
 

 

 

November 8, 2021 

Delivered by Email & RESS 

Ms. Christine Long, Registrar  
Ontario Energy Board 
P.O. Box 2319, 27th Floor 
2300 Yonge Street 
Toronto, ON M4P 1E4 

Dear Ms. Long: 

Re: EB-2021-0015 – Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) IRM and ICM 
Application (the “Application”) 
Responses to Interrogatories  
 

Pursuant to Procedural Order No. 2 dated October 19, 2021, please find enclosed 
Elexicon’s Responses to the Interrogatories (“IRs”) of Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”) Staff 
received on October 25, 2021, Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation, Power 
Workers’ Union, and School Energy Coalition received on October 26, 2021, Consumers 
Council of Canada received on October 27, 2021, and Vulnerable Energy Consumers 
Coalition received on October 28, 2021.  
 
The IRs will be filed through the OEB’s web portal (“RESS”) and include updates to the 
following files: 
 

 Elexicon’s Veridian Rate Zone (“VRZ”) IRM Rate Generator Model and Tariff of 
Rates and Charges 

 VRZ GA Analysis Workform 
 VRZ Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis 
 VRZ ICM Model  
 VRZ IRM Rate Generator Model and Tariff of Rates and Charges excluding the 

ICM related components (in response to OEB Staff-13) 
 

An overview of the updates and related filenames are included in the response to OEB 
Staff-25. 



 
 

 

Also filed separately through the RESS are two redacted documents for SEC-1 regarding 
Board Materials and the Seaton TS Business Case. 
 
 
Amendment to Relief Sought in Application  
 
In the Decision and Order in the MAADs Application between Veridian Connections Inc. 
and Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation (EB-2019-0236) (“Elexicon MAADs Decision”) the 
OEB ordered that Elexicon file its Earnings Sharing Mechanism (“ESM”) proposal by 
December 31, 2021, in accordance with prevailing OEB policy at that time.  The OEB 
noted that this requirement was consistent with that made in the Decision and Order in 
the Alectra Utilities Corporation’s (“Alectra”) amalgamation proceeding.  
 
In compliance with the Elexicon MAADs Decision, Elexicon filed its ESM proposal 
together with the Application on August 18, 2021.   
 
In its 2020 Incentive Regulation Mechanism Application (the “Alectra Application”) (EB-
2019-0018), Alectra filed its ESM proposal and sought an order from the OEB approving 
its ESM proposal for the 2022-2026 period.   
 
Therefore, consistent with the Alectra Application, Elexicon is requesting to amend the 
relief sought in the Application by adding a request for an order approving Elexicon’s 
Earning Sharing Mechanism proposal for the 2024-2028 period. 
 
Elexicon submits that this amendment does not impact the proceeding in any material 
respect as the ESM proposal was filed with the Application.  
 
In the Application filed on August 18, 2021, Elexicon included a request for the 
establishment of rate riders associated with the disposition of VRZ’s Group 1 accounts. 
Elexicon requests that these rate riders be established on an interim basis.  
 

 
Request for Confidential Treatment 
 
Elexicon is hereby requesting confidential treatment, pursuant to Sections 10.01 and 
10.02 of OEB’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Revised July 30, 2021) and Sections 
5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of the OEB’s Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (Revised February 
17, 2021) (“Practice Direction”) for information provided in response to SEC-1. 
 
 



 
 

 

1. SEC-1  
 

In response to SEC-1, Elexicon has filed materials submitted to Elexicon’s Board of 
Directors regarding the proposed ICM projects (the “Board Materials”). 
 
To the extent the Board Materials include materials that are not related to the ICM 
projects, such irrelevant information has been redacted.  
 
The Board Materials also included information related to the bidders to the General 
Contractor tender, including the successful and unsuccessful bidders (the “Bidders”). The 
information contains details that compares the Bidders’ bids, the bid amounts, and 
Elexicon’s considerations. Each of the Bidders are engaged in a competitive business of 
providing General Contractor services. The names of the Bidders and the amounts (in 
particular where the bid amount can be tied to an individual successful or unsuccessful 
Bidder) have been redacted as this information, if disclosed, would affect the competitive 
position of these Bidders. Bidders typically keep their historical bidding information to 
themselves, so they can use this information to inform future bids. Public disclosure of 
this information would cause these Bidders undue harm. 
 
In addition, Elexicon relies on Bidders willingness to participate in its tendering processes 
from time to time to facilitate competitive pricing for the work it procures. If Bidders 
become concerned that the prices they submit in confidence into Elexicon’s tendering 
processes may be disclosed on the public record, those Bidders may elect not to 
participate in future tenders – reducing competitive tensions and possibly resulting in 
higher prices for future services and deliverables, which would be a harm to Elexicon and 
to ratepayers. The redactions relate primarily to discrete information that was reported to 
the Board, which if disclosed, would have the effect disclosing key confidential details 
related to the competitive tendering process. 
 
OEB’s Considerations for Confidentiality Requests 
 
Appendix “A” to the Practice Direction sets out the OEB’s considerations in determining 
requests for confidentiality. Among those considerations are the following: 
 

(a)(i)  prejudice to any person’s competitive position; 
(a)(iv) whether the disclosure would be likely to produce a significant loss or gain to 
any person; and 
(g)  any other matters relating to FIPPA (the Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act) and FIPPA exemptions. 
 



 
 

 

With respect to item (g) above, the OEB has provided a summary of pertinent FIPPA 
provisions at Appendix C of the Practice Direction. That summary provides, in part, as 
follows: 
 
“Under section 17(1), the OEB must not, without the consent of the person to whom the 
information relates, disclose a record where: 
 

(a) the record reveals a trade secret or scientific, technical, commercial, 
financial or labour relations information; 
(b) the record was supplied in confidence implicitly or explicitly; and 
(c) disclosure of the record could reasonably be expected to have any of the 
following effects: 
i.  prejudice significantly the competitive position or interfere significantly with 
the contractual or other negotiations of a person, group of persons or 
organization; 
iii.  result in undue loss or gain to any person, group, committee or financial 
institution or agency; 
...” 
 

The Practice Direction recognizes that these are among the factors that the OEB will take 
into consideration when addressing the confidentiality of filings. They are also addressed 
in section 17(1) of FIPPA, and the Practice Direction notes (at Appendix C of the Practice 
Direction) that third party information as described in subsection 17(1) of FIPPA is among 
the types of information previously assessed or maintained by the OEB as confidential. 
 
In addition, in the OEB’s recent letter issued related to its Proposed Amendments to the 
Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (EB-2021-0227)(“Proposed Amendments”) 
dated August 9, 2021, at Appendix B, the OEB proposed specific categories of 
information that would be deemed to be “presumptively confidential” as part of its 
proposed amendments.  The list in Appendix B includes “Copy of an unsuccessful bid 
received as part of a competitive procurement process.” The redactions made to the 
Bidders’ information is consistent with the OEB’s Proposed Amendments.  
 
Elexicon submits that disclosing the information that has been redacted would put the 
Bidders in a competitive disadvantage vis-à-vis their competitors in the market. It would 
be revealing commercial information that, if disclosed, would reasonably be expected to 
result in undue loss on the Bidders’ part in its business. Elexicon requests confidential 
treatment of the information redacted with respect to the Bidders’ information as 
described above.  
 



 
 

 

2.  SEC-2 
 
In response to SEC-2, Elexicon filed a copy of the Seaton Transformer Business Case 
dated August 17, 2016 (“Business Case”). 
 
Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (“BLG”) was retained by Veridian Connections Inc. 
(Elexicon’s predecessor) to provide legal and regulatory review of the Costello Associates 
Supply Options Study. Attached to the Business Case is a memorandum from BLG 
containing such legal advice and a summary of BLG’s legal advice was also included at 
Section 6.0 of the Business Case.  
 
This information constitutes solicitor client privileged legal advice that is exempt from 
disclosure and has thus been permanently redacted from the Business Case. The 
disclosure of these documents would constitute violation of solicitor client privilege.  
  
 
Filing of Confidential Documents 
 
Elexicon is prepared to provide unredacted copies of the Board Materials (relevant 
portion) to parties’ counsel and experts or consultants provided that they have executed 
the OEB’s form of Declaration and Undertaking with respect to confidentiality and that 
they comply with the Practice Direction, subject to Elexicon’s right to object to the OEB’s 
acceptance of a Declaration and Undertaking from any person.  

 
In keeping with the requirements of the Practice Direction, Elexicon is filing a confidential 
unredacted version of the documents with the Registrar. The unredacted versions of the 
documents have been marked “Confidential” and Elexicon has identified the portions of 
the document in respect of which confidentiality is claimed through the use of sidebars 
("|").  Elexicon requests that the unredacted documents be kept confidential.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Steve Zebrowski 
Manager, Regulatory Policy 
Elexicon Energy Inc. 
 



 
 

 

cc: Ms. Birgit Armstrong (OEB) 
 Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation 
 Power Workers’ Union 
 School Energy Coalition 
 Consumers Council of Canada 
 Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition 
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OEB STAFF – 1 
 
Reference:  Appendix B, pages 11-13 
  
Question: 
 
For the project alternatives, Elexicon considered building Seaton TS at site 2 
(preferred option 1) and at site 3 (option 10). 
 
a) Why was site 1 not considered for a standalone option that involves only the 

construction of Seaton TS? 
 

Response:  
 
For background in responding to this OEB staff question, Elexicon Energy Inc.’s 

(“Elexicon”) predecessor, Veridian Connections Inc. (“Veridian”), developed the Seaton 

Transformer Station Supply Options Study (the “Option Study”) contained within the initial 

business case, as filed in response to Staff-8, to determine how it would meet the new 

load forecasted for the Seaton area. In consultation with Hydro One Networks Inc. 

(“HONI”), the Option Study assumed that all of the new load would be supplied by a new 

standalone transformer station constructed by HONI or Veridian.  It concluded that the 

best alternative was for Veridian to build its own Seaton TS at Site 2.  

 
Near the time that Veridian was completing this study, the Independent Electricity System 

Operator (“IESO”) was also conducting a regional supply study in 2016 for the Pickering-

Ajax-Whitby Sub-region. The IESO considered the forecasted load growth in the Seaton 

area, and considered a number of alternatives in order to supply this new load (filed as 

Appendix B: Seaton Station Analysis on page 656 of the Distribution System Plan (the 

“DSP”).  

 



 
 

 

Two existing HONI-owned stations had some remaining capacity that potentially could 

have been used to delay the construction of the Seaton TS. Ultimately, the IESO 

concluded that the cost to connect the Seaton loads to these existing stations and then 

constructing Seaton TS was higher than constructing a stand-alone TS.  It was 

determined that the construction of the stand-alone Seaton TS at Site 1 or 2 was the 

preferred alternative. The alternatives studied by the IESO are listed in Table 5, of 

Appendix B of the Pickering Ajax Whitby IRRP, page 673 of DSP.  

 
The table shown on pages 11-13 in Appendix B of Elexicon’s 2022 Electricity Distribution 

Rate Application (the “Application”), is a combined summary of the major alternatives that 

were considered in the Option Study and the IESO Integrated Regional Resource Plan 

(“IRRP”).   

 
Site 1 was considered as a stand-alone alternative (see Appendix B of the 2016 Pickering 

Ajax Whitby IRRP report attached as part of Appendix C: Regional Planning Documents 

of the DSP, item B.7 Economic Comparison of Alternatives, Table 4 on page 15) but was 

estimated to cost over $5MM more than Site 2. Due to this cost difference, it was not 

listed as a reasonable alternative in Appendix B, Pages 11-13 of the Application.  

 
b) Please discuss the pros/cons of site 1 compared to sites 2 and 3. 
 
Response:  
 
HONI and Veridian co-authored the Class Environmental Assessment – Environmental 

Study Report (“ESR”) filed with the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 

in August 2018. This Class EA process requires that the TS site be selected on the basis 

of the best combination of environmental, technical, and economic impacts. Site 2 was 

deemed to be the preferred site. Please refer to the attached excerpt from the ESR 

comparing the alternative sites. 



 
 

 

 
 
c) What is the forecasted cost if Seaton TS is constructed at site 1? 
 
Response:  
 
Per Appendix B of the 2016 Pickering Ajax Whitby IRRP report attached as part of 

Appendix C: Regional Planning Documents of the DSP, item B.7 Economic Comparison 

of Alternatives, Table 4 on page 15, Site 1 was estimated to cost $42.96MM.  
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Table 5-2: Details of Site Evaluation by Criteria Group 

Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Class 1, 2, and 3 agricultural lands 
affected by MTS and transmission line 
upgrades  

 
Yes = 0, No 

= 5 

 Yes  0  Yes  0  Yes  0 All three alternative sites would affect Class 1, 2, or 3 
agricultural lands. 

  

Potential to affect actively farmed lands  
by MTS and transmission line upgrades 

 
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5  

 High         
1  

 
Moderate  

       
3  

 Low       
5  

The longer the transmission line that needs to be 
upgraded, the greater the effect on active farm field. 

  

Study areas for the Project within Duffins 
Rouge Agricultural Preserve  

Inside = 0,  
Outside = 5 

 Outside         
5  

 Outside         
5  

 Inside  0 The proposed line tap that would need to be constructed 
for Site #3 is within the Agricultural Preserve area.  

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

       2.0       2.7       
1.7  

    

Forest Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Area of forest to be removed (hectares (ha)) Large Area 

=1,  
Mid-Sized 
Area= 3,  

Small Area= 
5   

 Mid-
Sized 
(Approx. 
5.1 ha)  

       
3  

 Small  
(Approx. 
1.4 ha)  

5  Large 
(Approx. 
10.5 ha)  

1  
Site #3 is covered by contiguous white cedar conifer 
forest, and would require extensive clearing. Site #1 has 
a few patches of poplar deciduous woodland and some Scots 
pine trees. Site #2 has very limited willow tree cover at 
the north edge of site that will likely not be affected by 
construction. 
 
The line tap to Site #3 will have the largest area of 
effect to forestry resources. The line tap connection to 
Site #1 would require removal of a small amount of Scots 
pine plantation. The tap line connection to Site #2 would 
require removal of a small amount of hedgerow. No 
additional tree removal will be required for transmission 
line upgrades since the existing, maintained transmission 
corridor will be used.  

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

       3.0       5.0       
1.0  

    

Cultural Heritage Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 10%) 10 
Potential interactions with built heritage 
features  

  
Yes = 0, No 

= 5 

 Yes  0  No  5  No  5 There is an existing building with heritage value on Site 
#1.  

  

Archaeological potential following Stage I 
Assessment  

 Yes  0  Yes  0  Yes  0 The Stage I archaeological assessment determined there is 
archaeological potential at all three sites.  

  



The proposed Seaton MTS - Environmental Study Report 

152  

Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

    0      5.0       
5.0  

    

Component Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score =5 
Min Score=0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Human Settlements (Criteria Group Weight = 15%) 15 
Potential  effects to existing residences or 
businesses within 300 m of MTS  

 
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5 

 
Moderate  

       
3  

 Low         
5  

 High  1 Residential neighborhoods are present south of Site #3. 
Various residential streets surround Site #1. Very few 
homes exist near Site #2. 

  

 Nearest Potential Noise Receptors (PORs) to 
MTS 

Multiple 
receptors 
nearby=1, 
Single 

receptor 
nearby=3,  
 Receptors 
far away = 

5  

 Single 
Dwelling  
Nearby  

       
3  

 Single 
Dwelling 
Nearby  

3  
Multiple 
Receptor
s Far 
Away  

5 Site #1 and Site #2 each have a single receptor (i.e. 
residential building) close by. At Site #3 is ~400m from 
the nearest receptor. 

  

Conformance with Provincial Policy Statement 
(PPS), and City of Pickering Master 
Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) 

 
Yes = 5, No 

= 0 

Yes 5 Yes 5 Yes 5 The transmission facilities that would be required for 
each of these three sites would use an existing right-of-
way which is consistent with the planning recommendation 
of the PPS. 
 
The MESP was considered and utilized as much as possible 
during the planning process. The MESP provided a starting 
point for locating feasible alternative MTS sites. 

  

 Easement required  for the MTS  and 
transmission line upgrade (e.g., potential 
effects on the existing property ownership) 

 
Yes = 0, No 

= 5 

 No  5 Yes 0 Yes 0 Sites #2 and #3 would require easements for the line tap 
connection. Site #1 would directly connect to the adjacent 
transmission corridor, with no easement required. 

  

Number of road or railway crossings by 
transmission line and transmission tap 
(e.g., potential traffic disruption during 
construction) 

 
Multiple 

Crossings = 
1,  

Single 
Crossing = 

3,  

 Two 
Crossing
s  

       
1  

 One 
Crossing  

3  Two 
Crossing
s  

1 The portion of the transmission line to be upgraded to 
connect to Site #1 has two crossings (Brock Rd and Taunton 
Rd). The transmission tap for Site #2 must cross Taunton 
Rd once. The transmission line for Site #3 would cross 
Dixie Road, and the line tap will also be extended across 
the rail corridor. 
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Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
No 

Crossings = 
5  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

      10.2       9.6       
7.2  

    

First Nations or Métis Communities (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Presence of First Nations community 
identified cultural, traditional, or 
historic resources  

 
 Yes= 0, 
No= 5 

No        
5  

No 5 No 5 No known First Nations community identified cultural, 
traditional, or historic resources are present. 
Archaeological potential is addressed under the "Cultural 
Heritage Resources" category. 

  

Changes in access to cultural, traditional, 
or historic resources  

No        
5  

No 5 No 5 No expected changes in access to cultural, traditional, or 
historic resources. 

