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BY EMAIL AND RESS 

December 16, 2022 

Ms. Nancy Marconi 
Registrar 
Ontario Energy Board 
Suite 2700, 2300 Yonge Street 
P.O. Box 2319 
Toronto, ON M4P 1E4 

Dear Ms. Marconi, 

EB-2022-0234 – s.74 (SAA) – Application for Hydro One Networks Inc. to Connect One Industrial 
Customer located at 626 Principale St. in Casselman – Interrogatory Responses 
 
In accordance with Procedural Order 2, issued November 30, 2022, please find enclosed Hydro One 
Networks Inc’s interrogatory responses. 
 
A copy of this cover letter and the enclosed interrogatory responses have been filed in text-searchable 
electronic form through the Ontario Energy Board's Regulatory Electronic Submission System. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 

 
 

Joanne Richardson 
  
C/ Intervenors of record (electronic only) 
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OEB STAFF INTERROGATORY - 04 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One Networks Inc. – Supplemental Evidence, November 7, 2022 4 

Hydro One Networks Inc. – Interrogatory Responses, November 11, 2022 5 

 6 

Interrogatory: 7 

a) Please confirm the supplemental evidence has no impacts on the Offer to Connect 8 

(OTC) provided to the Customer. If not, please provide a revised OTC. 9 

 10 

Hydro One states (Ref. 1, p. 2 of 4) that  11 

[s]hould a determination be made by the OEB that a second 8.32kV circuit 12 

needs to be accommodated on this pole line for Hydro Ottawa to serve 626 13 

Principale Street, a new pole line will need to be redesigned, replaced, and 14 

potentially relocated, contingent on the requirements of the MTO. 15 

 16 

b) Please confirm that the “new pole line” mentioned in this sentence would be 17 

constructed instead of and not in addition to the “Joint Use Project” identified on p. 1 18 

of 4. 19 

 20 

Hydro One states (Ref. 1, p. 2 of 4) that  21 

…addressing [Hydro Ottawa’s request to upgrade Hydro One’s pole line] 22 

may increase the cost of the high-level estimate provided to Hydro Ottawa 23 

because of the redesign, replacement and potential relocation of the poles 24 

that will be necessitated by the addition of a second 8.32kV circuit on this 25 

pole line. 26 

 27 

c) Please provide an estimate of the cost of the pole line alterations that would be 28 

allocated to Hydro Ottawa to accommodate the connection of 626 Principale Street 29 

customer. 30 

 31 

Hydro One states (Ref. 1, p. 2.of 4) that  32 

…the Customer has not yet been connected on a permanent basis. The 33 

new expected connection date is early December.” Hydro One further 34 

states in response to OEB Staff-3 (b) (Ref. 2, Exhibit 1,Tab. 1, Schedule 3, 35 

p. 1 of 2) that “[a]ll preparatory work that Hydro One can undertake prior to 36 

connection has been executed. 37 

 38 

d) Please indicate the (estimated) percentage of the connection cost value of $7,877.82 39 

that Hydro One had expended as of November 30, 2022. 40 

 
  

https://www.rds.oeb.ca/CMWebDrawer/Record/760462/File/document
https://www.rds.oeb.ca/CMWebDrawer/Record/760897/File/document
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Response: 1 

a) Confirmed.  2 

 3 

b) Not confirmed. The Joint Use Project is a request from the local internet service 4 

provider (ISP) (the Existing Joint Use Tenant) to supply internet to the Subject Area.  5 

Delaying the Joint Use Project until finalizing all required permits, designs and 6 

executing all the works required to complete Hydro Ottawa’s requested upgrade, i.e., 7 

the new pole line, and waiting until the determination of this service area amendment, 8 

would preclude the ISP from offering the Subject Area internet services to the 9 

detriment of the development and the ISP.  The ISP has requested an as soon as 10 

possible connection date and construction will commence once cable locates are 11 

refreshed in the area. 12 

 13 

Since this ISP already has facilities on these poles, only the poles that did not meet 14 

the requirements for this attachment require replacement.  Importantly, the ISP already 15 

has an existing permit from the MTO for this crossing thus only minor modifications to 16 

the existing permit were needed, not a new permit. Consequently, aside from 17 

accommodating any Hydro Ottawa joint use requests that have not been i.) formally 18 

submitted to Hydro One, ii) underpinned by a detailed design, and iii.) paid for to study 19 

and assess the joint use connection, there is no need to delay the Joint Use Project. 20 

 21 

Hydro One’s understanding is that Hydro Ottawa installing a new circuit whether onto 22 

