your forecast, a very important part of your overall forecast.


Can we agree that this is one which is particularly -- there's a lot of uncertainty in this particular sector, and this is -- perhaps underscores this issue of uncertainty; is that fair?


MS. BUJA-BIJUNAS:  I think it is fair to say that there is a lot of uncertainty in this particular sector.


I think it is fair to say that there is a lot of uncertainty in a lot of parts of the analysis of trying to analyze load for 20 years.  I agree.


I will also say that in certain areas, the uncertainty would lead things to go up, in certain areas it would lead things to go down.


But I agree, it's very, very difficult to try to pretend that you can forecast the future.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Well, thank you.


That's the end of my cross on this part, Madam Chair.  I did note -- apart from the reserve cross, which we are reserving, I had a few questions about the base-load requirement calculation that is in this part of the evidence, the part that was allocated to this panel, but it is clearly not meant for the forecast experts to talk about.  


And I had a chat with my friend earlier and we agreed it could be easily covered in the nuclear for base load panel, for example.  I imagine other counsel may have similar -- have a few questions like that, but -- and if they're listening, they can maybe take their cue.


MR. VEGH:  I think it is clear that it won't be in the forecast panel.  If it's a methodology issue determining base load, it is probably better with the base-load requirement panel, or if it really goes to the cost of nuclear, it should go to the nuclear panel.  


But, as we know, it is the same people, so it is more just a matter of doing it in an orderly fashion than anything else.


MS. NOWINA:  All right.  Does that mean you are finished, Mr. Poch?


MR. POCH:  That's it, Madam Chair.  Those are my questions.


MR. KLIPPENSTEIN:  Madam Chair?




MS. NOWINA:  Mr. Klippenstein.


MR. KLIPPENSTEIN:  Good afternoon.  I have a similar comment, just to be on the record as Mr. Poch, that Pollution Probe had expected to be reached with an hour-and-a half or two hours of cross-examination on the social discount rate and the alternative for base-load supply, the gas-nuclear break-even analysis, which was going to be happening today or in continuation, and those three members have now left.


So just so I am not forgotten in the reorganization, I know Mr. Vegh will take account of that, but -- so I am partly in the same situation as Mr. Poch, and I am sure we will find a solution, but I just don't want to be forgotten about.


MS. NOWINA:  Your cross for the remaining panel, Mr. Klippenstein, do you know how long that is going to take?


MR. KLIPPENSTEIN:  I anticipated an hour and a half or maybe two hours on those two or three topics for this panel.  I haven't sort of figured out how those might fit, timing-wise, into the next possible scheduling arrangement.  I may have to talk to Mr. Vegh and Ms. Lea about that.


MS. LEA:  I'm sorry, Mr. Klippenstein, are you saying you don't have any questions for this half of the panel?


MR. KLIPPENSTEIN:  I think that is what it amounts to, yes.


MS. LEA:  I see.  So our difficulty is that other counsel would not have anticipated that, and I don't know that there is anybody else here ready to do their cross-examination and they would have been here had we understood.


MS. NOWINA:  That's all right.  It is 4 o'clock and a lot of things have changed today.  So we have tomorrow to sort things out.


MS. LEA:  Monday.


MS. NOWINA:  Tomorrow to sort things out for Monday's hearing.  And I am assuming that others can get back to us with a revision of their estimates for Monday.


MS. LEA:  Certainly.  So this panel will continue on Monday, then.  I am just -- just let me -- if I could have about five minutes -- not five minutes, a few seconds.  I am going to try and -- try and estimate where we're at on that.  


MS. NOWINA:  All right.  That would be helpful.  


MS. LEA:  Is the yellow sheet at the back of the room anybody?  Oh, you have it.  Figures.


--- Mr. Vegh passes document to Ms. Lea.  


MS. LEA:  Thank you very much.  


Yes.  We do have several people.  For instance, Energy Probe, I know, has questions and they didn't think they would get on today due to the estimates, and I think it was a logical conclusion due to the estimates.  We have Energy Probe.  We have NorthWatch.  We have the PWU but I don't see Mr. Stephenson here anymore.  He was here.  


Then the Saugeen Ojibway Nations apparently have cross-examination.  Then there is Mr. Buonaguro's cross which -- I believe he intends to speak to Mr. Vegh about to see if in fact it should be addressed to this panel.  


So I can't see any alternative than asking this panel to come back on Monday if that is what was anticipated by these cross-examiners. 


MS. NOWINA:  Unless tomorrow we determine that no one wants to cross-examine this panel.  


MS. LEA:  Yes, I can begin that process of determining that tonight and let everybody know.  


MS. NOWINA:  Yes.  In any case, if we do not need this panel any further, we will return at some point next week to orally deal with the administrative issues for the remainder of the hearing, given the changes that have occurred today.  We will choose an appropriate date to do that. Does that make sense, Mr. Vegh? 


MR. VEGH:  It does, and  I will stay in contact with Board counsel so we can schedule something that is suitable for the panel and for the process. 


MS. NOWINA:  All right.  So with that, we have completed today.  If you are not to return on Monday, thank you very much, panel.  You may indeed be here again on Monday.  
So formally, we are adjourned until Monday morning at 9 o'clock although, stay tuned, that may change.  


--- Whereupon hearing adjourned at 4:05 p.m.
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