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

       5.0       5.0       
5.0  

    

Component Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score =5 
Min Score=0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Mineral Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 0%) N/A 0 
Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

     N/A     N/A     N/A     

Natural Environment Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 30%) 30 
Potential impact to wetlands within 120m of 
MTS and transmission line upgrades 

 
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5  

High        
1  

 
Moderate  

3 Low 5 Site #1 and Site #2 have on-site wetlands. The Site #2 
wetland is located in the north part of the proposed site, 
and will be avoided to the extent feasible. Construction 
within wetlands on Site #1 would be unavoidable. There is 
a small wetland within 15 m of Site #3, but no on-site 
wetlands. 

  

Number of transmission line upgrade water 
crossings 

 
Multiple 

Crossings = 
1,  

Single 
Crossing = 

3,  
No 

Crossings = 
5  

Three 
Crossing
s 

       
1  

One 
Crossing 

3 One 
Crossing 

3 The portion of the transmission line to be upgraded to 
reach Site #1 will cross both Urfe Creek and Ganatsekiagon 
Creek, as well as a small pond east of Brock Road. The 
line upgrade to Site #2 will cross a small wetland. A 
watercourse from Cherrywood TS that follows the 
transmission RoW to the southern edge of Site #3 would be 
crossed by the line tap connection.  

  



The proposed Seaton MTS - Environmental Study Report 

154  

Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Distance to nearest watercourse/waterbody 
from MTS (metres) 

<10m away = 
1, 

 Between 
15m and 10m 
away = 3, 

>15m away = 
5, 

13m away        
3  

18 m 
away 

5 1m away 1 A small waterbody is located south of Site #1. A tributary 
of Ganateskiagon Creek runs parallel to the north edge of 
Site #2. A small unnamed tributary runs parallel to the 
southern edge of Site #3.  

  

Potential to affect Species at Risk (SAR)  
Yes = 0, 
No= 5 

No        
5  

Yes  0 No 5 Suitable habitat for Redside Dace was identified by the 
MNRF in Ganateskiagon Creek, a tributary of which is 18 m 
away from the north edge of Site #2. 

  

Creation of new forest edge habitat  
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5  

Moderate 3 Low 5 High 1 Removal of lots of trees at Site #3 will create additional 
edge forest habitat and loss of interior forest habitat. 

  

Potential to affect source protection areas 
 
(e.g. Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA), 
Significant Groundwater Discharge Area, 
Intake Protection Zone) 

High % the 
Site area 
covered=  

1, 
Moderate % 
of the Site 

area 
covered = 

3,  
Low % of 
the Site 

area 
covered = 5 

Moderate 3 Low  5 High 1 Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVA) were mapped underneath 
all three sites. HVAs cover 64% of Site #1, 34% of Site 
#2, and 100% of Site #3.    
 
Significant groundwater recharge areas were mapped 
underneath approximately 4% of Site #3, and are not 
present at Site #1 or Site #2. 
 
Intake Protection Zones are not present on either Site #1 
or Site #2; however an intake protection zone covers 
approximately 7% of Site #3.  

  

Potential disturbance to Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority (TRCA) regulated 
areas from MTS construction and transmission 
line upgrade 

 
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5  

High        
1  

 
Moderate  

3 Low 5 Longer transmission line upgrades will potentially affect 
additional TRCA areas. 

  

Significant woodlands   
Present = 

0,  
Not present 

= 5 

Present 0 Not 
present 

5 Present 0 The MNRF indicated Sites #1 and Site #3 contain parts of 
significant woodlands.  

  

Proximity of MTS and transmission line 
upgrade to ANSI, ESA, or other protected 
areas 

 
Overlaps 

MTS Site = 
1,  

Borders = 
3,  

None Nearby 
= 5   

Borders 
MTS Site 

       
3  

None  5 Within 
MTS 
Site/ 
Overlap 

1 Site #1 is bordered by an unidentified/unevaluated 
wetland. Site #3 is in an ESA designated in the Official 
Plan. 
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Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

      13.3      22.7      
14.7 

    

Component Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score =5 
Min Score=0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Recreation Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Potential to affect trails  

Present = 
0,  

Not present 
= 5 

Trail 
present 

0 Trail 
present 

0 Not 
present 

5 Sections of transmission line to be upgraded cross the 
Seaton Hiking Trail. 

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

    0   0   5.0     

Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Potential to affect views of existing and 
future residential developments (i.e. do 
residents have the opportunity to consider 
purchasing a home where the Seaton MTS is 
visible?) 

 
Opportunity 

= 5,  
No 

Opportunity 
= 5 

Opportun
ity 

5 Opportun
ity 

5 No 
Opportun

ity 

0 Future home buyers near Sites #1 and #2, have the 
opportunity to consider the Seaton MTS in their decision 
towards purchasing a home. The area around these sites is 
also currently undeveloped. 
However, homeowners (existing and future) near Site #3 
already include Cherrywood TS and other developed 
residential areas affecting views/ the visual aesthetics. 

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

       5.0       5.0    0     

Technical & Cost Considerations (Criteria Group = 20%) 20 
Distance from MTS to expected load  Longest = 

1,  
Medium = 3,  
Shortest = 

5   

 Medium         
3  

 
Shortest  

       
5  

 Longest       
1  

Shorter distances from the MTS to demand load reduce 
electrical losses. 

  

Length of transmission line upgrades 
required  

Longest = 
1,  

Medium = 3,  
Shortest = 

5   

 Longest         
1  

 Medium          
3  

Shortest      
5  

Shorter lengths of transmission line upgrades reduce the 
potential for negative environmental effects and reduce 
cost.  

  

Length of distribution feeders needed to be 
extended 

Longest = 
1,  

Medium = 3,  
Shortest = 

5   

 Medium         
3  

 
Shortest  

       
5  

 Longest       
1  

Close proximity to municipal or regional roads will access 
and connection to existing feeder egress routes. Shorter 
lengths of distribution feeders reduce the potential for 
negative environmental effects and reduce cost. 
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Components Scoring 
System* 

Alternative Sites Comments Weight 
(%) Site #1 (Brock 

Road) 
Site #2 

(Sideline 22) 
Site #3 

(Cherrywood) 

*Max Score = 5 
Min Score = 0 

Measure Score* Measure Score* Measure Score
* 

Agricultural Resources (Criteria Group Weight = 5%) 5 
Duration of construction (months) Longest = 

1,  
Medium = 3,  
Shortest = 

5   

 Longest         
1  

 Medium          
3  

Shortest      
5  

The longer lengths of transmission line upgrades would 
increase construction duration. 

  

Approximate cost of construction   
High = 1, 
Moderate = 
3, Low = 5  

 High         
1  

 
Moderate  

       
3  

 Low       
5  

Approximate cost is related to length of transmission line 
upgrade, duration of construction, complexities associated 
with work, site preparation, and landscaping costs. 

  

Weighted Score (%)  
(Sum of components)/(Max Score of all 
Components) x (Weight) 

    7.2   15.2   13.6     

TOTAL SCORE (out of a possible 100%) *Highest 
score means 
lowest 
project 
impact and 
least 
potential 
to effect 
the 
surrounding 
environment
. 

    45.7      70.1    53.1   100 
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OEB STAFF – 2 
 
Reference: Appendix B, page 13 
 
Question: 
 
Regarding Seaton TS, option 10 is to construct Seaton TS at site 3. Option 7 
involves constructing additional supply from Sheppard TS in addition to the 
construction of Seaton TS at site 3. 
 
a) Although option 7 appears to involve broader scope (i.e. additional supply for 

Sheppard TS), it has a lower capital cost than option 10. Please explain why. 
  
Response: 

 
The cost noted in both options were estimated by the Independent Electricity System 

Operator (“IESO”) as part of the 2016 Pickering Ajax Whitby Integrated Regional 

Resource Plan (“IRRP”). Further details can be found in the Distribution System Plan: 

Appendix A (Capital Program Narratives) Section S1; Pickering-Ajax-Whitby IRRP 

Report, Appendix B, pages 9-18.  Option 7 included eight (8) feeders from Site 3, and two 

(2) feeders from Sheppard TS. Option 10 included eight (8) overhead and two (2) 

underground feeders from Site 3. The Site 3 configuration was not the same in both 

options. Although Option 7 appears to have a broader scope, we believe that the 

difference in feeder arrangements account for the lower cost in Option 7. 

 
The IRRP- Pickering-Ajax-Whitby Sub-region table reproduced in Appendix B, page 11 

of Elexicon Energy Inc.’s (“Elexicon”) 2022 Rate Application incorrectly labelled all option 

costs as being in terms of Total Gross CAPEX and Total Net CAPEX spending.  However, 

only costs for Options 1, 2 and 3 were correctly expressed in terms of capital expenditure 

($MM), as Options 4-10 were a reproduction of the IESO option cost analysis and those 



 
 

 

figures were net present value (“NPV”) costs.  In order to ensure comparability, Elexicon 

has recreated the table below, which identifies all costs in terms of NPV: 

 
OEB Staff-2 Table 1: Seaton TS Option Analysis NPV 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Scenario 
Description 

Current Plan 
to build 

Seaton TS at 
Site 2 

Maintain the 
status quo of 
the system – 
Do Nothing 

Non-Wire 
Alternatives to 
address Load 
Growth in the 

area 

Use Malvern 
TS 27.6 kV 

Capacity and 
build Seaton 

TS at Site 1 or 
2 

Use Malvern TS 
27.6 kV 

Capacity and 
build Seaton 

TS-3 and 
associated 

Feeders 
Net 

Present 
Value 

$60M-$68M1 N/A $146M-$154M2 $93M-109M1 $104M-119M1 

 
Number 6 7 8 9 10 
Scenario 

Description 
Provide 

additional 
supply from 

27.6-kV 
Sheppard TS 

and build 
Seaton TS at 

Site 1 or 2 

Provide 
additional 

supply from 
27.6-kV 

Sheppard TS 
and build 

Seaton TS at 
site 3 and 
associated 

feeders 

Provide 
additional 
supply for 

Shepard TS, 
followed by 
additional 

supply from 
Malvern, and 

then build 
Seaton TS at 

Site 1 or 2 

Provide 
additional 
supply for 

Shepard TS, 
followed by 
additional 

supply from 
Malvern, and 

then build 
Seaton TS at 

site 3 with 
associated 

feeders 

Build Seaton TS 
at site 3 

alongside its 
associated 

feeders 

Net Present 
Value3 

$73-84M $91-102M $105-124M $113-130M $94-108M 

 
 
Notably, the preferred option, Option #1, which involves building the Seaton TS at site 2, 

has the lowest NPV of any option analyzed and is significantly lower than either option 7 

or 10. 

                                                       
1 Calculated by IESO in the Pickering‐Ajax‐Whitby Integrated Regional Resource Plan, June 30, 2016 
2 Based on a three‐year deferral of Seaton TS following battery storage investment on the 27.6 kV system, with 6% 
discount rate 
3 Calculated by IESO in the Pickering‐Ajax‐Whitby Integrated Regional Resource Plan, June 30, 2016 



Elexicon Energy Inc.  
EB-2021-0015 

2022 Incentive Rate-Making Application 
Response to OEB Staff Interrogatories 

November 8, 2021 
Page 1 of 4 

 

 

 
 
OEB STAFF – 3 
 
Reference:  Appendix B-2, page 15 
 
Question: 
 
Elexicon notes that it used a competitive procurement process for all major 
purchases on the Seaton TS project. 
 
a) Please provide further details on the procurement process including how 

Elexicon evaluated the quotes/bids it received. 
 

Response:  
 
The Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) procurement process followed for this project was 

to use detailed specifications to solicit competitive bids from at least three qualified 

vendors for major expenditures, such as: engineering services; power transformers; 

switchgear; protection and control; and the construction general contractor.  All potential 

bidders were screened to ensure that they had sufficient relevant experience, and had 

acceptable references for similar work from other Ontario local distribution companies 

(“LDCs”).  

 
Bids were then evaluated and scored on cost (i.e., initial capital cost and OM&A costs), 

technical conformance, references, experience, delivery, and ongoing support. Scoring 

was assigned to each evaluation category, and the overall highest score determined the 

vendor of choice.  Elexicon worked in conjunction with another LDC that was also in the 

market for major equipment for a transformer station of their own.  Major equipment 

suppliers agreed to additional discounts (typically in the range of 1.5-3%) if both LDCs 

purchased from the same suppliers due to expected design and fabrication efficiencies 



 
 

 

of having two similar orders at the same time. The LDC purchasing processes were 

conducted independently in accordance with each company’s purchasing policies.   

 
At the end of the process, Elexicon realized savings of approximately $0.11MM and 

$0.056MM on the purchase of the power transformers and gas insulated switchgear, 

respectively, related to this cooperative approach.  

 
b) Has Elexicon done any benchmarking or comparison of the costs of the Seaton 

TS project? If so, please provide this information. 
 

Response:  
 
Yes, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has completed benchmarking of the costs for the 

Seaton TS project. The initial project budget was based on data from several recent (at 

the time of project initiation in 2016) similar Ontario LDC projects.  

 
In addition, updated budgetary costs, for major equipment and services were solicited 

from vendors to validate the budgets as part of the Seaton TS initial business case.  The 

aforementioned business case was filed in response to SEC-1. Further, Elexicon’s 

consultants have many other projects in this sector and have recent experience, in order 

to compare dynamic aspects such as construction and material costs.  Additionally, Hydro 

One Networks Inc.’s provision of pricing for its construction of the Seaton TS provided a 

means to compare the costs to the expected Elexicon costs to construct Seaton TS.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 

 

c) What are Elexicon’s processes for evaluating and approving any variance to 
project scope, schedule and cost? 

 
Response:  
 
Scope, schedule and cost baselines were set at the onset of the Seaton TS project. With 

respect to the process for evaluating and approving variances to these baselines, the 

General Contractor submits a Change Order describing the proposed change to scope, 

budget and/or schedule and provides supporting documentation and rationale to support 

the change.  

 
Change Orders related to the planning phase (e.g., Environmental Assessment, 

archaeological investigation, consultation with First Nations, etc.) are submitted directly 

by the General Contractor to Elexicon’s Project Manager.  

 
Proposed changes to the design and construction phases are submitted to the Project 

Engineer and a recommendation is made to Elexicon’s Project Manager to 

approve/modify/reject the request.  

 
In both instances Elexicon’s Project Manager engages the Project Sponsor and other 

team members, as required, depending on the nature of the request before approving the 

Change Order, to verify the reasonableness of the request and resulting changes.   

 
Change Orders that have a financial impact are also required to comply with Elexicon’s 

Purchasing Policy, which prescribes the expenditure authority based on the 

corresponding approval limit, with the CEO having expenditure authority for 

authorizations between $200,000 and the budget limit.  Expenditures over the budget limit 

must receive both CEO approval and be provided to Elexicon’s Board of Directors. To 

date, all project costs for Seaton TS have remained within the approved budget limit. 



 
 

 

d) Is Elexicon’s general contractor for this project responsible for any cost 
overruns? What steps have Elexicon taken to mitigate the risk of cost overruns 
and the resulting impact on rates to customers? 
 

Response:  
 
In order to mitigate potential cost overruns, Elexicon has employed a stipulated price 

contract with the General Contractor which generally follows the Canadian Construction 

Document Committee (“CCDC”) 2 format. Generally, the General Contractor is 

responsible for any cost overruns. Exceptions can result from: changes in scope of work 

(minor unforeseen changes); and conditions outside of the control of the contractor (i.e., 

escalation of material costs due to the pandemic). Elexicon continuously monitors: the 

overall project budget; tracks all change orders; and regularly communicates risk issues 

to its Executive Leadership Team.  In addition to the CCDC 2 contract in place with the 

General Contractor, Elexicon has also utilized the services of consulting firms with a long 

history of work on Transformer station projects for both the Owner’s Engineer services 

and detailed design engineering, in order to identify and avoid potential risks as early as 

possible.    
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OEB STAFF – 4 
 
Reference:  DSP, Appendix S-1, pages 8-12 
 
As noted in the DSP, the 2016 IRRP forecasted that the Whitby TS 27.6kV LTR would 
be exceeded by 2018. However, as shown in Figure 10 on page 11, the actual 
loading of Whitby TS 27.6kV in 2019 was less than half of its LTR. 
 
Furthermore, as noted on page 12, as of 2019, the large influx of customers from 
the Seaton Area has still not yet occurred as originally forecasted. 
 
Question: 
 
a) When does Elexicon forecast the additional load from the Seaton area to 

materialize? At what point, if Seaton TS were not constructed, does Elexicon 
expect the LTR for Whitby TS’ 27.6kV system to be exceeded? 

 
Response:   
 
If Seaton TS is not constructed as proposed, based on the most up-to-date and best 

available information, Elexicon expects to exceed the Limited 10-day Rating (“LTR”) of 

the Whitby TS 27.6 kV system in 2023. 

 
The original load forecast referenced in the 2016 Integrated Regional Resource Plan 

(“IRRP”) was based on the 20 Years Population Forecast published by the City of 

Pickering in 2014. Since then, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) and the City of Pickering 

have observed slower than projected growth in the Seaton area. In 2020, the City of 

Pickering updated its 20 Years Population Forecast1 to reflect the slower growth.  

 

                                                       
1  https://www.pickering.ca/en/business/resources/20YearPopulationForecastACC.pdf  
 



 
 

 

Currently, the Whitby TS T1/T2 27.6kV has been bearing the burden of developments 

around the Seaton region and it can only continue connecting additional loads until 2023. 

Based on the updated 2020 population projection, the load will continue to grow and 

materialize over the next 20 years. Even at the current growth rate, if Seaton TS is not 

constructed, the Whitby TS will exceed its Limited 10-day Rating (“LTR”) by 2023. 