Hydro One’s poles, or via a separate stand-a-lone pole line on the opposite side of the 23 

road, would require a new MTO permit because these facilities are not currently 24 

crossing the highway. The new permit would result in the requirement to comply with 25 

current MTO standards which would necessitate the relocation of Hydro One’s existing 26 

poles 80 m west of the current centre-line.  If the OEB were to determine that it is in 27 

the public interest for Hydro Ottawa to serve the Subject Area “the new pole line work” 28 

would then be initiated by further developing current Hydro Ottawa high-level designs 29 

and seeking the new MTO permit requirement. Once the new MTO permit requirement 30 

is obtained and all other development activities such as finalized drawings and joint 31 

use agreements have been documented appropriately, the physical works of removing 32 

and relocating the previously installed Joint Use Project would commence such that 33 

the Hydro Ottawa requested upgrade can then be completed.  34 

 35 

Therefore, both the Joint Use Project and the “New Line” Project will be required if the 36 

Service Area Amendment is granted to Hydro Ottawa.  37 
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c) Please refer to part b).  Given the lack of detail provided for the Hydro Ottawa upgrade 1 

request, documented in Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 4, Hydro One cannot accurately 2 

allocate the cost responsibility split at this time for the separate works that would need 3 

to be undertaken. However, for context, Hydro One understands that, in accordance 4 

with the OEB principles set out in the RP-2003-0044 Decision, the incremental costs 5 

of the individual connections, irrespective of the who funds the work, is what is 6 

pertinent to the OEB’s assessment of a service area amendment application. This 7 

would be no different than how the OEB treats capital contributions from an individual 8 

customer.  9 

 10 

The Board considers that economic efficiency comprises the concept of the 11 

most effective use of existing distribution resources. It is a concept that 12 

involves an objective assessment of the efficiencies attendant upon the 13 

connection of a customer by a distribution utility. The assessment involves 14 

a consideration of the distribution assets available for the connection, their 15 

proximity to the proposed point of connection, and the other costs 16 

necessary to effect the connection. Where new assets must be developed 17 

to effect the connection, a comparison of the costs associated with such 18 

development will inform the assessment of economic efficiency.   19 

 20 

In all instances, the costs associated with the connection should be 21 

the fully loaded costs, which capture all of the relevant indirect and 22 

direct costs reasonably associated with the project at issue, not 23 

merely the price of connection quoted to the prospective connection 24 

customer. Costs developed with respect to other connection projects 25 

which are not contested will serve as a guide in assessing the authenticity 26 

of costs associated with a contested project (emphasis added) 1. 27 

 28 

Given the information included in this response, Hydro One suggests that an indirect 29 

incremental cost was missed in the costs attributed to the Hydro Ottawa proposed 30 

connection documented in the original filing of Table 1 of Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 1.  31 

That Table should be updated to reflect the forecast incremental cost of installing the 32 

Joint Use Project and its subsequent removal. The incremental cost associated with 33 

the Existing Joint Use Tenant requested work and its subsequent removal is only 34 

applicable to the Hydro Ottawa connection alternative because Hydro One does not 35 

require any use of these poles for the purposes of connecting 626 Principale Street.  36 

 
1 RP-2003-0044 - Decision with Reasons – February 27, 2004 – Paragraphs 235-236 
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Updated Table 1 Provided in Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 1 -  1 

Hydro Ottawa Estimated Incremental Capital Cost Including Estimate Volatility 2 

 
Hydro Ottawa Estimate Estimate Range 

Item Estimated Cost High Low 
Pole Upgrade $600,000 +50% -50% 
Additional Hydro 
Ottawa Work $100,000 Undefined1 (Assumed to be +30%/-20% akin 

to Hydro One connection estimate below) 
Installation & 
Subsequent Removal 
of Existing Joint Use 
Customer Requested 
Facilities 

$137,0002 +10% -10% 

Estimate Volatility 
Adjustments N/A $343,700 ($333,700) 

Capital Contribution2 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 
Total (Pre Tax) $852,000 $1,195,700 $518,300 
Total (Incl. Tax) $962,760 $1,351,141 $585,679 

 3 

d) As of November 30, 2022, the percentage of costs incurred for the permanent 4 

connection of the Customer is approximately 40% of the estimate. Hydro One 5 

highlights that the permanent connection of the Customer can now be complete given 6 

that final ESA permits are secured by the Customer and all other customer owned 7 

equipment is available.  The expectation is that the Customer’s final connection will be 8 

complete by the end of the calendar year with final incremental capital costs forecast 9 

to be no more than $3,200 in total3. This compares to the $962,760 estimate provided 10 

in Table 1 for Hydro Ottawa’s connection that could be as low as $585,679 or as high 11 

as $1,351,141. 12 

 
2 For simplicity purposes, Hydro One has used the $137,000 estimate provided for the installation 
of the facilities alone, as documented in the November 7, 2022 Supplemental Evidence, to reflect 
installation and removal costs.  It’s probable that removal costs could add additional incremental 
costs and this has not been reflected in the table.  
3 Reduced from the earlier estimate of approximately $8,000. 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 19 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Hydro One Pole Line Upgrade 4 

Email exchange from June 9, 2021, as provided in response to HONI-7, Attachment B 5 