 
OEB Staff-4 Table 1 below shows the updated load forecast for the Whitby TS 27.6kV 

system. The load from 2018 to 2021 reflects actual recorded values, while 2022 to 2026 

reflects the updated forecasted load calculated based on the methodology used in the 

2020 Regional Infrastructure Planning (“RIP”) report. 

 
OEB Staff-4 Table 1 – Whitby TS T1/T2 27.6kV Load Forecast 

 
 Actual Load Forecast Load 
Station 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 
Peak 
Load(MW) 

44  43  50 49 80 90 90 90 90 

LTR (MW) 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 

 

The construction of the Seaton TS will also contribute to meeting the demand of the 

overall 27.6 kV system and increase overall reliability. Figure 1 below displays the load 

and capacity of the entire Ajax and Pickering 27.6 kV system, and shows that the 27.6 kV 

system will reach its maximum capacity by 2023 if the Seaton TS is not constructed. The 

increased capacity in 2022 is the result of energizing the last two feeders from Whitby TS 

while the capacity increase beyond 2023 is attributed to Seaton TS coming into service.  

 



 
 

 

OEB Staff-4 Figure 1 – Loading vs Maximum Capacity for Ajax Pickering 27.6 kV 
System with and without Seaton TS. 

 
 
 
b) What is the current progress on the new residential developments in the Seaton 

area? 
 

Response:  
 
Elexicon has connected approximately 1,000 customers in the Seaton area as of 

September 2021 which aligns with the City of Pickering’s 2020 Population Forecast. 

Elexicon is actively working with multiple developers to support future phases of 

residential development in the Seaton area.  
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OEB STAFF – 5 
 
Reference:  GTA East – 2019-2024 Regional Instructure Plan, February 29, 2020, 
pages 23, 31 
Reference: DSP, Appendix S-1, page 26 
 
Question: 
 
The 2019-2024 Regional Instructure Plan noted that “…Seaton MTS is under 
construction” and is forecasted to be in-service in 2021. This plan was released in 
2020. 
 
Elexicon’s current DSP, dated April 1, 2021, notes that the land for Seaton TS is 
planned to be bought in 2021 but the start date to the project is unknown. 
 
a) Has construction commenced on Seaton TS? If so, when did it start? 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) confirms that construction on Seaton TS has 

started.  Construction activities commenced on October 25, 2021.   

 
b) Please explain the reason for delaying the in-service of Seaton TS from 2021 to 

2022. 
 

Response:  
 
The in-service date of Seaton TS was delayed from 2021 to 2022 as the City of Pickering 

Site Plan Approval and Building Permit approvals were slower than 

anticipated.  Additionally, the process to secure the land from the landowner, the Province 

of Ontario, took longer than expected.  Elexicon invested considerable time to ensure 

proper consultation with First Nations, prior to Infrastructure Ontario, representing the 

Province of Ontario, entering into the license agreement with Elexicon for the station site.  

 



 
 

 

 
In the DSP, regarding Seaton TS, Elexicon notes that: “The start date, expenditure 
timing, and in-service date are uncertain at this time.” 
 
c) What is the current status of the Seaton TS project? 

 
Response:  
 
Please see the response to part a) above. 
 
d) What confidence does Elexicon have that Seaton TS can be placed in-service in 

2022? Approximately when in 2022 does Elexicon expect to put Seaton TS in-
service? 
 

Response:  
 
Given that construction has started on Seaton TS, Elexicon expects that the project will 

be placed in-service by November 2022. 

 
Consistent with the Ontario Energy Board’s (“OEB”) Report of the Board – New Policy 

Options for the Funding of Capital Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, dated 

September 18, 2014, Section 7.4 states that, “at the time of the next cost of service or 

Custom IR application, a distributor will need to file calculations showing the actual 

ACM/ICM amounts to be incorporated into the test year rate base. At that time, the Board 

will make a determination on the treatment of any difference between forecasted and 

actual capital spending under the ACM/ICM, if applicable, and the amounts recovered 

through ACM/ICM rate riders and what should have been recovered in the historical 

period during the preceding Price Cap IR plan term.”   

 
Ratepayers are held harmless for the timing differences referenced in the interrogatory 

above.  Elexicon expects to clear the variance account at the time of its next rebasing. 

 
 
 



 
 

 

 
e) Is there a risk register for this project? If so, please provide it. 
 
Response: 
  
Yes, there is a risk register for this project.  It is provided in response to OEB Staff-5, as 

Attachment A.   



Project Name Seaton MTS #1

Project Manager Craig Smith, Manager, Stations and System Control

Project Sponsor Moranne McDonnell, VP, Distribution Operations

Date Last Updated 27-Oct-21

ID Date Identified
Date Last 
Modified

Risk Risk Type Root Cause Potential Impact Probability Prob Score Impact
Impact 
Score

Risk Level Risk Score Responsibility Mitigation Strategies Comments Status

01

15‐Feb‐17 14‐Sep‐21 Construction delay; in‐service 
delay

Reputational; Financial Delay receiving SPA, 
Building Permit and/or 
TRCA permit

Miss in‐service date; contractor claims

Moderate 0.50 Major 0.9 Medium 0.45 IBI/Elexicon
Do not issue Notice of Commencement until permits are received 
to avoid contractor claims. Ensure regular communication with 
permitting agencies on status of permits.

All permits obtained as of September 2021 Closed

02

15‐Feb‐17 In‐service delay Reputational; Financial Deficiency in application 
to IESO 

Delays from HONI/IESO approvals could 
cause delay in energization

Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.3 Low 0.09 All

Submit the application as early as possible to allow for revisions to 
application if needed; use consultant (CIMA) to review application 
prior to submission; noted on Master Schedule as a dependency 
to energization 

Open

03
15‐Feb‐17 14‐Sep‐21 Design delay Construction/Reputational/Financial EA late Design and construction delay; potential 

design extras Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.3 Low 0.09 Elexicon
EA complete Closed

04

15‐Feb‐17 01‐Oct‐21 Project Delay Construction/Reputational Property Acquisition Overall delay

Unlikely 0.30 Moderate 0.5 Medium 0.15 Elexicon Regular communication with IO to execute agreements.

 Sept 14‐ Per Ash Kothiyal at IO (Aug 17), they will honour land 
cost at $300,000 per acre.  ($400k * 0.75 factor for 
easements). Temp licences now executed.

Closed

05

15‐Feb‐17 Energization delay and contractor 
delay claims

Construction/Financial Manufacturing Delay Late delivery of prepurchased 
equipment could cause valid delay 
claims

Unlikely 0.30 Major 0.9 Medium 0.27 Elexicon
Timely tendering of prepurchased equipment. Ensure sufficient 
advance notice given to ensure timely delivery to site. Add as 
dependency to Master Schedule to track ordering dates.

Open

11

18‐Jul‐17 08‐Nov‐18 CCRA not signed with HONI Construction/Reputational/Financial Veridian not accepting 
full costs for TX rebuild 
are on project alone

No transmission line rebuild done by 
HONI, no supply ready for Seaton MTS in 
time

Unlikely 0.30 Major 0.7 Medium 0.21 Elexicon

Update: Nov 8, 2018‐ CCRA signed with HONI.  Risk eliminated Closed

06

15‐Feb‐17 01‐Oct‐21 In‐service delay Construction/Reputational/Financial Weather Design delay

Unlikely 0.50 Moderate 0.5 Medium 0.25 Elexicon

Allow sufficient time for construction.  June 1, 2020‐ Final design 
step to be completed once buffer areas are understood from 
burial investigation. Sept 14‐ IBI using latest buffer dimensions 
from archaeologists at WSP in SPA submission in early Sept. 

Design completed, risk eliminated Closed

07

15‐Feb‐17 01‐Oct‐21 Budget overruns Financial  Fluctuating currency, 
scope creep

Market conditions (including exchange 
rates) could affect projected budget.

Unlikely 0.30 Moderate 0.5 Medium 0.15 Elexicon
Follow competitive purchasing to ensure best pricing. Monitor 
project expenditures closel and ensure any additional costs are 
warranted prior to authorizing.

March 9, 2020‐ All significant purchases have been completed 
or quoted. 

Open

Project Risk Assessment and Mitigation Matrix



08

15‐Feb‐17 01‐Oct‐21 Design cost overruns Financial  Information not provided 
in timely manner

Delays in providing information can lead 
to work being completed multiple times

Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.3 Low 0.09 Elexicon
Pace design progress with receipt of archaeological information to 
reduce design rework

Design completed, risk eliminated Closed

09
09‐Jun‐17 01‐Oct‐21 Potential Loss Of Collaboration 

With Halton Hills GIS Switchgear 
Tender

Financial  Spec from IBI not ready in 
time for joint RFP issue

Loss of group discount, and opportunity 
for collaborative effort. Unlikely 0.10 Minor 0.3 Low 0.03 IBI

Ongoing communication with Halton Hills to coordinate 
procurement

Procurement successful to result in savings to project Closed

10

09‐Jun‐17 IBI Project Management Construction/Reputational/Financial Weak PM skills Communication/Schedule

Unlikely 0.30 Major 0.9 Medium 0.27 IBI Secure new PM 

New PM secured; risk resolved Closed

11

16‐Oct‐17 01‐Oct‐21 Project Delay Construction/Reputational/Financial Archaeological Findings Design Delay, additional costs for Stage 3 
& Stage 4 Arch reports, potential 
additional costs for mitigation, potential 
additional costs for relocation of station 
site

Moderate 0.90 Minor 0.5 Medium 0.45 Elexicon

Update project schedule to determine new cosntruction start 
date; review updated load forecasting to ensure existing system 
capacity until TS is in service. Estimate additional costs related to 
archaeology and cover from contingency allowance. 

Archaeological work complete. Station redesign work 
complete. 

Closed

12

11‐Apr‐19 01‐Oct‐21 Construction delay Construction/Reputational HONI TX Work 
Completion

Delays from HONI Construction of TX 
connection to Seaton

Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.3 Low 0.09 Elexicon/HONI
Include on Master Schedule as a dependency; identify Earliest 
Start for HONI to complete tap line work to minimize risk of 
delaying energization 

All work complete except tap line.  Open

13

14‐Sep‐20 01‐Oct‐21 Construction delay; in‐service 
delay

Reputational; Financial Archaeological Human remains identified‐ has added 
significant additional fieldwork, 
consultation and reporting to the project 
costs and schedule. Buffer area to be 
determined poses risk to current station 
layout. 

Likely 0.70 Moderate 0.5 Medium 0.35 Elexicon

Expedite report completion to confirm acceptance of burial site 
buffer. Adjust station layout as required. Update schedule. Check 
load forecasting to ensure revised in‐service date keeps pace with 
current pace of development which has been slower than 
anticipated. 

Buffer limits determined. Station redesign work completed Closed

14

06‐Nov‐20 01‐Oct‐21 Construction delay Construction/Financial Excess excavated soils Potential timing and cost impact from 
need to find appropriate location for soil 
disposal/storage following foundation 
excavations

Likely 0.70 Minor 0.3 Medium 0.21 Elexicon
Complete chemical analysis to confirm disposal options and 
costing. Consult with FN, TRCA and CoP to confirm no concerns 
removing soil offsite; ensure costs are carried in GC contract

Excess soils can be disposed off site per chemical analyses, FN 
consultation and permission from City of Pickering. Disposal 
fees included in GC costs.

Closed

15

06‐Nov‐20 01‐Oct‐21 Financial Recovery Risk Financial  Project completion in Q4 
2022

Potential Risk of not recovering costs for 
all 12 months of 2022, if station not 
inservice until Nov 2022

Moderate 0.30 Moderate 0.5 Medium 0.15 Elexicon n/a ‐ OEB decision

Open

16

26‐May‐21 01‐Sep‐21 Construction delay Reputational; Reliability; Financial Delay executing Site 
Disposition Agreement

Site Disposition Agreement was an 
unforseen process to the project 
approvals phase. 

Moderate 0.50 Major 0.7 Medium 0.35 Elexicon

Site Disposition Agreement relates to burial site. Project was 
relocated away from burial site to mitigate this risk. Obtain legal 
advice to negotiate with IO and MGCS to obtain temporary license 
while SDA is executed. Obtain First Nations support with proposed 
approach to ensure no concerns.

Support received from all First Nations who responded. 
Documentation provided to MGCS and IO. Elexicon to 
continue to support IO and MGCS through SDA process to 
provide continuity in consultation with First Nations. Licenses 
for construction obtained and several Field Liasion 
Agreements executed with First Nations.

Closed

17 01‐Sep‐21

In‐service delay Reputational; Reliability; Financial Prolonged adverse 
weather

Prolonged adverse weather pushes in‐
service date to 2023

Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.1 Low 0.03 Elexicon

Current load forecasting shows existing system will still have 
capacity beyond end of 2022.  Obtain regular updates on load 
forecasting from engineering; provide regular updates to Finance 
team if 2022 in‐service date will not be achieved.

Open



18 01‐Sep‐21

Ownership risk Reputational; Reliability
Vs HO owned. Operation, 
maintenance, emergency 
response, equipment 
failure

Longer restoration times; Loss of Supply 
metrics 

Moderate 0.50 Major 0.7 Medium 0.35 Elexicon
Ensure personnel and equipment are trained and available. Job 
training materials and training, power restoration plan updated, in 
advance of TS being energized.

Open

19 01‐Sep‐21 27‐Oct‐21
In‐service delay Reputational; Reliability; Financial Prolonged shutdown due 

to COVID outbreak
Pushes in‐service date to 2023

Unlikely 0.30 Minor 0.3 Low 0.09 Eptcon
Ensure General Contractor has COVID transmission prevention 
plans include in site safety. Elexicon contractors must comply with 
Nov 1/21 vaccine policy. Open

20 01‐Sep‐21
Ownership risk Reputational; Reliability; Financial Ongoing O&M costs are 

not adequately budgeted 
for

Increased risk of equipment failure from 
inadequate inspection/maintenance Unlikely 0.30 Major 0.5 Medium 0.15 Elexicon

Ensure in OM&A budget. Emergency response plans. Spare parts 
up to and including a third power transformer need to be 
considered. 

200k/yr estimated in June 2015 memo to board. Spare 
transformer purchased as recommended. Open

21 01‐Sep‐21

In‐service delay Reputational; Reliability; Financial Equipment stored at 
remote locations are not 
delivered in time to meet 
energization schedule

Pushes in‐service date to 2023

Unlikely 0.10 Minor 0.3 Low 0.03 Elexicon
Ensure adequate delivery time. Add as dependencies to Master 
Schedule, and check in with suppliers leading up to delivery being 
scheduled to ensure no significant delays will occur.

Switchear in Montreal. Transformers in Winnipeg. 

Open

22 01‐Sep‐21

Budget Financial  Unfavourable soils are 
encountered during 
construction

Added costs to remediate soil/replace 
with engineered soils, dispose of offsite

Unlikely 0.10 Minor 0.3 Low 0.03 Elexicon

Extensive soil testing has been completed at the site, therefore 
risk of extensive issues is low. If encountered, quickly delineate 
extent of issue and consider various options to mitigate depending 
on the nature of unfavorability, to select the highest ranked option

Open

23 01‐Sep‐21

Budget Financial  Schedule creep pushes 
critical elements of work 
into unfavorable weather 
conditions

Increased project costs

Unlikely 0.10 Moderate 0.3 Medium 0.03 Elexicon

Monitor construction progress against schedule in conjunction 
with weather forecasts to avoid additional costs by expediting 
select elements of work where a cost benefit can be 
demonstrated Open

24 01‐Sep‐21

Construction delay Reputational Non‐responsive First 
Nation community 
objects to construction

Pushes in‐service date to 2023 Unlikely

0.10

Minor

0.5

Low

0.05

Elexicon Continue to pursue Field Liaison agreements with all 10 caretaker 
First Nations. Continue to provide updates and offers to 
participate in the project, and assist in the successful execution of 
the SDA.

MSIFN have indicated interest in Field Liaison monitorfing but 
do not have internal structure to support this. Meet with 
MSIFN to better understand needs to accommodate this. Six 
Nations unavailable to monitor but has requested to continue 
to be updated. Open

25 15‐Sep‐21
Construction delay Financial  TD Line of Credit increase 

denied or delayed 
Pushes in‐service date to 2023 Unlikely

0.10
Minor

0.3
Low

0.03
Elexicon Provide TD Reputational Risk Committee with required 

documentation to confirm consultation with First Nations
Complete

Closed

26 01‐Feb‐19 30‐Jun‐21
Construction delay Reputational, Financial Power Transformers not 

available, due to bushing 
concerns

Delay to inservice date
Moderate 0.50 Major 0.7 Medium 0.35 Elexicon

Testing completed successfully.  Risk eliminated.

Closed
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OEB STAFF – 6 
 
Reference:  Appendix B, pages 6 
 
 
Question: 
 
Elexicon VRZ’s 2022 net capital expenditures is significantly higher than historical 
years. Even if the $40.8M cost of Seaton TS is removed, Elexicon VRZ’s 2022 net 
capital expenditures would be $39.5M. This amount is $12.0M (44%) higher than 
Elexicon VRZ’s five-year historical average spending (2017-2021) of $27.5M. 
 
In particular, OEB staff notes that Elexicon VRZ’s 2022 system renewal spending 
of $21.2M is $8.3M (64%) higher than the five-year historical average (2017-2021) of 
$8.3M. 
 
a) Has Elexicon made any adjustments or deferrals to its capital spending in 2022 

(particularly in system renewal) to help levelize or reduce the significant 
increase in 2022 capital spending? 

 
Response:  

 
Yes, system investment adjustments are an important part of Elexicon Energy Inc.’s 

(“Elexicon”) planning process; 2022 is not an exception to this process. Elexicon’s 2022 

capital forecast is a result of systematic adjustments driven by system needs identified by 

the Asset Condition Assessments (“ACA”) and the Asset Replacement Plan (“ARP”). This 

is particularly impactful to system renewal investments. Continuing to spend the historical 

average on system renewal would not be in accordance with good utility practice, in light 

of the ACA and ARP results provided in Appendix F and Appendix G of the Distribution 

System Plan (“DSP”), respectively.   

 



 
 

 

A simple historical average between 2017-2021 includes in that averaging methodology 

years where system renewal spending was unexpectedly slowed due to the impact of the 

COVID-19 pandemic.  Consequently, a five year historical average is not a reasonable 

comparator to a plan for 2022 and into the future.  Further, two of the years in the specified 

five year range were prior to the amalgamation of Veridian Connections Inc. and Whitby 

Hydro Electric Corporation.  The years 2017 and 2018 were subject to the decision 

making of a different Management team.  Therefore, a straight five year historical average 

is not informative in the context of the current application. 

 
Elexicon follows a rigorous capital planning process that begins with the identification of 

system needs and the creation of a project scope to address those needs. The project 

scope documents outline key information such as: drivers; scope of work; costs; benefits; 

alternatives; and priority. A priority score is calculated for each project and used to 

prioritize Elexicon’s overall budget. The budget prioritization process is a multi-phase, 

multi-criteria approach that objectively and consistently ranks budget items using 

quantitative and qualitative methods. It allows Elexicon to assess the risk associated with 

projects and ensure alignment with Asset Management objectives that are consistent with 

OEB’s Renewed Regulatory Framework (“RRF”). The details of the process are 

presented in the Distribution System Plan, Section 5.4.1 (b). Elexicon completes this 

process annually and makes adjustments throughout the year as its needs evolve. 

 
Elexicon is not seeking rate recovery for its incremental system renewal expenditure in 

this Application.  Further, and by way of hypothetical example, even if the system renewal 

budget is levelized to a historical average for 2022, Elexicon’s 2022 capital plan for the 

Veridian Rate Zone is still well above the ICM materiality threshold of $18.8MM. 

 

 



 
 

 

b) Please explain why Elexicon’s system renewal budget is significantly higher in 
2022 as compared to the historical average. 

 
Response:  

 
The variability in the system renewal budget is attributed to Substation Renewals that 

include stations transformers and breakers requiring attention that exceed their typical 

useful life (“TUL”) and are in Poor or Very Poor condition.  

 
Since the Substations Renewals are large capital-intensive investments, there will be 

variability year over year. However, they are paced prudently based on system needs 

along with information on allocation based on the historical average. The 2022 station 

expenditures are in line with previous spending in 2019 which was also mostly related to 

stations renewal as identified in OEB Staff-6 Table 1. A large number of renewal projects 

from 2020 were also deferred to 2021 and 2022, due to the unprecedented situation that 

arose from COVID-19, further strengthening the need to concentrate on priority station 

renewal investments.  

  



 
 

 

 

Staff-6 Table 1: Comparison of Historical (Reallocated) and Forecast System 

Renewal Gross Expenditures ($000s) – Distribution System Plan1 

 

 
* In 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic, much of the system renewal work was deferred to 

protect the health and safety of staff, and Elexicon  focused primarily on reactive replacements 

and emergency maintenance. As such, the 2020 spending under COVID-19 has skewed the 

overall historical average results and thus is not an accurate indicator to define level of spending 

for future years.  

 

 

                                                       
1 Based on Table 5.4-18 of the DSP (Page 194) 
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OEB STAFF – 7 
 
Reference:  Appendix B, pages 11-13 
 
Question: 
 
Elexicon’s preferred option 1 for Seaton TS is to construct 12 feeders. By 
comparison, option 10 proposes to construct two initial feeders with two additional 
feeders installed every two years thereafter until there is a total of 8 feeders. 
 
a) Please explain why Elexicon is opting to construct four additional feeders under 

option 1 and why option 1 does not consider a staggered approach to adding 
new feeders like option 10. 

 
Response:  

 
The Seaton TS design uses indoor medium voltage switchgear, which contains the circuit 

breakers that supply each feeder. Indoor switchgear is typically purchased with all of the 

planned circuit breakers/feeder positions at the start of the project. This is done to 

minimize future outages and costs. The egress feeders that connect the station feeder 

circuit breaker to the distribution system load will be added over time as load materializes. 

For 2022, Elexicon plans to connect 2 feeders to the new station.    

 
The options summary included in Appendix B (pages 11-13) of Elexicon’s 2022 Rate 

Application, indicates that only 8 feeders are included in the Distribution System Plan 

attachment-Integrated Regional Resource Plan (“IRRP”) – Pickering-Ajax-Whitby Sub 

Region dated June 30, 2016, page 40.   The options summary in Appendix B should have 

stated 10 feeders were included in this option, as was indicated in the original IRRP 

document.  In the IESO analysis included in the IRRP, it indicates that a uniform feeder 

loading of 15.5MW is assumed.  Elexicon’s planning assumptions for the Seaton 

Transformer Station did not assume uniform loading and included two additional feeders 



 
 

 

(for total of twelve) to accommodate operational flexibility to take feeders out of service 

when necessary and to accommodate non-uniform feeder loading.   This planning 

approach is consistent with that of Hydro One Networks Inc. and that of other Ontario 

distributors.  

 
The Option 1 design is based on purchasing the medium voltage switchgear with all 12 

feeder positions, but staggering the connection to the load over time only when capacity 

is required.  

 
b) Please discuss why it is prudent to install 12 new feeders, particularly when 

new customers and load have not materialized in the Seaton area as originally 
forecasted. 

 
Response:  

 
As stated in the response to part a) above, the station will be built with 12 feeder circuit 

breakers, but they will only be connected to the load over time as new load materializes. 
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OEB STAFF – 8 
 
Reference:  DSP, Appendix S-1, page 6, 27 
 
 
 Question: 
 
Seaton TS will be owned and operated by Elexicon. As noted in the DSP, this is a 
new venture with additional complexity due to this being the first transformer 
station exclusively owned by Elexicon. 
 
a) Was the option of a Hydro One Networks Inc. (HONI) owned transformer station 

considered? Why or why not? 
 
Response:  

 
The option of a Hydro One Networks Inc (“HONI”) owned transformer station was 

considered as part of the initial business case for Seaton TS.  This option was identified 

in Section 3.6 Transformer Station Connection Options and Section 5.0 Economic 

Evaluation.  The business case has been filed in response to SEC-2. The option of HONI 

station ownership was included in order to appropriately understand the financial impacts 

on Elexicon’s customers for both possible ownership options (i.e., Elexicon-owned versus 

HONI-owned).  

 
 

  



 
 

 

 
b) If a HONI owned transformer station was a possible option, please discuss how 

the benefits of an Elexicon owned transformer station outweigh the additional 
costs of operating and maintaining a transformer station. 

 
Response:  

 
The benefits of an Elexicon-owned transformer station are discussed in the filed initial 

business case that has been included in the response to SEC-2.  Section 5.0 Economic 

Evaluation evaluates the potential financial benefits of an Elexicon owned transformer 

station.  As identified in Section 5.0, clear and continuing financial advantages for 

Elexicon and Elexicon’s customers are expected from an Elexicon constructed, owned 

and operated station versus a HONI constructed, owned and operated station.   

 
These advantages include expected lower capital costs to construct the project, as well 

as avoidance of payment of transformation charges for the life of the facility. This finding 

is not unique to Elexicon’s Seaton TS project and the customer and utility benefits of LDC 

station construction, ownership and operation have been demonstrated in many other 

LDC Transformer station projects, including but not limited to those constructed by Halton 

Hills Hydro, Oakville Hydro and Festival Hydro.    Elexicon does expect approximately 

$0.2MM per year in additional operating and maintenance costs with the addition of 

Seaton TS.  However, the overall financial benefit to customers and Elexicon of 

transformer station ownership by Elexicon greatly outweighs the costs to operate and 

maintain the facility.      
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OEB STAFF – 9 
 
Reference:   
Ref: ICM Model, Tab 9b 
Ref: Kinetrics’ Asset Depreciation Study for the Ontario Energy Board, July 8, 
2010 
 
 
Question: 
 
Under the line item “Seaton TS – Station Building”, Elexicon has used a useful life 
of 25 years to calculate the amortization on this asset class.  
 
a) Per the Kinetrics report, the range of useful lives for station buildings is 50-75 

years. Please provide justification for the deviation from the report in useful life. 
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon has reviewed the useful life of the Seaton TS – Station Building and agrees that 

it should be changed to 50 years to align with the Kinectrics report.  An updated version 

of the ICM model is included as an attachment to this IR.   

EE_VRZ_2022_ACM_ICM_Model_OEB Staff-9_20211108.xlsm 

 
In addition, the ICM model has also been revised to reflect updated cost estimates related 

to Seaton TS. These changes are as follows: 

1. Land - decreased from previously estimated $1,400,000 to $1,186,000 to 

reflect the actual purchase price; 

2. Transformer – decreased from $23,388,885 to $19,313,000 to remove certain 

components and appropriately move them into other accounts to better reflect 

their depreciation. As a result, the following components have been removed 

from the Transformer costs and placed into: 



 
 

 

i. Poles, Tower & Fixtures   $   550,000 

ii. Overhead Conductor and Devices  $   400,000 

iii. Underground Conduit    $   250,000 

iv. Underground Conductor and Devices $   250,000 

v. SCADA      $2,500,000 

 
While these changes mostly affect the depreciation schedule for some of the 

components, the overall budget remains the same at $40,762,000.  These revisions 

lead to a decrease in total revenue requirement for both ICM projects from $3,769,644 

to $3,683,510 and results in a lower service charge rate rider for customers. 

 

OEB Staff-9 Table 1: Change in Rate Riders 
 

 
 
Elexicon has also updated the VRZ 2022 Rate Generator Model to reflect these 

changes to the ICM Model.  

EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

 

 

Rate Class Unit
Service 

Charge Rate 
Rider

Volumetric 
Rate Rider

Service 
Charge Rate 

Rider

Volumetric 
Rate Rider

Residential kWh  $             1.80 -$                $             1.76 -$               

Residential Seasonal kWh  $             3.29 -$                $             3.22 -$               

GS <50kW kWh  $             1.17 0.0012$           $             1.14 0.0011$          

GS >50kW kW  $             7.47 0.2304$           $             7.30 0.2251$          

GS 3,000-4,999kW kW  $         392.35 0.1459$           $         383.39 0.1426$          

Large Use kW  $         589.39 0.2055$           $         575.93 0.2008$          

Unmetered Scattered Load kWh  $             0.48 0.0012$           $             0.47 0.0011$          

Sentinel Lighting kW  $             0.31 0.9489$           $             0.31 0.9272$          

Street Lighting kW  $             0.05 0.2595$           $             0.05 0.2535$          

Previously Revised
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OEB STAFF – 10 
 
Reference: Appendix B-1 
  
The estimated net CAPEX for the BRT relocation project is $3.38 million. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please explain how Elexicon created the estimate for this project. 
 
Response: 
 
Estimate for BRT was prepared using the unit costs of installation of major assets and 

applying these unit costs to the estimated quantities to determine the total cost. The 

quantities/scope is determined from the preliminary engineering design based on the 

project specifications and civil drawings provided by the owners’ consultant. The 

customer contributions to this project were negotiated with and agreed upon, by the 

Region of Durham.  The cost breakdown for the BRT Project using the most up to date 

data is shown in Table 1. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

OEB Staff-10 Table 1: BRT Hwy 2 Project Estimate 

 
 
 
  

Description Units Unit Price Total Region of Durham Contribution Elexicon Energy Net

Engineering 1 500,000.00$   500,000.00$       ‐$                                                         500,000.00$                   

Install Wood Pole (four circuit) 2 17,000.00$     34,000.00$         17,000.00$                                             17,000.00$                     

Install Wood Pole (three circuit) 20 15,000.00$     300,000.00$       150,000.00$                                           150,000.00$                   

Install Wood Pole (two circuit) 17 13,000.00$     221,000.00$       110,500.00$                                           110,500.00$                   

Install Wood Pole (one circuit) 8 11,000.00$     88,000.00$         44,000.00$                                             44,000.00$                     

Remove Wood Pole 43 500.00$           21,500.00$         10,750.00$                                             10,750.00$                     

Install 44kV LIS 1 85,000.00$     85,000.00$         42,500.00$                                             42,500.00$                     

Install 27.6kV Scadamate 1 83,000.00$     83,000.00$         41,500.00$                                             41,500.00$                     

Three Phase Distribution Riser (600A) 5 7,000.00$       35,000.00$         17,500.00$                                             17,500.00$                     

Three Phase Distribution Riser (200A) 8 4,000.00$       32,000.00$         16,000.00$                                             16,000.00$                     

Install Padmount Switchgear Foundation 3 5,000.00$       15,000.00$         7,500.00$                                               7,500.00$                       

Install Padmount Switchgear 8 114,000.00$   912,000.00$       42,000.00$                                             870,000.00$                   

Remove Padmount Switchgear 7 4,800.00$       33,600.00$         16,800.00$                                             16,800.00$                     

1/0 28kV Cable (m) 1020 25.00$             25,500.00$         12,750.00$                                             12,750.00$                     

500MCM 600V Cable (m) 1360 48.00$             65,280.00$         32,640.00$                                             32,640.00$                     

1000MCM 28kV Cable (m) 4080 180.00$           734,400.00$       367,200.00$                                           367,200.00$                   

1000MCM 46kV Cable (m) 2970 180.00$           534,600.00$       267,300.00$                                           267,300.00$                   

Installing Underground Primary Cable (m) 9430 18.00$             169,740.00$       84,870.00$                                             84,870.00$                     

Removing Underground Primary Cable (m) 9250 18.00$             166,500.00$       83,250.00$                                             83,250.00$                     

4000MCM 46kV Splice  12 2,000.00$       24,000.00$         12,000.00$                                             12,000.00$                     

4 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 140 250.00$           35,000.00$         17,500.00$                                             17,500.00$                     

8 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 110 325.00$           35,750.00$         17,875.00$                                             17,875.00$                     

12 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 50 550.00$           27,500.00$         13,750.00$                                             13,750.00$                     

16 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 120 725.00$           87,000.00$         43,500.00$                                             43,500.00$                     

20 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 50 900.00$           45,000.00$         22,500.00$                                             22,500.00$                     

24 Duct Concrete Encased Structure (m) 130 1,125.00$       146,250.00$       73,125.00$                                             73,125.00$                     

Additional Civil Construction Labour (lump) 1 40,000.00$     40,000.00$         20,000.00$                                             20,000.00$                     

Distribution Switching Labour (5 person crew per day) 20 7,000.00$       140,000.00$       70,000.00$                                             70,000.00$                     

Inspection Services (per day) 40 680.00$           27,200.00$         13,600.00$                                             13,600.00$                     

Traffic Control (per day) 40 2,400.00$       96,000.00$         48,000.00$                                             48,000.00$                     

Boulevard, Curb, Asphalt, Sidewalk Restoration 1 50,000.00$     50,000.00$         25,000.00$                                             25,000.00$                     

Three Phase In‐Line Disconnect Switch 3 2,500.00$       7,500.00$           3,750.00$                                               3,750.00$                       

4,817,320.00$   1,744,660.00$                                       3,072,660.00$               

481,732.00$       174,466.00$                                           307,266.00$                   

5,299,052.00$   1,919,126.00$                                       3,379,926.00$               

SubTotal

Contingency (10%)

Total

BRT Hwy 2 ‐ Estimate



 
 

 

Question: 
 
b) Has Elexicon benchmarked the costs of the relocation project against other 

similar sized projects? What steps has Elexicon taken to ensure that the amount 
of forecasted costs is appropriate? 

  
Response 
 
Elexicon benchmarks the costs of road relocation projects against other comparable 

projects it has completed in the past. The following is an example of a cost comparison 

of overhead relocations projects based on major asset class (poles), where the number 

of poles provides an understanding of the scope and scale of each project. 

 
OEB Staff-10 Table 2: Costs from Previous Overhead Relocation Projects 

 

 
 

Following are some of the design considerations when determining a project scope and 

related costs: 

 Overhead pole line work is estimated based on size, height, circuit 

configuration requirements as well as installation methods. 



 
 

 

 Underground structures are estimated based on required number of ducts, 

trench type, ampacity requirements and physical boulevard capacity. 

 Switchgear replacement costs are based on the unit type plus installation costs. 

 Estimated costs involved with the required distribution switching are based on 

construction crew time and coordination with the System Control Center (SCC). 

 
The BRT is unique in comparison to many road relocations projects undertaken by 

Elexicon in the past, as the majority of the work associated with BRT involves 

underground assets and projects primarily involving underground infrastructure are 

significantly more costly (on average 3 – 5 times) compared to equivalent overhead 

builds. BRT has the largest net cost of any road relocation project in the history of 

Elexicon, or either of its processors (Please see Elexicon’s response to Staff-11 for a 

more thorough explanation of the uniqueness of the BRT project).  

 
In the absence of a direct comparison with a similar full scope project, Elexicon has 

compared the estimated unit costs of major assets from past projects. The unit cost 

estimate is composed of labour, materials, vehicles, and subcontractor costs as shown in 

the examples in Table 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

 

OEB Staff-10 Table 3: Examples of Historical Unit Costs 
 

 
 

In order to ensure that the forecasted costs are appropriate, the quantities are based off 

project specifications and design drawings, provided by the owners’ consultant. This 

allows Elexicon to consider factors such as road topography, surrounding builds, and 

proximity of above and below grade infrastructure, all of which can affect the scope and 

scale of the relocation work. Any change in the customer requirements are duly 

accounted for through a review of the original scope and related cost impacts.  