 6 

Preamble: 7 

On June 9, 2021 Hydro Ottawa informed Hydro One of the customer connection request 8 

at 626 Principale St, Casselman and indicated Hydro Ottawa's ability to service on the 9 

8kV system, noting a system expansion and upgrade of Hydro One poles would be 10 

needed. Furthermore, Hydro Ottawa enquired as to who the contact at Hydro One should 11 

be to discuss the request. Also on June 9, a Hydro One staff member stated they would 12 

look into the request. Hydro One provided Hydro Ottawa with a high level cost estimate 13 

for upgrading this pole line on July 11, 2022 at a cost of $600k which is +/- 50%. 14 

 15 

Interrogatory: 16 

a) Why did Hydro One not inform Hydro Ottawa when it was approached by Existing Joint 17 

Use Tenant (“Existing Joint Use Tenant”) customer in March, 2022 to upgrade the pole 18 

line, when Hydro One was aware that Hydro Ottawa would require this pole line to 19 

accommodate Hydro Ottawa's circuit, as indicated in the June 9, 2021 email? 20 

 21 

b) Why did Hydro One not include the height requirements in its pole line upgrade design 22 

needed to allow Hydro Ottawa the ability to provide a Hydro Ottawa circuit, as indicated 23 

in the June 9, 2021 email and reflected in Hydro One’s high level cost estimate 24 

provided to Hydro Ottawa in the July 11, 2022 email? 25 

 26 

c) When Hydro One was informed of the requirements of the Ministry of Transportation 27 

(MTO) for increased circuits and height in August, 2022, why did Hydro One not 28 

engage Hydro Ottawa to discuss the requirements and options, since Hydro One was 29 

aware that Hydro Ottawa was interested in bringing in a second feeder? 30 

 31 

d) Please provide all responses to Hydro Ottawa’s request to attach to Hydro One’s poles 32 

in June 2021. 33 

 34 

Response: 35 

a) Hydro One does not agree with the preamble of this interrogatory. Hydro One was not 36 

aware of what or how Hydro Ottawa was considering serving the customer until Hydro 37 

Ottawa filed their submissions in this proceeding on September 2, 2022. Hydro Ottawa 38 

sought a high-level cost-estimate for a joint use connection from Hydro One for this 39 

connection on July 11, 2022, with limited information and a non-descript drawing. 40 
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Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 4 Attachment 1 for a copy of the Hydro 1 

Ottawa request. The Hydro Ottawa joint use email request does not comply with the 2 

procedures and forms of the existing Hydro Ottawa and Hydro One Joint Use 3 

Agreement (Existing HOL & HONI Joint Use Agreement), specifically Exhibit 1 – 4 

Request for Licenced Occupancy of Poles Form.  Hydro One informed Hydro Ottawa 5 

of this which was documented by Hydro Ottawa in their July 11, 2022 request. These 6 

processes and procedures are in place to ensure that Hydro One has a line of sight to 7 

all joint use requests in an area given the multitude of joint use requests received each 8 

year1. Nonetheless, in the spirit of the principles and values articulated in Schedule A 9 

of the Existing HOL & HONI Joint Use Agreement, Hydro One responded to Hydro 10 

Ottawa’s high-level request for a joint use cost estimate on the same day as the 11 

request was made, July 11, 2022. This is documented in Attachment 10 of the Hydro 12 

One SAA application filed on August 18, 2022.  13 

 14 

Importantly, after providing Hydro Ottawa an estimate for the joint use work, Hydro 15 

Ottawa did not agree to proceed with this joint use connection estimate.  Specifically, 16 

section 4.2 of Exhibit 4 of the Existing HOL & HONI Agreement entitled Invoices and 17 

Cost Information reads as follows: 18 

 19 

The Party carrying out any work in relation to Joint Use for the other Party 20 

shall provide the other Party with an estimate of the project cost prior to 21 

commencing the work and shall only be obligated to perform the work 22 

if agreed to by the other Party. The Party that has carried out the work 23 

for the other Party shall issue an invoice to the other Party upon completion 24 

of the work and shall provide a written explanation to the other Party in the 25 

event that the amount payable pursuant to the invoice is in excess of % of 26 

the estimate (emphasis added). 27 

 28 

Given that Hydro Ottawa did not agree to the joint use cost estimate or agree to 29 

proceed with the joint use work, there was no further obligation on Hydro One to inform 30 

Hydro Ottawa with respect to the proposed joint-use connection. 31 

 32 

b) Please refer to part a) above and Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 4.  33 

 34 

c) Please refer to part a) 35 

 36 

d) Any relevant written correspondence between the two utilities since the initial 37 

interaction of this potential connection in June 2021 has been documented throughout 38 

this proceeding to date. As discussed in part a) of this interrogatory response, Hydro 39 

Ottawa’s informal request for a joint use connection estimate was not received until 40 

 
1 This is further described in Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 24. 
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July 11, 2022 and Hydro One responded on the same day.  This is documented in 1 

Attachment 10 of the Hydro One pre-filed evidence. Hydro Ottawa has not agreed to 2 

the estimate and provided no response to the estimate offered.   3 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 20 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Hydro One Pole Line Upgrade 4 

 5 

Preamble: 6 

Hydro One indicated that, in order to service future adjacent loads, a 44kV line may be 7 

required. 8 

 9 

Interrogatory: 10 

a) Does Hydro One’s plan to upgrade its pole line to accommodate a future 44kV circuit, 11 

as part of the pole upgrade being driven by the telecom, take into account forecasted 12 

load growth? 13 

 14 

b) If so, is forecasted load growth being prioritized over the ability to support Hydro 15 

Ottawa's requested circuit? 16 

 17 

c) Is the MTO’s concern and potential relocation of the pole line being driven by the pole 18 

height, with the assumption of accommodating the existing Hydro One 8kV and 19 

proposed Hydro Ottawa 8kV circuits, or does it also include space for a Hydro One 20 

44kV circuit? 21 

 22 

d) Did Hydro One request or have discussion with the MTO to use the pole line to 23 

accommodate a 44kV line? 24 

 25 

Response: 26 

a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 1 for information on the Hydro One proposal 27 

to the Customer to extend the 44kV to the Subject Area. This proposal would have 28 

had an incremental capital cost comparable to the Hydro Ottawa 8.32 kV connection 29 

option and would have provided the Customer the cheapest monthly rate. The 30 

customer did not want this solution and have requested and continue to support the 31 

Hydro One 8.32kV solution. Given this, and that there is no other current need for 44 32 

kV facilities, Hydro One is not planning to upgrade the entire pole line to accommodate 33 

the 44kV circuit.  34 

 35 

b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19, part a).  Hydro One is not prioritizing load 36 

growth over Hydro Ottawa’s request.  Hydro Ottawa as part of its obligations under the 37 

Existing HOL & HONI Joint Use Agreement has not yet formally submitted an 38 

application to Hydro One for joint use nor accepted the cost estimate provided on July 39 

11, 2022. Hydro Ottawa has submitted a high-level request to Hydro One, which is 40 
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missing all of the relevant information that is generally submitted in an application for 1 

Hydro One to review the request.  2 

 3 

c) The MTO’s concern is when new or modified requests for encroachments for the use 4 

of MTO’s roadway are received, that encroachment must comply with current MTO 5 

standards. The MTO has become increasingly restrictive to overhead lines being 6 

installed near any interchanges on divided highways.  The existing pole line in its 7 

current location does not meet the new approach as required by the MTO, however 8 

since Hydro One and the Existing Joint Use Tenant are already installed in this 9 

location, increasing the ground clearance of the existing pole line was permitted.  10 

 11 

d) Yes, very preliminary discussions with the MTO about future expansion of the 44kV 12 

circuit were had should the need ever arise.  13 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 21 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Pole Upgrade Request by Existing Joint 4 

Use Tenant, page 1, lines 19 to 31 5 

 6 

Preamble: 7 

Hydro One states that  8 

 9 

In August of 2022, the MTO informed Hydro One that to accommodate the 10 

additional  request from the Existing Joint Use Tenant, the existing poles 11 

would need to be increased in size to maintain necessary height clearances 12 

at the Principale Street and Highway 417 interchange. Hydro One has been 13 

working with the Existing Joint Use Tenant and MTO to establish a design 14 

and apportion cost responsibilities for the new poles. On September 27, 15 

2022, an agreement in principle was reached by all parties on the design 16 

and cost responsibilities. Discussions amongst the impacted parties and 17 

coordination activities are ongoing, including, the sourcing of materials to 18 

meet the Existing Joint Use Tenant’s request and install their requested 19 

equipment. As Hydro Ottawa is not a joint use tenant on this pole line, the 20 

Existing Joint Use Tenant-initiated and MTO-driven work should not  have 21 

any impact on the operations of Hydro Ottawa, however, as a courtesy, 22 

Hydro Ottawa will be notified of the implementation schedule of the Joint 23 

Use Project when established. 24 

 25 

Hydro One and Hydro Ottawa have a joint use agreement. 26 

 27 

Interrogatory: 28 

a) What is the timeline required by the joint use tenant for the completion of Hydro One’s 29 

pole line upgrade? 30 

 31 

b) Does Hydro One’s Joint Use Agreement include provisions for the prioritization of pole 32 

attachment requests when they are received from more than one party? 33 

 34 

c) Does Hydro One prioritize existing tenants on poles over other joint use requests by 35 

other parties with existing joint use agreements that are submitted regardless of 36 

timing? 37 

 38 

d) Does Hydro One prioritize telecom joint use requests over LDC requests for joint use 39 

on the pole?  40 
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e) If there are no prioritization provisions, please confirm how Hydro One prioritizes 1 

requests from multiple third parties for pole attachments. 2 

 3 

f) When other joint use parties request use of Hydro One poles, can distributors rely on 4 