 

Labour  Material  Vehicles   Subcontractor  Other 

SCADA Load Interrupter 

Switch  $   82,660.05  2016‐5508 ACA.16.0213 2017 $29,641.08  $   42,755.37  $7,289.27   $                 1,905.33  $   1,069.00 

SCADA Switchgear  $ 113,950.36  2015‐5510 ACA.15.0105 2017 $11,126.90  $101,353.21  $1,470.25   $                              ‐    $                ‐   

PAD Transformer  $   20,134.49  2017‐5515 ACA.15.0143 2017 $   6,850.62  $   12,407.87  $    141.50   $                              ‐    $      734.50 

MANUAL Switchgear  $   76,325.56  2017‐5514 ASP.16.0141 2017 $21,818.99  $   54,417.32  $      89.25   $                              ‐    $                ‐   

Submersible Transformer  $ 157,878.45  2016‐5515 ACA.15.0193 2017 $44,696.15  $   47,736.71  $7,018.50   $               58,270.00  $      157.09 

Actual Costs 

YearJob # Project #

 Cost Per 

Unit Major Assets / Installation
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OEB STAFF – 11 
 
Reference:  DSP, page 196, 206, 215 
 
OEB staff notes that Elexicon has had similar, or in some cases larger, capital 
expenditures related to road relocations in historical years: 

 Page 196 shows that Elexicon had $23.05 million in road relocations in 2021 
vs. $5.54 million in 2022. 

 Page 206 notes that Elexicon has an average historical spending of $7.84 
million on road relocations. 

 Page 215 has a table which shows that, on a net basis, Elexicon spent $3.87 
million in 2021 on road relocations and is forecasted to spend $3.59 million 
in 2022. 

 
 Question: 
 
a) Please explain the need for incremental capital funding for the BRT road 

relocation when this appears to be the only significant road relocation planned 
for 2022, and Elexicon has historically been able to fund similar or larger road 
relocation projects through base rates. 

 
Response:  
 
In its application, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has demonstrated that the BRT road 

relocation project is a discrete and incremental project that satisfies the eligibility criteria 

of materiality, need and prudence needed for ICM funding. 

 
The BRT road relocation project is also the largest single road relocation project Elexicon 

has seen since 2014.  It represents nearly 4% of Elexicon’s planned net capital 

expenditures for 2022. The size, scale and complexity of this project makes it a strong 

candidate for an ICM.  In the absence of incremental funding, it limits Elexicon’s ability to 

invest in unforecasted road relocation projects that are non-discretionary. Further, it 

forces Elexicon to divert funding from other categories. 



 
 

 

In addition to ongoing capital expenditure in other categories, Elexicon has absorbed a 

major incremental project, the new Belleville operations centre. The Belleville Operations 

Centre was required as the current lease on Elexicon’s existing building in Belleville is 

expiring and the owner, the City of Belleville, now requires that location for its operations 

and is unable to extend the lease. It is not sustainable for Elexicon to continue absorbing 

material incremental costs into base rates without negatively impacting Elexicon and its 

customers. 

 
Since the DSP filing, the Metrolinx electrification project has been deferred to 2022, 

materially increasing the volume of road relocation projects in 2022. Table 2 below 

shows the updated forecast for 2022 Third-Party Infrastructure Development 

Requirements. 

 
When Elexicon was formed in 2019, the OEB approved a ten-year rebasing deferral 

period from the closing of the merger transaction.  Consequently, the rate plans for 

Veridian Connections Inc. (“Veridian”) and Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation (“Whitby 

Hydro”) would remain in effect until the end of the ten-year period. The most recent 

rebasing for Veridian and Whitby Hydro occurred in 2014 and 2010, respectively, and the 

next rebasing of electricity distribution rates is not until January 1, 2029.  

 
At pages 196 and 206 of the DSP, historical and forecast gross expenditures for System 

Access drivers are provided.  The 2021 Road Relocation projects were estimated to be 

$23.1MM, with $19.7MM paid for by customers.  By removing these contributions, 

Elexicon is left with $5.5MM gross and $3.9MM net for 9 road relocation projects.  

 
In comparison, BRT is a single system access project with a comparable net capital 

expenditure in 2022. Table 1 below shows a breakdown of Third-Party Infrastructure 



 
 

 

Development Requirements, as presented in the DSP. The net expenditure in this 

category aligns with other years. 

 
OEB Staff-11 Table 1: 2021-2022 Third-Party Infrastructure Development 
Requirements  
 
 

2021 (in $MM) 2022 (in $MM) 

Third-Party Infrastructure 
Development Requirements 
- Gross 

$23.05 $5.54  

Metrolinx Electrification 
(100% funded with Capital 
Contributions) - Gross 

$17.54  $5.24  

Remainder of Third-Party 
Infrastructure Development 
Requirements - Gross 

$5.51  $0.30  

Capital Contributions  
$1.63  $0.09  

Remainder of Third-Party 
Infrastructure Development 
Requirements - Net 

$3.87  $0.21  

 
Since the DSP filing the Metrolinx Projects scheduled in 2021 have been deferred to 
2022. Table 2 below shows the updated forecast for 2022 Third-Party Infrastructure 
Development Requirements. 
 
  



 
 

 

OEB Staff-11 Table 2: Updated 2021-2022 Third-Party Infrastructure Development 
Requirements 
 
 

2021 (in $MM) 2022 (in $MM) 

Third-Party Infrastructure 
Development Requirements 
- Gross 

$4.85  $25.45  

100% funded with Capital 
Contributions – Gross $0.12  $19.5  

Remainder of Third-Party 
Infrastructure Development 
Requirements - Gross 

$4.73  $5.95  

Capital Contributions  
$1.32  $2.25  

Remainder of Third-Party 
Infrastructure Development 
Requirements - Net 

$3.12  $3.70  
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OEB STAFF – 12 
 
Reference:  Appendix B-1, page 13 
 
Question: 
 
The business case for the BRT relocation project notes that “the project start date, 
in-service date, and expenditure timing will be dictated by external requirements 
and are not known at this time.” 
 
a) What is the current status/progress of this project? 
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has issued a design package to the Region of Durham 

for review and approval. Once design is approved and customer contributions have been 

received by Elexicon a detailed construction schedule will be put in place with the Region 

of Durham’s project manager to ensure the relocation work is completed in 2022.    

 
In order to have confidence that a System Service project like BRT, which can potentially 

be impacted by factors beyond Elexicon’s control, will commence on time and as per 

schedule, Elexicon requires a financial commitment from the customer in the form of a 

purchase order (“PO”) to finalize design work and a written confirmation of the schedule. 

Elexicon has received correspondence from the Region of Durham indicating that this 

project must be completed in 2022.  On September 1st 2021, Elexicon received a PO for 

this project from the Region of Durham. 

  



 
 

 

b) Please confirm that this project will be in-service in 2022 and provide the 
estimated in-service date. 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon is scheduled to begin construction work on the BRT relocation project in July of 

2022.  It is expected to be completed by November 30th, 2022. 
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OEB STAFF – 13 
 
Reference:  VRZ_2022 Rate Generator Model, tab 17 
           EB-2021-0015 Procedural Order No. 2 
 
Question: 
 
In PO#2 the OEB noted that it may find it necessary to bifurcate the incentive 
ratemaking aspects of Elexicon’s application from the ICM funding requests. 
 
a) Please provide a copy of an updated tariff sheet and rate generator model 

excluding the ICM-related components, in the event that the OEB ultimately 
finds it necessary to issue separate decisions on these matters.  

 
Response:  

 
A copy of an updated tariff sheet and IRM Rate Generator model excluding the ICM-

related components are included as attachments to this response.  

 
EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-13_20211108.xlsb 

EE_VRZ_2022_Tariff of Rates and Charges_OEB Staff-13_20211108.pdf 

 
Please see OEB Staff-25 which outlines all model updates made prior to removing the 

ICM-related components. 
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OEB STAFF – 14 
 
Reference:  VRZ 2022 ACM_ICM_Model, Tab 9 
 
 
Question: 
 
The ICM model shows the following Net Capital Expenditures for the Seaton TS: 
 
Seaton TS ‐ Land  New ICM   $   1,400,000  

Seaton TS ‐ Transformer  New ICM   $ 23,388,885  

Seaton TS ‐ Switchgear  New ICM   $   1,811,302  

Seaton TS ‐ Station Equipment  New ICM   $   5,411,988  

Seaton TS ‐ Station Building  New ICM   $   8,749,825  

Total      $ 40,762,000  

  
a) Did Elexicon include any consultation cost related to the Seaton TS station 

project in the above listed net capital expenditures? 
 
Response:  
 
Yes, consultation costs for Seaton TS are included in the Net Capital Expenditures table.  

Those costs are contained within the Seaton TS-Transformer line of the table and are 

eligible capital costs in accordance with IAS 16.16(b). The consultation costs are directly 

attributable to the Seaton TS project.   Without the consultation with Indigenous 

Communities, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) would not have met its necessary duty to 

consult obligations under the Class Environmental Assessment (“EA”) for Minor 

Transmission Facilities requirements or the Government of Ontario, Ministry of Heritage, 

Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (“MHSTCI”) obligations on consulting 

archaeologists.  In the absence of these consultations, Elexicon would not be able to 

construct Seaton TS.  

  



 
 

 

Consultation efforts with external project stakeholders of the Seaton TS project began as 

part of this project.  Consultation efforts included notification to: residents within 200m of 

the three potential TS sites: municipal and regional government staff, and First Nations 

communities, as identified to the Ministry of Energy. Stakeholders were invited to attend 

Public Information Centres (“PICs”) held by Elexicon, working in conjunction with Hydro 

One Networks Inc. (“HONI”).  The purpose of the PICs was to address questions 

regarding the project and gather input provided by visitors that would inform consideration 

of the potential sites.   

 
Consultation efforts with First Nations continued past the completion of the EA into Stage 

3 and Stage 4 archaeology as well as Burial investigation work, as is required by MHSTCI 

Standards and Guidelines for Consulting Archaeologists (2011).   

 
Elexicon’s consultant, WSP, was responsible for both the EA and completion of the 

additional archaeological investigations. WSP continued to have regular, informal 

discussions with First Nations representatives, both on-site monitors and with their 

communities, obtaining their feedback on the ongoing field work as well as gathering their 

input and comments on the multiple reports produced during the archaeological 

investigations at the TS site.  The cost of consultations for both the stakeholder feedback 

and for the additional archaeological work are contained within overall process completion 

costs and not broken out. These costs are immaterial and were not tracked separately.  

 
Not only were the First Nations communities consulted through the process, but they were 

also offered the opportunity to provide field monitors for the archaeological work 

undertaken on the Seaton TS project.  These monitors were paid for their time and 

expenses and were able to participate in the work.  They provided direct feedback to their 

communities on the progress of the work, as well as relaying community feedback to the 

archaeologists, onsite.  



 
 

 

This was an invaluable opportunity for Elexicon to work directly with First Nation 

community members.  Elexicon observes that it is a best practice to engage First Nations 

communities on archaeological projects throughout southern Ontario.  Further, many First 

Nations communities have built capacity to provide representatives to conduct this type 

of engagement. Costs for the field monitoring provided by First Nations communities were 

captured separately and are indicated in Elexicon’s answer to part b), below.  

 
b) If so, please provide the total capitalized cost for consultation, as well as 

segmented by key cost drivers. 
 
Response:  
 
Capitalized costs for consultation related work are compiled in the following table.  The 

table identifies the type of consultation work being either:  

 
1. Discussion -  Communications from Elexicon’s consultant, WSP, by email, mail, 

telephone   to external project stakeholders  

2. Monitoring - Costs for provision of field monitors by First Nations communities to 

the Seaton TS project.  Only a subset of all of the First Nations communities 

consulted were able to send monitors to participate in the project.  A number of 

communities were impacted by various factors that prevented them from being 

able to supply monitors to the Seaton TS project.  Monitoring Costs were tracked 

separately from the WSP scope of work and are identified in the following table.  



 
 

 

Staff-14 Table 1- Capitalized Consultation Costs 
 

Type of 
Consultation 

Related to 
phase of 
work 

Key Cost 
Driver of 
Consultation  

Location of 
spending in Net 
Capital 
Expenditures Table 

Cost ($MM 

Discussion Class EA Class EA 
requirement 

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 

Included in 
overall WSP 
scope and costs 
not broken out 

Monitoring Class EA- 
Stage 2 
Archaeology 

Consultation Best 
Practice 

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 

$0.011 

Discussion with 
First Nations 

Stage 3 
Archaeology 

Archaeological 
standards   
requirement  

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 
 

Included in 
overall WSP 
scope and costs 
not broken out 
 
 

Monitoring Stage 3 
Archaeology 

Consultation Best 
Practice 
 
 

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 
 

$0.16 

Discussion with 
First Nations 

Stage 4 
Archaeology
& Burial 
Investigation 

Archaeological 
standards   
requirement  

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 
 

Included in 
overall WSP 
scope and costs 
not broken out 
 
 

Monitoring Stage 4 
Archaeology
& Burial 
Investigation 

Consultation Best 
Practice 
 
 

Seaton TS- 
Transformer line 
 

$0.445 

Total:     $0.62MM 
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OEB STAFF – 15 
 
Reference:  DSP, Appendix S-1, page 27 
 
 
Question: 
 
On page 27 of S-1 of the DSP, Elexicon noted that the environmental assessment 
is being done externally. OEB staff notes that an Environmental Study Report, 
dated August 2018, has been posted on Elexicon’s website. 
 
a) Please confirm that the environmental assessment study has been completed.  
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon confirms that the environmental assessment study for the complete Seaton 

project including the transmission supply line from Hydro One and for the station site has 

been completed.  

 
b) If so, please file the Notice of Completion on the record of this proceeding.  
 
Response:  

 
The Statement of Completion, with appendices, was filed with the Ministry of the 

Environment on August 17, 2018 and is included as attachments to this response. 
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OEB STAFF – 16 
 
Reference:  VRZ Rate Generator Model, tab 6 Class A Consumption Date 
 
Preamble: 
OEB staff notes that Elexicon reversed the transition period between Class A and Class 
B customer, since O. Reg. 429/04 stipulates that customers can only transition between 
Class A and Class B on July 1 of each year.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Question: 
 
a) Please review the transition period for each of the 16 customers listed and 

confirm that the transition period has been reversed.  
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) confirms that the transition period has been reversed. 

 
b) Please confirm that the aggregated consumption date on tab 6.1a is correctly 

allocated despite this reversal.  
 
Response: 
  
Elexicon confirms that the reversal of the transition period identified in (a) does not affect 

the aggregated consumption data on tab 6.1a.  For clarity, the allocation of the GA 

balance between transitioning customers and Class B customer is unchanged.  To avoid 

any confusion and ensure accuracy of the record, the consumption data on tab 6.1a has 

been correctly restated in the updated VRZ IRM Rate Generator model provided with 

Elexicon’s interrogatory responses to OEB Staff:  

 
EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

OEB Staff-25 includes an overview of all models changes.  
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OEB STAFF – 17 
 
Reference: Manager’s Summary, page 8, August 18, 2021 
 
Question: 
 
At Reference #1, Elexicon included a table summarizing its request to clear 2018, 
2019, and 2020 Group 1 deferral and variance account (DVA) balances for the VRZ 
and no disposition request to clear any DVA balances for the WRZ. However, 
Elexicon has not stated whether it is requesting final or interim disposition of its 
Group 1 DVAs for the VRZ. 
 
a) Please clarify whether Elexicon is seeking final or interim disposition of its 

Group 1 DVAs for the VRZ in the current proceeding. 
 

Response:  
 

Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) is requesting an interim disposition of its Group 1 DVAs 

for the VRZ in the current proceeding. Elexicon is currently undertaking a final review of 

the settlement and accounting for Accounts 1588 and 1589 prior to requesting a final 

disposition of these balances.  
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OEB STAFF – 18 
 
Reference:  
 
(1) Filing Requirements For Electricity Distribution Rate Applications - 2021 Edition 

for 2022 Rate Applications - Chapter 3 Incentive Rate-Setting Applications, June 
24, 2021, page 12 & 13 

(2) Manager’s Summary, page 21, August 18, 2021 
 
Preamble: 
OEB staff notes that Elexicon’s 2018 and 2019 balances for the VRZ were not disposed 
in previous proceedings as the threshold test was not met and Elexicon did not request 
disposition. 
 
At Reference #1, the OEB set out its expectations for final disposition requests of 
commodity pass-through account balances when there has been no disposition 
requested in prior years due to the threshold test. The OEB further stated: 
 

If these distributors have now reviewed these balances in the context of the 
Accounting Guidance and are confident that there are no systemic issues with their 
RPP settlement and related accounting processes, such distributors may explain 
those circumstances and request final disposition of these account balances. If 
these distributors identified errors or discrepancies that materially affect the ending 
account balances, distributors should adjust their account balances prior to 
requesting final disposition. 
 

At Reference #2, Elexicon stated that regarding the VRZ, it outlined in its 2021 VRZ rate 
application (EB-2020-0013) that it completed the modifications necessary to ensure 
compliance with the accounting guidance, highlighting some changes made in calendar 
2019 and 2020. Elexicon indicated that for the VRZ it is now completely aligned with the 
OEB Accounting Guidance. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please confirm that Elexicon is confident that regarding the VRZ there are no 

systemic issues with its RPP settlement and related accounting processes 
regarding its 2018 and forward balances.  