Hydro One to provide access to their poles? 5 

 6 

g) If a distributor requests access to a Hydro One pole in order to connect a customer 7 

and subsequently a telecommunication company, either a current tenant or not, 8 

requests access to the pole, is the distributor's request at risk? 9 

 10 

h) Please provide a current version of Hydro One’s Joint Use Agreement with Hydro 11 

Ottawa. 12 

 13 

i) Please explain how the Existing Joint Use Tenant and MTO work should not have any 14 

impact on the operations of Hydro Ottawa? 15 

 16 

j) What is the typical timeframe for Hydro One to answer a joint use request on its poles 17 

to other distributors? 18 

 19 

k) How does Hydro One’s statement in the preamble to this question align with the OEB’s 20 

position on joint use poles? 21 

 22 

l) Please confirm that no work would be required on the poles discussed in Hydro One’s 23 

supplemental evidence 20221107, if the Existing Joint Use Tenant’s request had not 24 

been made. 25 

 26 

m) Please confirm that Hydro One has no other projects or project requests related to the 27 

poles Hydro Ottawa has requested joint use of in relation to the connection of 626 28 

Principale St, Casselman. 29 

 30 

Response: 31 

a) The Existing Joint Use Tenant has requested the work be completed as soon as 32 

possible.  33 

 34 

b) Hydro One’s Joint Use Agreements do not create a hierarchy or provide advantages 35 

to one company over another.  Due to the number of Joint Use Agreements which 36 

Hydro One has over its service territory, each request received is treated on a first 37 

come first served basis, provided that the application is in line with the requirements 38 

of the applicable Joint Use Agreement as between the requester and Hydro One.  39 
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c) Please refer to part b) 1 

 2 

d) Please refer to part b) 3 

 4 

e) Please refer to part b). Hydro One manages each request one at a time, if multiple 5 

requests are submitted for the same poles than the second request would be reviewed 6 

after the first request. 7 

 8 

f) Yes, there a multitude of scenarios throughout the province where distributors and 9 

other joint use tenants share pole space on Hydro One distribution poles 10 

 11 

g) The specifics of what may or may not put a joint use connection request at risk are 12 

precisely that, connection-specific. As documented at page 1 of the Hydro One and 13 

Hydro Ottawa Joint Use Agreement, “…the conditions determining the desirability of 14 

Joint Use depend in each case upon the respective requirements of each of the Parties 15 

for safety, service, and economy, and each Party is to be the sole judge as to whether 16 

these requirements are best met by Joint Use in respect of its own poles”.  17 

 18 

h) Please refer to Attachment 1 of this response.  19 

 20 

i) The planned Existing Joint Use Tenant work does not impact any Hydro Ottawa 21 

facilities within the area of the work or cause any planned outage to any Hydro Ottawa 22 

customers.  23 

 24 

j) Specific to this proceeding, Hydro One provides that Hydro One responded to Hydro 25 

Ottawa’s request for a high-level estimate to be a joint use tenant on these specific 26 

pole lines on the same day the request was received despite Hydro Ottawa not 27 

following the agreed to process or providing detailed information for the request.  28 

Please refer to Attachment 10 of Hydro One’s pre-filed evidence as well as Exhibit I, 29 

Tab 2, Schedule 4.  30 

 31 

k) Hydro One’s approach to addressing joint use requests is consistent with the OEB’s 32 

well established principles that where a party controls essential facilities, it is important 33 

that non-discriminatory access be granted to other parties.  In order to support the only 34 

existing tenant affixed to Hydro One’s poles, Hydro One focused its efforts to support 35 

the needs of its tenant which is the only application, estimate and approved works 36 

received to date for the time period material to this proceeding for the use of the poles 37 

along Principale Street.   38 

 39 

Hydro One has not rejected Hydro Ottawa’s request for joint use access despite: 40 
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 the cost difference in incremental capital costs to serve the Subject Area that are 1 

approximately 300x more expensive for the Hydro Ottawa solution1,  2 

 Hydro Ottawa not following the process outlined in the Existing HOL & HONI Joint 3 

Use Agreement as documented in Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19;  4 

 Hydro Ottawa not providing pertinent information for the further study of the Hydro 5 

Ottawa requested upgrade as documented in Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 4; and 6 

 Hydro Ottawa not agreeing to proceed with the work provided in the estimate on 7 

July 11, 2022, as documented in Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19.  8 

 9 

Hydro One submits that it accommodated Hydro Ottawa’s request and exceeded its 10 

requirements in the Existing HOL & HONI Joint Use Agreement.  Hydro One provided 11 

Hydro Ottawa non-discriminatory access to these poles consistent with the OEB’s 12 

position on joint use pole access.  13 

 14 

l) Not confirmed if the Hydro Ottawa connection is pursued. The current make ready 15 

work on the poles discussed in the Hydro One Supplemental Evidence is due to the 16 

request received by the Existing Joint Use Tenant. However, as documented on page 17 

1 of the Hydro One Supplemental Evidence, these are the same poles that Hydro 18 

Ottawa is relying on in this proceeding to become a new joint use tenant. Therefore, if 19 

the determination of the OEB is that Hydro Ottawa should serve the Subject Area, then 20 

the described pole work is needed regardless of the joint use tenant. Absent the joint 21 

use requests of either the Existing Joint Use Tenant and Hydro Ottawa, then there 22 

would be no work on these poles; any incremental capital costs would be avoided and 23 

the Subject Area would be served via Hydro One’s cost-effective lies-along 8.32kV 24 

proposal.  25 

 26 

m) Confirmed, save and except, as it relates to the third-party driven work already 27 

described in this proceeding from the Existing Joint Use Tenant. 28 

 
1 Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4 for differences in incremental cost of connection. 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 22 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - MTO Permit, page 2, lines 5 to 17 4 

 5 

Preamble: 6 

The new poles that will be installed on the existing pole centre-line as part 7 

of the Joint Use Project will likely not be able to accommodate two 8.32kV 8 

circuits (one-three phase 8.32kVHydro One circuit is already on these 9 

Hydro One poles) due to MTO requirements. In discussions with the MTO 10 

about this project, Hydro One was made aware that the permit being sought 11 

from the MTO would not support a second circuit on the existing pole 12 

centre-line. If a second circuit is sought, the MTO has shared 1 that the 13 

distributor will need to secure an additional permit and will be required to 14 

relocate the centre-line of the pole line to the west to maintain an 80m 15 

separation from the location of the overpass.  16 

 17 

Should a determination be made by the OEB that a second 8.32kV circuit 18 

needs to be accommodated on this pole line for Hydro Ottawa to serve 626 19 

Principale Street, a new pole line will need to be redesigned, replaced, and 20 

potentially relocated, contingent on the requirements of the MTO. 21 

 22 

Interrogatory: 23 

a) Please confirm if Hydro One initially requested a permit for one or two 8.32 kV circuits 24 

from the MTO? 25 

 26 

b) When the MTO advised that an additional permit would be required for a second 27 

circuit, as well as, relocating the centre-line of the pole line to the west to maintain an 28 

80m separation from the location of the overpass, did Hydro One weigh the potential 29 

cost implications to both Hydro One and Hydro Ottawa, in light of the active Hydro 30 

Ottawa disputed Hydro One SAA? 31 

 32 

c) Would Hydro Ottawa’s request, regardless of the Telecom Existing Joint Use Tenant 33 

request, require the pole line to be moved? 34 

 35 

d) If Hydro Ottawa’s joint pole use request had been actioned first, would the Telecom 36 

Existing Joint Use Tenant request have been required to have the pole line moved? 37 

 38 

e) If Hydro Ottawa’s joint pole use request had been actioned first, would the Telecom 39 

Existing Joint Use Tenant be required to pay to move the pole?  40 
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f) When the MTO advised that an additional permit would be required for a second 1 

circuit, as well as relocating the centre-line of the pole line to the west to maintain an 2 

80m separation from the location of the overpass, did Hydro One weigh the potential 3 

cost implications to both Hydro One and Hydro Ottawa, in light of the request by Hydro 4 

Ottawa to attach to Hydro One’s poles? 5 

 6 

g) Please confirm if Hydro One estimated the costs of upgrading the poles to 7 

accommodate the Existing Joint Use Tenant, as well as, Hydro Ottawa’s plans to utilize 8 

the pole line for an 8.32kV circuit? 9 

i. If so, what was the estimated cost? 10 

ii. If no assessment was made, please explain why? 11 

 12 

h) Please provide any written requests made on or after June 9, 2021 to the MTO in 13 

regards to the poles Hydro Ottawa requested joint use of in order to serve the customer 14 

at 626 Principale St, Casselman. 15 

 16 

i) Please provide a summary of any verbal requests made on or after June 9, 2021 to 17 

the MTO in regards to the poles Hydro Ottawa requested joint use of in order to serve 18 

the customer at 626 Principale St, Casselman. 19 

 20 

Response: 21 

a) Hydro One has not requested additional circuits to be installed upon the existing poles 22 

to the MTO, since the requested work is being driven by the Existing Joint Use Partner. 23 

 24 

b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19 part a). 25 

 26 

c) Based on information received from the MTO, and articulated in the evidence 27 

referenced in this interrogatory, this is Hydro One’s understanding. Any new electrical 28 

circuit not currently on these poles would necessitate a new permit and the relocation 29 

of the centre-line of the existing pole line.  The final determination with respect to MTO 30 

requirements on what is allowed to cross the provincial highway rests with the MTO 31 

and not Hydro One. In accordance with the Joint Use Agreement, once Hydro Ottawa 32 

approves the joint use estimate and provides the necessary documentation to advance 33 

the design and execution schedule of the Hydro Ottawa requested upgrade, the work 34 

will advance and the information will be shared with the MTO so they can make their 35 

assessment of this inquiry. 36 

 37 

d) The scenario put forward by Hydro Ottawa is a hypothetical and does not consider the 38 

fact that Hydro Ottawa has not approved the joint use estimate dated July 11, 2022 or 39 

provided the necessary documentation to advance the design and execution schedule 40 
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to facilitate a review of the inquiry by the MTO to determine the MTO requirements.  1 