 
 

 

 
b) If this is not the case, please explain.  
 
Response (a) and (b):  
 
As indicated in OEB Staff-17, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) is requesting an interim 

disposition of Group 1 DVA balances for the Veridian Rate Zone (“VRZ”) in the current 

proceeding. Elexicon does not believe that there are material systemic issues that have 

not already been identified, however, will complete a final review prior to requesting a 

final disposition for the VRZ.  

 
c) Please confirm that no errors or discrepancies were identified that materially 

affect the ending account balances. 
 

d) If this is not the case, please explain. 
 
Response (c) and (d):  
 
Elexicon has identified an issue related to the levels of unaccounted for energy used for 

VRZ settlement in 2020. An estimated adjustment for the impact was included as a 

placeholder in the VRZ IRM Rate Generator continuity schedule (1588 principal 

adjustments for VRZ in 2020) as well as the VRZ GA Analysis Workform filed in August 

2021.  

 
To review and address the issue, Elexicon was able to re-run metering data used in the 

2020 settlement process (January to December), and re-calculate settlement and the 

resulting accounting entries. Elexicon provides summary tables (below) outlining the 

impact of the revised calculations and the associated revisions to principal adjustments 

required in the VRZ IRM Rate Generator continuity and related sections in the VRZ GA 

Analysis Workform model.  

 



 
 

 

To ensure the most accurate and up-to-date balances are included in the interim 

disposition request for VRZ’s Group 1 balances, the following updated spreadsheets have 

been filed with these interrogatory responses:  

 
 VRZ Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis 

EE_VRZ_2022_Acctg Guidance 2020 Analysis_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsx 
 VRZ IRM Rate Generator 

EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 
 VRZ GA Analysis Workform 

EE_VRZ_2022_GA Analysis Workform_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 
 
Please see OEB Staff-25 which provides an overview of revisions that have been included 

in these models.  

 
The issue identified which relates to the unaccounted for energy is not expected to 

materially impact the 2019 principal adjustment amounts for Account 1588 and 1589, 

however, Elexicon will be reviewing further prior to requesting a final disposition for VRZ’s 

Group 1 balances.  An update will be provided in the 2023 rate application. Elexicon does 

not believe there are any other errors or discrepancies that would result in a material 

impact to the ending Group 1 balances for VRZ.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

OEB Staff-18 Table 1:  Summary of Updates to 2020 Regulatory Accounting 
Guidance Analysis – Impacts to Account 1588 Power 

 

 
 
 

OEB Staff-18 Table 2:  Summary of Updates to 2020 Regulatory Accounting 
Guidance Analysis – Impacts to Account 1589 Global Adjustment 

 

A. Impacts to Account 1588 Power:

Description Revised Original Difference Principal Adjustments Tab
718,831     599,031     119,800     Split of CT 148 GA Costs (4705 Power and 4707 GA) Principal Adjustments V105
38,577       (468,836)    507,413     Revised CT 1142 Settlement amounts Principal Adjustments V106

(987,912)    (697,058)    (290,854)    Revised unbilled estimate to actual revenue differences Principal Adjustments V107
2) Identified large billing adjustment (199,470)    -            (199,470)    New - 2020 consumption billed in 2021 Principal Adjustments V108

Total 2020 Principal Adjustments - Current Year (429,974)    (566,863)    136,889     

Summary of 2020 Principal Adjustments Revised Original Difference Rate Generator Updates
Principal Adjustment - Prior Year Reversals 677,864     677,864     -            
Principal Adjustment - Current Year (429,974)    (566,863)    136,889     Tab                                          Cell Tab
Principal Adjustments 2020 Summary 247,890     111,001     136,889     3. Continuity Schedule              BF28 Account 1588 D19

Account 1588 Revised Original Difference
Principal Transactions 307,491     307,491     -            
Principal Adjustments 2020 Summary 247,890     111,001     136,889     
Total 2020 Principal 555,381     418,492     136,889     

Total 2019 Principal (270,752)    (270,752)    -            
Total 2018 Principal (94,331)      (94,331)      -            
Total Account 1588 Power - Principal Balance 190,298     53,409       136,889     

1)

GA Workform Updates

Cell

Cell

GA Workform Updates

Updates to reflect additional metering data 
(reduced levels of UFE and improved revenue 
and rates used for settlement)

B. Impacts to Account 1589 Global Adjustment:

Description Revised Original Difference Principal Adjustments Tab
(718,831)    (599,031)    (119,800)    Split of CT 148 GA Costs (4705 Power and 4707 GA) GA 2020 C77

Principal Adjustments J105
341,238     341,238     -            Unbilled estimate to actual revenue differences No update required

(377,593)    (257,793)    

Summary of 2020 Principal Adjustments Revised Original Difference Rate Generator Updates
Principal Adjustment - Prior Year Reversals 1,067,310  1,067,310  -            
Principal Adjustment - Current Year (377,593)    (257,793)    (119,800)    Tab                                          Cell
Principal Adjustments 2020 Summary 689,717     809,517     (119,800)    3. Continuity Schedule              BF29

Account 1589 Revised Original Difference
Principal Transactions (185,842)    (185,842)    -            
Principal Adjustments 2020 Summary 689,717     809,517     (119,800)    
Total 2020 Principal 503,875     623,675     (119,800)    

Total 2019 Principal 1,441,870  1,441,870  -            
Total 2018 Principal (1,172,340) (1,172,340) -            
Total Account 1588 Power - Principal Balance 773,405     893,205     (119,800)    

Total 2020 Principal Adjustments - Current Year

Cell

GA Workform Updates

Updates to reflect additional metering data 
(reduced levels of UFE and improved revenue 

and rates used for settlement)
1)
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OEB STAFF – 19 
 
Reference: (1) Manager’s Summary, page 8, August 18, 2021 
          (2) Manager’s Summary, page 26, August 18, 2021 
 
Preamble: 
At Reference #1, Elexicon is requesting an extension request for the WRZ. This extension 
request is with respect to the implementation of the OEB’s Accounting Guidance related 
to Accounts 1588 and 1589. Elexicon stated that the extension will support additional 
process changes delayed by the COVID-19 emergency and unexpected upgrades related 
to the recently merged CIS.  
 
At Reference #2, Elexicon noted that additional planning is in place to support the 
continued transition to a consistent settlement process and tool for the WRZ which mirrors 
the VRZ. Elexicon further stated that while this transition will not have a material effect on 
the outcome of the settlement amounts, it will assist to align to the timing expectations for 
settlement and true-ups as outlined in the OEB’s regulatory accounting guidance. 
Elexicon also noted that it will also provide for greater consistency between both of the 
rate zones’ processes. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please confirm that if the OEB grants Elexicon’s request regarding the 

implementation of the OEB’s Accounting Guidance for Accounts 1588 and 1589 
for the WRZ, there will be no material impact on WRZ’s Group 1 DVA balances 
that have not yet been disposed on a final basis (i.e., 2020 balances and 
forward). 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) confirms that the granting of an extension request 

regarding the implementation of the OEB’s Accounting Guidance for Accounts 1588 and 

1589 for the Whitby Rate Zone (“WRZ”) would not have a material impact on the WRZ’s 

Group 1 DVA balances (2020 and forward). 

 



 
 

 

 
b) If this is not the case, please explain. 
 
Response:  

 
Not Applicable.  See response to (a). 
 
c) Please confirm whether Elexicon expects further adjustments to any of the 

DVAs for the WRZ upon the implementation of the new integrated CIS system. 
If so, please provide the details. 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon confirms that it does not expect any further adjustments to any of the DVAs for 

the WRZ upon implementation of the new integrated CIS system. 
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OEB STAFF – 20 
 
Reference: (1) Manager’s Summary, page 26, August 18, 2021 

         (2) Manager’s Summary, page 27, August 18, 2021 
 
Preamble: 
At Reference #1, Elexicon stated that regarding the WRZ, the finalization of true-ups 
under the old process must be completed and new processes set up to support the 
updated processes going forward. Elexicon further noted that the transition will require 
additional time and Elexicon plans to complete this by the end of 2021 to allow for 
implementation of the new process at the beginning of 2022. 
 
At Reference #2, Elexicon stated that the WRZ’s outcomes continue to be fully aligned 
with the OEB’s Accounting Guidance. Elexicon further stated that the remaining changes 
to align processes and improve the timing of true-ups will require additional time and effort 
and will follow the major CIS upgrades in 2021. 
 
Elexicon requested that the OEB approve an extension to complete this transition by the 
end of 2021. Elexicon noted that the extension will not impact customers, nor the outcome 
of account balances reviewed for disposition. Elexicon noted that it is a strictly a process 
driven change mandated by the OEB decision (EB-2019-0130) which results in a 
standard process with some accelerated timing. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please confirm that Elexicon remains on track to complete WRZ’s above noted 

transition by the end of 2021, in order to allow for implementation of the new 
process at the beginning of 2022. 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) continues to work on the transition plan, however, 

currently expects that additional time will be required.  

 

 

 



 
 

 

b) If this is not the case, please explain. 
 

Response:  
 

As part of transition planning, Elexicon has identified the importance of stabilizing a 

number of key elements prior to the transition: 

 Completion of major CIS upgrades and sufficient time to address any follow-up 

requirements for that project.   

 Resources - A settlement resource has recently accepted a new role in a 

different department, creating a vacancy.  Elexicon would like to ensure the 

settlement position is filled and training completed.  

 Complete the final review of the Veridian Rate Zone (“VRZ”) Account 1588 and 

1589 balances for final disposition. 

 
The transition is planned in 2022 with an expectation of completion by the end of June.  

Elexicon respectfully requests the OEB approve an extension until June 2022. 

c) Please explain if Elexicon is granted the extension by the OEB, there will be 
either no impact on the Group 1 DVA balances or an immaterial impact on the 
Group 1 DVA balances. 

 
Response:  

 
Elexicon confirms that an extension would not cause any impact on the Whitby Rate Zone 

(“WRZ”) Group 1 DVA balances or that any impact will be immaterial.  Please see 

response to Staff-19 (a) and (c).  
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OEB STAFF – 21 
 
Reference:  
(1) EE_VRZ_2022_Acctg Guidance 2020 Analysis_full year_20210818.xlsx 
(2) VRZ, IRM Rate Generator Model, August 18, 2021 
(3) Manager’s Summary, page 21, Table 8, August 18, 2021 
 
Preamble: 
At Reference #1, the 2020 “balance per DVA Continuity Schedule” for Accounts 1588 and 
1589 as shown in cells E31 and E43 of tab “Final RSVA Balances” are different than that 
shown in the DVA Continuity Schedule, at Reference #2. The differences are as follows 
in OEB Staff Table 1: 
 

OEB Staff Table 1 – VRZ Difference between Accounting Guidance and DVA 
Continuity Schedule 

 
 
At Reference #3, Elexicon indicated that for the VRZ it is now completely aligned with the 
OEB Accounting Guidance. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Does Elexicon agree with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 1? If Elexicon 

disagrees, please update the table accordingly. 
 

Response:  
 
Elexicon agrees with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 1, however, Elexicon has 

provided updates through the interrogatory process which includes updates to both the 

VRZ Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis and the VRZ IRM Rate Generator model 

Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total
Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis 446,489           595,383           

307,491           111,001           418,491           (185,842)          809,517           623,675           

Difference 27,998             (28,292)            

DVA Continuity Schedule (sum of 2020 
transactions and principal adjustments)

Account 1588 Account 1589



 
 

 

(continuity schedule). Further details are outlined in OEB Staff-18 and OEB Staff-25. 

Elexicon has provided a revised Table below which reflects the updates made to the 

application. 

 
OEB Staff-21 Table 1:  Revised Table – VRZ Difference between Accounting 

Guidance and DVA Continuity Schedule 

 
 

b) Although the differences in OEB Staff Table 1 may be immaterial, please explain 
why there are any differences at all, given that Elexicon noted that it is 
completely aligned with the OEB Accounting Guidance for the VRZ. 

 
Response:  
 
Differences in the revised Table provided in (a) are immaterial. Small differences may be 

explained by transactions (such as billing adjustments) or differences due to methodology 

(i.e. proration of consumption in the billing system). The regulatory accounting guidance 

analysis has been consolidated and reviewed on an annualized basis. The review 

demonstrates that these types of differences are not considered material enough to 

review at a more detailed level.  

  

Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total

Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis 601,860 482,125 
(20211108 updates)

307,491        247,890         555,381 185,842-          689,717          503,875 
(20211108 updates)

Difference 46,479   21,750-   

DVA Continuity Schedule (sum of 2020 
tranactions and principal adjustments

Account 1588 Account 1589



 
 

 

c) Please explain why there are some principal adjustment true-ups for the VRZ, 
considering that Elexicon noted that it is completely aligned with the OEB 
Accounting Guidance for the VRZ. 

 
Response:  

 
Principal adjustment true-ups reflect adjustments that are required due to timing 

differences.  In general, not all information required for true-ups is available for posting in 

the current year.  Billing adjustments may also occur outside of the year they relate to.  

 
For VRZ, it was identified after the end of 2020, that there was an issue related to 

unaccounted for energy which required corrections to the settlement calculations and 

related accounting entries (See OEB Staff-18 for additional detail). Any revisions 

(including true-ups) have been included as principal adjustments in 2020.  This ensures 

that the balances reviewed for VRZ’s Group 1 interim disposition request are as accurate 

and up-to-date as possible.  

 
d) Please confirm that the row “Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis” in OEB Staff 

Table 1, is not intended to reflect the balances in the DVA Continuity Schedule 
which reflect the general ledger. Instead, it is intended to represent the balances 
as calculated using the OEB model from the February 21, 2019 accounting 
guidance. If this is not the case, please explain why there are differences 
between the two rows in OEB Staff Table 1. 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon confirms that the row “Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis” in OEB Staff 1 and 

OEB Staff-21a -Table 1 tables are not intended to reflect the balances in the DVA 

Continuity Schedule, but are an analysis which reflects OEB accounting guidance for 

Accounts 1588 and 1589.  See Response (b) for additional information. 
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OEB STAFF – 22 
 
Reference:  
(1) EE_WRZ_2020_Acctg Guidance_2020 Analysis_20210818.xlsx 
(2) WRZ, IRM Rate Generator Model, August 18, 2021 
(3) Manager’s Summary, page 21, Table 8, August 18, 2021 
 
Preamble: 
At Reference #1, the 2020 “balance per DVA Continuity Schedule” for Accounts 1588 and 
1589 as shown in cells E30 and E42 of tab “Final RSVA Balances” are different than that 
shown in the DVA Continuity Schedule, at Reference #2. The differences are as follows 
in OEB Staff Table 2: 
 

OEB Staff Table 2 – WRZ Difference between Accounting Guidance and DVA 
Continuity Schedule 

 
 
At Reference #3, Elexicon indicated that it is now completely aligned with the OEB 
Accounting Guidance for the WRZ, except for the timing of true-ups, which are addressed 
through principal adjustments in the DVA Continuity Schedule. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Does Elexicon agree with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 2? If Elexicon 

disagrees, please update the table accordingly. 
 
Response: 

  
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) agrees with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 2. 

 

Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total Transactions
Principal 

Adjustments Total
Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis (268,794)          20,715             

(103,312)          (137,108)          (240,420)          (306,810)          327,104           20,294             

Difference (28,374)            421                  

Account 1588 Account 1589

DVA Continuity Schedule (sum of 2020 
transactions and principal adjustments)



 
 

 

b) Although the differences in OEB Staff Table 2 may be immaterial, please explain 
whether these differences are due to the timing of true-ups for the WRZ, which 
are addressed through principal adjustments in the DVA Continuity Schedule. 
If this is not the case, please explain. 

 
Response:  

 
Differences in OEB Staff Table 2 are immaterial.  Small differences may be explained by 

transactions (such as billing adjustments) or differences due to methodology (i.e. 

proration of consumption in the billing system).  The regulatory accounting guidance 

analysis has been consolidated and reviewed on an annualized basis. The review 

demonstrates that these types of differences are not considered material enough to 

review at a more detailed level.  

 
c) Please confirm that the row “Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis” in OEB Staff 

Table 2, is not intended to reflect the balances in the DVA Continuity Schedule 
which reflect the general ledger. Instead, it is intended to represent the balances 
as calculated using the OEB model from the February 21, 2019 accounting 
guidance. If this is not the case, please explain. 

 
Response:  

 
Elexicon confirms that the row “Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis” in OEB Staff Table 

2 is not intended to reflect the balances in the DVA Continuity Schedule, but is an analysis 

which reflects OEB accounting guidance for Accounts 1588 and 1589.  See Response 

(b) for additional information. 
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OEB STAFF – 23 
 
Reference:  
 
(1) WRZ, GA Analysis Workform, August 18, 2021 
(2) VRZ, GA Analysis Workform, August 18, 2021 
(3) Veridian Connections Inc. RRR 2.1.7 filing, December 31, 2018 data 
(4) Elexicon RRR 2.1.7 filing, December 31, 2019 and December 31, 2020 data 
 
Preamble: 
OEB staff has prepared the following OEB Staff Table 3 with data from Reference #1, #2, 
#3, and #4. 
 

OEB Staff Table 3 – Reconciliation of RRR 2.1.7 Data – Account 4705 

 
 
 
Question: 
 
a) Does Elexicon agree with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 3? If Elexicon 

disagrees, please update the table accordingly. 
 
 

VRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 

Test, August 18, 
2021

Veridian 
Connections Inc. 

Actual RRR 2.1.7 
Filing

Veridian 
Connections Inc. 