The Existing Joint Use Tenant is already crossing the provincial highway and 2 

accommodating their request does not require any relocation of the centre-line of the 3 

existing distribution poles per direction from the MTO.  There is no current obligation 4 

to defer the work required by the Existing Joint Use Tenant. If the pole line had to be 5 

relocated due to receipt of a subsequent application (e.g., Hydro Ottawa), then it would 6 

have been between the potential joint use partner and the MTO to resolve what the 7 

requirements would have been. 8 

 9 

e) Please refer to part d).    10 

 11 

f) No. Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19.  12 

 13 

g) Hydro One already provided a high-level estimate to Hydro Ottawa on the same day 14 

that the information was sought; this has been placed on the record of this proceeding 15 

as Attachment 10 of Hydro One’s pre-filed evidence.  The estimate was $600,000 +/- 16 

50%.  No further assessment of this high-level estimate was undertaken because 17 

Hydro Ottawa has not approved the estimate in accordance with the terms and 18 

conditions of the Joint Use Agreement between the two utilities irrespective of Hydro 19 

Ottawa’s reliance on the estimate for the purposes of contesting this service area 20 

amendment (SAA) application.  In parallel with the review of this SAA application, day-21 

to-day operations continue and a joint use request by the Existing Joint Use Tenant 22 

was appropriately received, studied and estimated. The cost estimate associated with 23 

that work was provided via Hydro One’s Supplemental Evidence in this proceeding, 24 

filed on November 7, 2022 (the Supplemental Evidence) and is forecast to cost 25 

$137,000 +/- 10%. As articulated in the Supplemental Evidence, from an incremental 26 

capital cost perspective, addressing the request of the Existing Joint Use Tenant will 27 

likely increase the cost of the high-level estimate provided to Hydro Ottawa because 28 

of the redesign, replacement and potential relocation of the poles that will be 29 

necessitated by the addition of a second 8.32kV circuit on this pole line. However, for 30 

the reasons already articulated in this response and Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19, 31 

further study of this estimate has not been conducted.  32 

 33 

h) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 19. Hydro One did not submit any requests 34 

to the MTO in order to service the customer at 626 Principale St., Casselman; any 35 

requests made were to support the application received by the Existing Joint Use 36 

Tenant. 37 

 38 

i) Please refer to h).  39 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 23 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Cost of Hydro Ottawa’s Proposal, page 4 

2, lines 19-24 5 

 6 

Preamble: 7 

As a result, if Hydro Ottawa was to serve the customer at 626 Principale 8 

Street, the work described above will not reduce the cost of the Hydro 9 

Ottawa proposal from an incremental capital cost perspective. In fact, 10 

addressing the request may increase the cost of the high-level estimate 11 

provided to Hydro Ottawa because of the redesign, replacement and 12 

potential relocation of the poles that will be necessitated by the addition of 13 

a second 8.32kV circuit on this pole line. 14 

 15 

Interrogatory: 16 

a) Please confirm the rationale for Hydro One’s support of a likely higher-cost solution to 17 

meet the needs of the Existing Joint Use Tenant and potential needs of Hydro Ottawa? 18 

 19 

b) Could the Existing Joint Use Tenant have achieved savings if Hydro Ottawa’s request 20 

had been coordinated? 21 

 22 

c) Will Hydro One customers pay for any of the work related to the Existing Joint Use 23 

Tenant requested work? 24 

 25 

d) Is it Hydro One’s assertion that the cost to Hydro Ottawa is likely to go up based solely 26 

on the fact that the Existing Joint Use Tenant request would be actioned first? 27 

 28 

Response: 29 

a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4. 30 

 31 

b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Exhibit I, Tab 2, Schedule 4 and Exhibit I, 32 

Tab 2, Schedule 19.  Had Hydro Ottawa made a decision and confirmed their 33 

willingness to proceed with the joint use connection and the timing of the ISPs 34 

connection aligned with the timing of a committed Hydro Ottawa upgrade project 35 

execution schedule, there may have been potential savings.  However, these are 36 

hypothetical scenarios that do not reflect the facts of this matter.  Moreover, Hydro 37 

Ottawa has still not agreed to the joint use estimate and has not provided Hydro One 38 

with any further detailed drawings and/or information necessary to refine the high-level 39 

estimate Hydro One provided to Hydro Ottawa. There is no reason to delay the 40 
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Existing Joint Use Tenant’s request to the detriment of the Existing Joint Use Tenant 1 

and the Customer who would be not be able to receive the internet services of the ISP. 2 

 3 

c) Hydro One submits that the costs will be allocated in accordance with Hydro One’s 4 

existing Joint Use Agreement with the Existing Joint Use Tenant which may result in 5 

immaterial Hydro One ratepayer cost. The total incremental cost of the Existing Joint 6 

Use Tenant requested work alone has been placed on the record of this proceeding 7 

through the Hydro One Supplemental evidence; it is $137,000 +/- 10%.  Irrespective 8 

of who pays for the facilities, the OEB’s consideration of economic efficiency between 9 

alternatives considers total incremental costs (i.e., Hydro One’s less than $3,2001 10 

simple lies along connection relative to the joint use work being requested by Hydro 11 

Ottawa that will likely cost 300x more than the Hydro One solution prior to any 12 

consideration of pole line relocations that may be imposed by the MTO).  Focusing on 13 

total incremental connection costs, and not who pays that cost, is akin to the OEB’s 14 

assessment of capital contributions for other contested customer connections. Please 15 

refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4 for further information on total incremental cost 16 

implications for the Hydro Ottawa proposed connection.  17 

 18 

d) No. Please refer to part b.) 19 

 

 
1 Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 24 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

1. Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Hydro One Pole Line Upgrade 4 

2. Hydro One’s SAA Application Submission dated 2022-09-09 5 

 6 

Preamble: 7 

Hydro One is providing this correspondence as it has become clear during the 8 

development of responses to interrogatory questions posed by OEB Staff and Hydro 9 

Ottawa that there may be additional information that the OEB and/or Hydro Ottawa may 10 

find pertinent to this proceeding, specifically regarding works that have been requested 11 

along the same pole line that will require upgrading for Hydro Ottawa to execute its 12 

proposed connection to the Subject Area of this proceeding. 13 

 14 

Interrogatory: 15 

a) When Hydro One receives multiple requests for joint use of the same poles or other 16 

assets, does Hydro One treat each request independently without consideration of the 17 

impact on other requestors? 18 

 19 

b) Does Hydro One have processes in place to coordinate multiple projects involving the 20 

same assets in order to efficiently manage design work and to avoid or limit the need 21 

to redesign or rebuild electricity infrastructure? 22 

 23 

c) If processes are in place, how does Hydro One engage the associated stakeholders? 24 

 25 

Response: 26 

a) Managing multiple requests on the same poles concurrently is not common. In 2021 27 

Hydro One released a new online portal for the intake of joint-use applications. 28 

Following standard process via the portal allows Hydro One to have visibility to all 29 

applications received in an area. Until concurrence is received from a joint use 30 

applicant on the costs of the estimate provided, Hydro One does treat each application 31 

independently since Hydro One receives many requests which do not end up 32 

proceeding beyond the estimate stage.  Therefore, it would not be reasonable to hold 33 

up one request because of another company's potential interest.  In addition, there are 34 

sensitivities with the sharing of information between joint use tenants.  For example, if 35 

two different telecom partners were looking to attach infrastructure in the same area, 36 

Hydro One cannot hold a public meeting with both as that would expose one 37 

company’s construction plans to a potential competitor.   38 
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b) Please refer to part a). Yes, Hydro One does have processes and controls in place to 1 

mitigate the possibility of redesigning and/or rebuilding electricity infrastructure.  This 2 

includes having joint use applicants make requests through specific mutually-agreed 3 

methods and having joint-use applicants agree to estimates before initiating work.   4 

Hydro One seeks to be as efficient as possible with the replacement of Hydro One’s 5 

poles, however each requesting company has different needs and timelines for their 6 

work.   7 

 8 

c) If there were two such applications received by Hydro One through the portal, Hydro 9 

One would then have separate conversations with the parties to establish the 10 

sensitivities of the applications and then would seek to schedule a tri-party meeting 11 

with the consent of the parties where the requirements of all parties would be 12 

discussed and potential cost savings or the sharing of costs could be investigated.  13 
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HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED INTERROGATORY - 25 1 

 2 

Reference: 3 

Hydro One’s supplemental evidence 20221107 - Hydro One Pole Line Upgrade 4 

 5 

Preamble: 6 

As Hydro Ottawa is not a joint use tenant on this pole line, the Existing Joint Use Tenant-7 

initiated and MTO-driven work should not have any impact on the operations of Hydro 8 

Ottawa, however, as a courtesy, Hydro Ottawa will be notified of the implementation 9 

schedule of the Joint Use Project when established. 10 

 11 

Interrogatory: 12 

a) Does Hydro One have an update to the implementation schedule? 13 

 14 

b) If yes, please provide the updated implementation schedule. 15 

 16 

Response: 17 

a) Hydro One is refreshing cable locate information in the area to ensure safe installations 18 

of the poles given other infrastructure works undertaken in the general vicinity of the 19 

Subject Area. Hydro One expects to finalize this work shortly and continues to commit 20 

to notify Hydro Ottawa of the implementation schedule of the Joint Use Project when 21 

established.  22 

 23 

b) Please refer to part a).  24 
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