RRR 2.1.7 
Variance over the 
Actual RRR 2.1.7 

Filing
A B C = A - B

141,704,997          141,704,997          -                           

WRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 

Test, August 18, 
2021

VRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 

Test, August 18, 
2021

Elexicon Energy 
RRR 2.1.7 per GA 

Analysis Workforms

Elexicon Energy 
Actual RRR 2.1.7 

Filing

Elexicon Energy 
RRR 2.1.7 

Variance over the 
Actual RRR 2.1.7 

Filing
D E F = D + E G H = F - G

TBD 144,416,286          TBD 139,698,760          TBD

69,829,555             191,818,073          261,647,628          261,647,628          0                              

Account 4705 - December 31, 
2018

Account 4705 - December 31, 
2020

Account 4705 - December 31, 
2019



 
 

 

Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) agrees with the values shown in OEB Staff Table 3. 

 
b) Please populate the cells that are marked “TBD” and explain differences, if any, 

in Column H. 
 
Response: 

 
The cells marked “TBD” have been populated and the amounts are identified in red.  The 

updated table is provided below and includes a footnote which explains the 2019 

variance. 

 
OEB Staff-23b Table 1:  Revised OEB Staff Table 3 - Reconciliation of RRR 

2.1.7 Data – Account 4705 
 

 

VRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 
Test - OEB Staff-23

Veridian Connections 
Inc. Actual RRR 2.1.7 

Filing

Veridian 
Connections Inc. 

RRR 2.1.7 Variance 
over the Actual RRR 

2.1.7 Filing
A B C=A-B

Account 4705 - 
December 31, 2018 141,704,997           141,704,997             -                          

WRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 
Test - OEB Staff-23

VRZ, GA Analysis 
Workform, Account 
1588 Reasonability 
Test - OEB Staff-23

Elexicon Energy 
Actual RRR 2.1.7 
per GA  Analysis 

Workforms

Elexicon Energy 
Actual RRR 
2.1.7 Filing 

Elexicon Energy RRR 
2.1.7 Filing Variance 
over the Actual RRR 

2.1.7 Filing 
D E F=D+E G H=F-G

Account 4705 - 
December 31, 2019* 50,470,616             144,416,286             194,886,902           139,698,760     55,188,142               

Account 4705 - 
December 31, 2020 69,829,555             191,818,073             261,647,628           261,647,628     -                            

* Elexicon Energy filed 2019 RRR 2.1.7 for the post-merge period (April - December).  This was based on discussions with OEB Staff.  

As the GA Workform 1588 test for reasonability is intended to be based on an annual 4705 amount , the sum of the legacy LDC for Jan-March 2019 + the 
relevant Elexicon rate zone for April -  December 2019 was included.  This ensured that the reasonability calculation was handled consistently for all years.  
As a result, there is an expected variance to the Actual 2.1.7 (column H).



 
 

 

c) Please explain any other differences that may arise if Elexicon updates OEB 
Staff Table 3. 

 
Response:  
 
Please see response (b) and (d). 
 
d) Please confirm that Elexicon filed a harmonized RRR 2.1.7 for December 31, 

2019 and December 31, 2020 data, but filed separated RRR 2.1.7 for December 
31, 2018 data for Veridian Connections Inc. and Whitby Hydro Electric 
Corporation. If this is not the case, please explain. 
 

Response:  
 

Elexicon confirms the following RRR 2.1.7 filings: 

 2018 – Separate Veridian Connections Inc. and Whitby Hydro Electric 

Corporation filings 

 2019 – Post merger harmonized filing.  This filing did not include a full year of 

P&L data since the merger was only effective April 1, 2019. 

 2020 – Harmonized filing 
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OEB STAFF – 24 
 
Reference: (1) VRZ, IRM Rate Generator Model, August 18, 2021 

         (2) VRZ, GA Analysis Workform, August 18, 2021 
 
Question: 
 
At Reference #1, Elexicon has included an Account 1588 2020 principal adjustment 
of $111,001 in cell BF28. This matches the Account 1588 2020 principal adjustment 
of $111,001 at Reference #2, Tab Principal Adjustments. However, this does not 
match the credit of ($19,194) 2020 principal adjustment at Reference #2, Tab 
Account 1588 Reasonability. 
 
a) Please clarify which is the correct Account 1588 2020 principal adjustment –a 

debit of $111,001 or a credit of ($19,194). Please provide any necessary updates 
to reconcile the two amounts. 

 
Response:  

 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has provided updated versions of the following files: 

 VRZ IRM Rate Generator model 

EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

 VRZ GA Analysis Workform  

EE_VRZ_2022_GA Analysis Workform_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

 

Both revised models reflect a revised Account 1588 2020 principal adjustment of 

$247,890. OEB Staff-25 provides an overview of the model updates.  
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OEB STAFF – 25 
 
Reference:  
WRZ Rate Generator, Tab 20 and VRZ Rate Generator, Tab 20 -  Bill Impact 
 
Question: 
 
OEB staff has identified that the Non-RPP Retailer Average Price and Average IESO 
Wholesale Market Price used at the above reference were incorrectly entered as 
$0.2689. OEB staff has updated the pricing to reflect the correct amount of $0.1060.  

 
a) Please confirm that the models included with these interrogatories reflect this 

update. 
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) confirms that all models included with OEB Staff 

interrogatory responses reflect the updated pricing amount of $0.1060.  

 
For additional clarity, an overview of all updated IRM Rate Generator and supporting 

models included with these interrogatory responses is provided below:  

 
Veridian Rate Zone (VRZ) – IRM Rate Generator Model 

EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

EE_VRZ_2022_Tariff of Rates and Charges_OEB Staff-25_20211108.pdf 

 
This model and Tariff Sheet includes: 

 The updated pricing amount of $0.1060 (OEB Staff-25) 

 Correction of Tab 6 - Class A Consumption Data (OEB Staff-16) 



 
 

 

 Revised Account 1588 and 1589 Principal adjustments related to unaccounted 

for energy issue and reflect updated metering, settlement and regulatory 

accounting analysis review (OEB Staff-18) 

 Revised ICM Rate Rider (OEB Staff-9) 

 
VRZ IRM Rate Generator model - ICM removed (OEB Staff-13) 

EE_VRZ_2022_IRM-Rate-Generator-Model_OEB Staff-13_20211108.xlsb 

EE_VRZ_2022_Tariff of Rates and Charges_OEB Staff-13_20211108.pdf 

 
This model and Tariff Sheet includes: 

 The updated pricing amount of $0.1060 (OEB Staff-25) 

 Correction of Tab 6 - Class A Consumption Data (OEB Staff-16) 

 Revised Account 1588 and 1589 Principal adjustments related to unaccounted 

for energy issue and reflect updated metering, settlement, and regulatory 

accounting analysis review (OEB Staff-18) 

 Removal of ICM (OEB Staff-13) 

 
In support of the VRZ IRM Rate Generator model updates, the following additional files 

have been updated and provided:  

 

VRZ GA Analysis Workform (OEB Staff-25) 

EE_VRZ_2022_GA Analysis Workform_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsb 

 
This model includes: 

 Revised Account 1588 and 1589 Principal adjustments related to unaccounted 

for energy issue and reflect updated metering, settlement and regulatory 

accounting analysis review (OEB Staff-18) 

 



 
 

 

VRZ Accounting Guidance 2020 Analysis (OEB Staff-25) 

EE_VRZ_2022_Acctg Guidance 2020 Analysis_OEB Staff-25_20211108.xlsx 

 
This model includes: 

  Revised Account 1588 and 1589 Principal adjustments related to unaccounted 

for energy issue and reflect updated metering, settlement and regulatory 

accounting analysis review (OEB Staff-18) 

 

VRZ ICM Model (OEB Staff-9)    

EE_VRZ_2022_ACM_ICM_Model_OEB Staff-9_20211108.xlsm 

 
This model includes: 

 Revised depreciation amounts outlined in OEB Staff-9 

 

Whitby Rate Zone (WRZ) 

No WRZ IRM Rate Generator model updates were submitted as part of the interrogatory 

responses.  
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MSIFN – 1 
 
Reference: Appendix B, Incremental Capital Module “ICM” 
   
Question: 
 
The Seaton Transformer Station (“Seaton 23 TS”) and the Bus Rapid Transit 
Highway 2 (“BRT”) projects are subject to Ontario’s Environmental Assessment 
Act. 
Please provide: 
 
a) Written direction from Ontario for Seaton 23 TS and BRT with respect to the 

delegation of the duty to consult to the proponents for each project. 
 
Response:  

 
For the Seaton TS, the Project received written direction from the Ministry of Energy on 

June 3, 2016 with a list of Indigenous communities that were recommended to be 

consulted. The letter is attached as MSIFN 1a) Attachment Response_Ministry of Energy  

 
Pursuant to O.Reg. 116/01, the Electricity Projects regulation under Ontario’s 

Environmental Assessment Act, lines that operate at nominal voltages of less than 115 

kV are not subject to the Act.  This is further clarified in the Guide to Environmental 

Assessment Requirements for Electricity Projects1 (the “Guide”) which in Chart 1 

identifies lines that operate at voltages of less than 115 kV as a “Category A” project.   

 
The Guide explains that:  

“Category A projects are those which are expected to have minimal environmental 

effects. These projects do not require approval under the Environmental 

                                                       
1 https://www.ontario.ca/page/guide‐environmental‐assessment‐requirements‐electricity‐projects 



 
 

 

Assessment Act, and are not designated as being subject to the Act in the 

Electricity Projects Regulation.” 

 
Elexicon’s scope of work, as it relates to the BRT, involves the relocation of electricity 

distribution lines that operate at a nominal voltage of less than 50 kV.  As identified above, 

these lines constitute a Category A project. Such a project is expected to have minimal 

environmental effect.  Therefore, it does not require approval under the Environmental 

Assessment Act.  

 
Elexicon notes that the broader BRT project may require the applicable 

road/transportation authorities to obtain an environmental assessment, however this is 

entirely outside of Elexicon’s scope of work.   

 
b) Summaries of how consultation with Indigenous groups directly impacted 

proponent decisions for each project, including decisions on alternative sites 
and alternative methods. 

 
Response:  

     
For Seaton TS, no specific input on site selection was provided by Indigenous 

communities during the environmental assessment (“EA”). The Indigenous communities 

(the “communities”) that were identified by the Ministry of Energy were notified about the 

proposed project.  They were regularly informed of project updates and asked to provide 

input related to the proposed project during the EA. During consultation activities, the 

communities expressed interest to be kept informed about the proposed project. Some of 

the communities were also interested in being informed of any archaeological work. A 

summary of interests and concerns is noted in the table, below.  

 

 



 
 

 

MSIFN-1- Table 1- Community Interest and Concerns 

First Nation 
Community 

Interests/Concerns Project Response 

Alderville First Nation 
(AFN) 

The community does not 
have any specific 
concerns about the 
Project but would like to 
be kept informed of 
archaeological work. 

The Proponent will keep AFN 
informed of archaeological 
work done as part of the 
Project. 

Curve Lake First Nation 
(CLFN) 

The community has 
concerns related to the 
remains of their 
ancestors and would like 
to be kept informed of 
any relevant 
archaeological findings. 

The Proponent will keep 
CLFN informed of the Project. 

Hiawatha First Nation 
(HFN) 

The community 
expressed interest in 
archaeological work and 
would like to provide 
monitors if any 
excavation work is to be 
done. 

The Proponent will keep HFN 
informed regarding 
archaeological work, including 
any excavations (i.e. Stage 2 
Archaeological Assessment), 
and engage monitors as 
requested. 

Huron Wendat First 
Nation (HWFN) 

The community 
expressed interest in 
archaeological work and 
would like to provide 
input to any Stage 2 
work. 

The Proponent has informed 
HWFN of upcoming Stage 2 
archaeological work and will 
engage monitors as 
requested. 

Kawartha Nishnawbe 
First Nation (KNFN) 

The community has not 
provided any 
correspondence for the 
Project. 

The Proponent will continue to 
provide notifications to KNFN 
per the requirements of the 
Class EA 

Mississaugas of Scugog 
Island First Nation 
(MSIFN) 

The community 
expressed interest in 
archaeological work and 
would like to provide 
monitors for Stage 2 
work. 

The Proponent will keep 
MSIFN informed regarding 
archaeological work, including 
any excavations (i.e. Stage 2 
Archaeological Assessment) 
and engage monitors as 
requested. 



 
 

 

Additionally, consultation with Indigenous communities was utilized following the 

discovery of the burial site within the project limits.  Through this consultation, Indigenous 

communities shared their concern with the movement of any materials from the burial site 

area.  They also indicated that it was desirable to keep them located on-site.  Elexicon 

was able to modify the design of the site in order to shift the construction away from the 

burial zone and provide an acceptable buffer area between the project and the burial site.  

The additional costs to the project for consultation, engineering design changes and long 

term burial site protection plan have been included in the expected cost of the project.   

 
c) Environmental assessment guidance referenced for the assessment of 

cumulative effects for each project. 
 

Response:  
 
The environmental assessment for Seaton TS did not use any reference material for 

cumulative effects. The environmental assessment process used for the Project followed 

the Class Environmental Assessment for Minor Transmission Facilities (Class EA; 

Ontario Hydro, 1992) which was the most up to date, applicable, parent Class EA at the 

initiation of Elexicon Energy Inc.’s predecessor, Veridian’s, environmental assessment. 

The Class EA did not require the consideration of, nor provide guidance on assessing 

cumulative effects.  

 
d) Environmental assessment sections, chapters or available drafts detailing 

cumulative effects assessment methodologies and results for each project. 
 
Response:  
 
An assessment of cumulative effects was not completed as part of the environmental 

assessment for Seaton TS. As identified in the response to part c), the environmental 

assessment process used for the project followed the Class Environmental Assessment 

for Minor Transmission Facilities (Class EA; Ontario Hydro, 1992) which was the most up 

to date, applicable, parent Class EA at the initiation of Elexicon’s predecessor, Veridian’s 



 
 

 

environmental assessment. The Class EA did not require the consideration of, nor provide 

guidance on cumulative effects.  

 
e) Environmental assessment and/or Provincial Policy Statement guidance 

referenced for the assessment of cultural heritage landscapes for each project. 
 

Response:  
 

The following guidance documents were used in the assessment of cultural heritage 

landscapes for Seaton TS: 

 

 Class Environmental Assessment for Minor Transmission Facilities (Class EA; 

Ontario Hydro, 1992); 

 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Ministry of Tourism, 

Culture and Sport, 2011); 

 Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural 

Heritage Landscapes, a Checklist for the Non-Specialist (Ministry of Tourism, 

Culture and Sport, 2016). 

 
f) Environmental Assessment sections, chapters or available drafts detailing 

cultural heritage landscape assessment methodologies and results for each 
project. 

 
Response:  

 
The following sections and appendices from the Seaton Municipal Transformer Station 

Project, Environmental Study Report (ESR) (2018) provide the cultural heritage 

landscape methodologies and results for the Seaton TS Project: 

 
 ESR Section 3.3:  Cultural Heritage Resources; 

 ESR Section 5.2:  Evaluation Criteria; 

 ESR Appendix B-1:  Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment; 



 
 

 

 ESR Appendix B-2:  MTCS Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage 

Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

 
The ESR and appendices can be accessed at the following website: 

http://www.veridian.on.ca/ea-study-seaton/ 

  
g) Costs incurred to-date for consultation with Indigenous groups for Seaton 23 

TS. 
 
Response:  

 
Please see the response to Staff-14 Table 1- Capitalized Consultation Costs. 
 
h) Costs incurred to-date for consultation with Indigenous groups for BRT. 
 
Response:  
 
No consultation costs have been incurred for BRT.  

 
i) Costs incurred to-date for archaeological and cultural heritage assessments for 

Seaton 23 TS. 
 
Response:  

 
MSIFN-1 Table 2 - Days in Field for Archaeology 

Phase Days in Field 
Stage 2 TS/Corridor 10 
Stage 3 60 
Stage 4 P1 19 
Stage 4 P2 45 
Stage 4 P3 139 
Stage 2 East Driveway 1 
Stage 2 South 
Driveway 1 
Burial Investigation 18 
TOTAL 293 

  



 
 

 

The costs in Table 3 below are separate and incremental to those listed in the response 

to Staff-14. They are also already included in the capitalized costs of the project in the 

Seaton Transformer line of the table included in response to Staff-14.  

 
MSIFN-1- Table 3 - Costs Incurred to Date- Archaeological and Cultural Heritage 

Assessments 

Type of Work 
Completed 

Cost ($) 

Stage 1 
Archaeology and 
Heritage 

Included in overall 
WSP Environmental 
Assessment scope and 
not broken out 
individually 

Stage 2 
Archaeology- TS site 
and Transmission 
corridor/tap line 

 $0.04MM  

Stage 3 
Archaeology 

 $0.34MM  

Stage 4 
Archaeology- P1 

 $0.16MM  

Stage 4 
Archaeology- P1- 
additional excavations 

 $0.23MM  

Stage 4 
Archaeology- P2 

 $0.16MM  

Stage 4 
Archaeology- P3 

 $0.61MM  

Other minor work 
completed by WSP 

 $0.02MM  

Burial 
Investigation 

$0.27MM 

Total:  $1.83MM 



 
 

 

 
j) Costs incurred to-date for archaeological and cultural heritage assessments for 

BRT. 
 
Response:  

 
No costs have been incurred for archaeological and cultural heritage assessments for 

BRT.  
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MSIFN – 2 
 
Reference: 1. Introduction, page 4 
 
   
Question: 
 
Please provide Indigenous relations policies, including any procurement policies 
referencing Indigenous-owned vendors, for: 
 
a) Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation 
 
Response: 

  
The former legacy utility, Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation did not have any Indigenous 

relation policies or procurement policies referencing Indigenous-owned vendors. 

 
b) Veridian Connections Inc., and 
 
Response:  

 
The former legacy utility, Veridian Connections Inc. did not have any Indigenous relation 

policies or procurement policies referencing Indigenous-owned vendors. 

 
c) Elexicon Energy Inc. 
 
Response:  

      
Elexicon Energy (“Elexicon”) currently does not have any Indigenous relation policies or 

procurement policies referencing Indigenous–owned vendors.  
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MSIFN – 3 
 
Reference: Appendix B-2, page 15 
 
   
Question: 
 
Elexicon describes using competitive procurement process for all major purchases 
on the Seaton 23 TS project. 
 
a) Please provide further details any procurement considerations with respect to 

procurement from Indigenous-owned contractors/suppliers, and how 
quotes/bids were assessed with respect to Indigenous contractor/supplier 
content. 

 
Response:  

 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has used a competitive procurement process for all 

major purchases on the Seaton TS project. Please see the response to Staff-3 a) for 

further details on the procurement process for Seaton TS.  Elexicon does not have a 

procurement policy that specifically identifies Indigenous-owned contractors/suppliers for 

the Seaton TS, at this time.  

 
Please also see the response to MSIFN-2(c).   
  



 
 

 

b) Please provide the Indigenous relations policies, including any procurement 
policies, for primary contractors for the Seaton TS project. 

 
Response:  
 
As noted in the above response (a), Elexicon has used a competitive procurement 

process for major purchases including primary contractors for the Seaton TS project.  

 
Please also see the response to MSIFN-2(c).   
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MSIFN – 4 
 
Reference: DSP, Appendix S-1, page 6, 27 
 
   
Question: 
 
Seaton 23 TS will be owned and operated by Elexicon. Hydro One Networks Inc. 
(HONI) regularly considers options for joint project ownership with First Nations 
with respect to new projects. 
 
a) Was the option of joint project ownership with First Nations considered for the 

Seaton 23 TS project? Why or why not? 
 

Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) had not considered joint ownership with First Nations 

for Seaton TS.   

 
The idea of joint ownership was not raised by any First Nation during consultations in 

relation to the Seaton TS. Please also see the response to MSIFN-1(b).  
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MSIFN – 5 
 
Reference:  N/A 
 
Preamble: 
Ontario Power Generation (OPG), a major OEB regulated energy supplier in Durham 
Region, recently released its Reconciliation Action Plan, described as a “road map for 
how we intend to work in partnership with Indigenous communities, businesses and 
organizations to advance reconciliation. It’s also about how we intend to grow and 
continue learning as an organization”. OPG’s Reconciliation Action Plan references 
OPG’s Indigenous Relations Policy first developed in 2007 which sets out OPG’s 
objectives for respecting Indigenous rights and interests, rules for developing and 
maintaining mutually beneficial relationships and partnerships with Indigenous 
communities, policies that require engaging in community relations and outreach, and 
paths to providing capacity building support, including employment and business 
contracting opportunities (see: https://www.opg.com/building-strong-and-safe-
communities/indigenous-relations/) 
   
Question: 
 
a) Assuming that Seaton TS and BRT receive ‘leave to construct’, please provide 

Elexicon’s perspective on how it is considering reconciliation action and 
Indigenous relations policies to inform construction, and inform construction 
procurement. 
 

Response:  
 

Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) is actively working with affected Indigenous 

communities to inform on construction activity at the Seaton TS.  

 
Several First Nations have signed Field Liaison agreements to monitor elements of the 

construction on the Seaton TS site. 

 



 
 

 

Elexicon is actively considering the development of Indigenous-related policies. Elexicon 

will also review OPG’s Reconciliation Action Plan, released on October 21, 2021, as well 

as other plans as it works through this process. 
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PWU – 1 
 
Reference:  MAADs Application (EB-2018-0236), page 20 
Under the proposed rate-making plan, LDC Mergeco will annually file a PCIR application 
for the previous Veridian LDC service area and an AIRI application for the previous Whitby 
LDC service area for the duration of the 10 year rebasing deferral period. The proposed 
rate making plan includes the provision of an Incremental Capital Module (“ICM”), 
applicable to the Veridian LDC service area only, for the nondiscretionary Seaton TS and 
Belleville service centre capital investments referenced above. 
 
Reference:  MAADs Application (EB-2018-0236), page 41 
At the time of this Application, Veridian LDC has identified ICM requirements during the 
deferral period. These capital investments include but are not limited to supporting the 
forecasted electricity demands in north Pickering by means of a new transformer station 
(Seaton MTS) and capital investments required to meet the future needs of the Belleville 
Operations Centre. 
  
  
Question: 
 
a) What is the status of the Belleville service centre project?  
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon will not be filing an ICM for the Belleville Operations Centre.   

 
The Belleville Operations Centre is currently in the planning stages.  Construction is 

expected to begin in April of 2022 and is expected to be completed in November 2022.  

 
 
b) Did Elexicon identify the Bus Rapid Transit Highway 2 (“BRT”) project as a 

potential ICM requirement at the time of the MAADs application (filed July 30, 
2018)?  

 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Response:  
 

No, Elexicon did not identify the BRT project as a potential ICM requirement at the time 

of the MAADs application. 

 
c) Did Elexicon consider any additional projects as candidates for ICM treatment in 

2022?  
 
Response:  

 
Elexicon did not formally consider any other additional projects for ICM treatment in 2022, 

other than the two ICM projects in this application (Seaton TS and BRT Hwy 2), and the 

Belleville Operations Centre (which Elexicon has decided not to include as an ICM). 
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PWU – 2 
 
Reference:  Appendix B-1: Bus Rapid Transit DSP Business Case, page 1 
 
Preamble: 
Elexicon’s Bus Rapid Transit (“BRT”) Relocations project is driven by Metrolinx, the 
Region of Durham, and Durham Region Transit to relocate existing overhead or 
underground infrastructure for the proposed BRT network. It is mandatory to comply with 
these initiated changes to public roads as based upon the Public Service Works on 
Highways Act (“PSWHA”). The BRT network will bring about a streamlined and enhanced 
public transportation option for Durham residents and Elexicon customers. This scope of 
work pertains to planned worked in Pickering along Highway 2, from Dixie Rd to Liverpool 
Rd and from Glenanna Rd to Brock Rd. Future BRT work in Ajax and Whitby is still 
pending an environmental assessment by the Road/Transportation Authorities and has 
not been budgeted at this time. 
 
Question: 
 
a) Does Elexicon anticipate that it will apply for ICM funding in the future for BRT work 

in Ajax and Whitby?  
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon has not yet determined whether it will apply for ICM funding related to future 

BRT work in Ajax and Whitby.  Elexicon will need to review its planned capital 

expenditures closer to the expected in-service dates of such projects to determine 

whether or not ICM treatment would be appropriate. 

 
b) Does Elexicon consider the Highway 2 (Dixie to Liverpool and Glenanna to Brock) 

to be a discrete project or a component of the overall BRT Relocations project?  
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon considers Highway 2 (Dixie to Liverpool and Glenna to Brock) to be a discrete 

project.  Please see Elexicon’s response to OEB Staff-11 for a full explanation. 
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PWU – 3 
 
Reference:  Appendix B-1: Bus Rapid Transit DSP Business Case, page 1 
 
 
Preamble: 

 
 
  
Question: 
 
a) Please describe how the $1.92M contributions figure was determined.  
 
Response:  
 
The capital contributions are calculated on a case-by-case basis based on the 

agreements between Elexicon and the Region of Durham. All the contributions are 

calculated in accordance with the Public Service Works on Highways Act, R.S.O. 1990, 

c. P.49. The breakdown of contributions for the BRT project is presented in PWU-3 Table 

1 below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

PWU-3 Table 1: BRT Project Estimated Expenditure Summary Breakdown 
  

Gross 
($MM) 

Contribution 
($MM) 

Engineering (a) 0.33  
Labour, Vehicles, Subcontractors (b) 3.84 1.32 

Material (c) 1.13 0.60 

Subtotal  5.30 1.92 
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PWU – 4 
 
Reference:  Appendix B-2: Seaton TS DSP Business Case, page 9 
Seaton TS is currently projected to be built in 2022. Development areas by Seaton are 
still being built and constructed as stated on the City’s website. Elexicon will ensure that 
Seaton TS will be built in advance of all developments being finished. This will ensure 
that Seaton can be commissioned and to start connecting the customers to the new 
Elexicon substation. The current state of construction for the new neighbourhood outside 
of electrical work includes new roads and transportation connections, stormwater sewer 
and sanitary networks, water lines, natural gas delivery, and telecommunication 
expansion. 
 
Reference:  MAADs Application (EB-2018-0236), page 41 
Absent a merger, Veridian LDC is scheduled to file a COS rate rebasing application for 
2019 rates as per the normal five year cycle within the PCIR rate-setting framework. 
Veridian LDC’s 2019 COS application would also include an Advanced Capital Module 
(“ACM”) for a non-discretionary material transformer station investment in the Seaton TS 
that is expected to be in-service in 2020 and a potential investment in a service centre for 
the Belleville service area expected to be in-service in 2021. 
 
  
Question: 
 
a) Why was the Seaton TS delayed from 2020 to 2022?  
 
Response:  

 
During the course of the Seaton TS project, extensive archaeological work was required 

in order to clear the site for construction.  In total, over 290 days of archaeological field 

work, spread over non winter seasons, was required over the life of the project.  

Discoveries made in the archaeological work required engineering work to shift the station 

within the site which took time to complete and coordinate.  A longer than anticipated time 

was also required to complete Site Plan Approval and the Building Permit processes.  



 
 

 

Finally, an extended period of time was required to finalize the land license deal in 2021 

with Infrastructure Ontario as that agency took a considerable time to confirm consultation 

efforts completed by Elexicon with First Nations were adequate and appropriate.     

 
b) Were the developments also delayed?  
 
Response:  

 
The pace of developments in the Seaton TS area have been slower than expected  from 

the onset of this project up to, and including, the period from 2020-2022.  See Elexicon’s 

response to Staff-4.    
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PWU – 5 
 
Reference:  Distribution System Plan, page 32 
 
 
Preamble: 
 

 
  
 
Question: 
 
a) Why did Elexicon decide on the longer 3-year inspection cycle for station 

inspections instead of the 1.5 year cycle that has historically been used by 
Veridian?  

 
Response:  

 
In reviewing this question, Elexicon has identified a mistake in the DSP Table 5.2-3: 

Summary of Changes to Asset Class Inspection Cycles for Electrical Plant.  Legacy 



 
 

 

Veridian Cycles for all listed station inspections in the noted table should have read 3 

years and Legacy Whitby Cycles for all listed Station inspections should have read 1.5 

years.  Corrected table is below.  

 
Table 1: Summary of Changes to Asset Class Inspection Cycles for Electrical 

Plant (corrected) 

Asset Class  Legacy Veridian Cycle  Legacy Whitby Cycle  Elexicon Cycle 

Wood Pole  8 years  3 years  3 years 

Concrete Pole  None  3 years  3 years 

Overhead Conductor  None  None  3 years 

Pole‐mounted TX  None  3 years  3 years 

Pad‐mounted TX  3 years  3 years  3 years 

Overhead Switch (LIS Type)  3 years  3 years  3 years 

Overhead Switch 
(non‐LIS Type) 

None  3 years  3 years 

Distribution Switchgear  3 years  3 years  3 years 

Underground Cable  None  None  None 

Vault Transformer  3 years  None  3 years 

Station Power Transformer  3 years  1.5 years  3 years 

Station Circuit Breaker  3 years  1.5 years  3 years 

Station Battery  3 years  1.5 years  3 years 

Station Protective Relay  3 years  1.5 years  3 years 

Building/Fence  None  None  None 

 

As part of the post-merger consolidation of systems and processes, Elexicon made the 

decision to adopt the former Veridian system of relays/batteries/chargers to better align 

these with the SCADA and communication platform in place, as well as long term vendor 

support for such systems. As such, Elexicon has generally adopted the 3-year inspection 

cycle which was consistent with the inspection regimen in place with the corresponding 

predecessor utility (Veridian).  The exception to this practice is at the Thickson MS#7 

station in Whitby, which maintains a 1.5 year inspection cycle due to its close proximity 

to the CN rail line, and concerns with contamination on equipment should the inspection 

cycle be extended to 3 years.  



Elexicon Energy Inc.  
EB-2021-0015 

2022 Incentive Rate-Making Application 
Response to PWU Interrogatories 

November 8, 2021 
Page 1 of 1 

 

 

 
 
PWU – 6 
 
Reference:  Distribution System Plan, page 75 
 
 
Preamble: 

 
 
  
 
Question: 
 
a) If 2019 and 2020 data is available, please provide. If not, please explain why it is 

not available.  
 
 
Response:  

 
The 2019 and 2020 data has been provided in the chart above under the merged entity 

of Elexicon.  The historical data was provided separately, by rate zone, only for the years 

prior to the merger. 
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SEC – 1 
 
Reference: [Mgr. Summary, p.38] 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide a copy of all material provided to the Applicant’s Board of 
Directors regarding the proposed ICM projects. 
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon is requesting confidential treatment, pursuant to Sections 10.01 and 10.02 of 

OEB’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Revised July 30, 2021) and Sections 5.1.1 and 

5.1.2 of the OEB’s Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (Revised February 17, 2021) 

(“Practice Direction”) for information provided in response to SEC-1. 

 
In response to SEC-1, Elexicon has filed materials submitted to Elexicon’s Board of 

Directors regarding the proposed ICM projects (the “Board Materials”). 

 
To the extent the Board Materials include materials that are not related to the ICM 

projects, such irrelevant information has been redacted.  

 
Elexicon has also included the Seaton Transformer Station Business Case as it is also 

part of the Board Materials, and is also referenced in SEC-2. 

 
Attachments: 

SEC-1 Board Materials Related to Seaton and BRT_20211108 

SEC-2- 2016_08_17 – Seaton Transformer Station Business Case_20211108 
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SEC – 2 
 
Reference: [Mgr. Summary, p.38] 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide a copy of any internal business cases for the proposed Projects, if 
different from the business cases filed with the Application. 
  
Response:  
 
Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) has filed the August 17, 2016 Seaton TS Business Case 

in its response to SEC-1. 

 
Elexicon has attached the following business cases for BRT Hwy 2, both of which pre-

date those in the DSP. 

1. BRT Hwy 2 (Glenanna x Brock) Scope Document (January 6, 2020) 

2. BRT Hwy 2 (Dixie x Liverpool) Scope Document (September 26, 2018)  

 
As shown above, the BRT project was originally supported by two separate scope 

documents as the proposed in-service dates were initially in different budget years (2018 

and 2020). This is not unlike any other non-discretionary System Access project, where 

Elexicon does not control the timing and scope of these projects. Based on the best 

available information today and as supported by the Business Case submitted as part of 

the DSP, Elexicon is confident that the in-service date of the BRT project will be 2022. 

(Please also refer to Elexicon’s response to Staff-12 and SEC-9).  

 

Consistent with the Ontario Energy Board’s (“OEB”) Report of the Board – New Policy 

Options for the Funding of Capital Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, dated 

September 18, 2014, Section 7.4 states that, “at the time of the next cost of service or 



 
 

 

Custom IR application, a distributor will need to file calculations showing the actual 

ACM/ICM amounts to be incorporated into the test year rate base. At that time, the Board 

will make a determination on the treatment of any difference between forecasted and 

actual capital spending under the ACM/ICM, if applicable, and the amounts recovered 

through ACM/ICM rate riders and what should have been recovered in the historical 

period during the preceding Price Cap IR plan term.”   

 
Ratepayers are held harmless for the timing differences and Elexicon expects to clear the 

variance account at the time of its next rebasing. 
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2. Capital Program Project Proposal Summary 
 

Project Identification Information:  
Date of Proposal: 2020 JAN 06 

Proposal Version R0  
Project Name 2017-0526 BRT Hwy 2 (Glenanna x Brock) 
Project District Ajax 
Project Location Kingston Road from Glenanna Road to Brock Road 
Project Number  
Project Period 2020 
Required In-Service 
Date 

2020 DEC 31 

Preliminary 
Estimate: Total 
Capital Cost 

Gross: $8,400,000  Contribution: $2,688,000 Net: $5,712,000 

Criteria Score Non-discretionary  
 

 
Project Description: 
Investment 
Category 

Primary:  
System Access 100% 
 

Investment Type Development 
 

Category G5 - Road Relocations 
 

Discretion Primary:  
Non-discretionary; project must be undertaken to comply with legal and/or 
regulatory requirements in the current period 
 

Project Driver(s) The Regional Municipality of Durham plan for Bus Rapid Transit 
The design is to modify Highway 2 through the Town of Ajax and City of 
Pickering to accommodate future traffic and transit services. The preferred 
design includes the widening of Highway 2 from four to six lanes to 
accommodate dedicated transit in curb lanes with buffered on-road bicycle 
lanes at six key intersections in the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering   
 

Project Drivers 
Sources 

Request from Regional Municipality of Durham 
 

Project Scope Relocation of Underground cables  
44kV, 1000MCM, RWB, 81M-2 
44kV, 1000MCM, RWB, 81M-7 
13.8kV, 1/0 AWG, RWB, TOWN-F2 
27.6kV, 500MCM, RWB, 47M-2 
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Project Benefits Customer focus/value 
 elimination of conflict between roads (or other infrastructure, sensitive 

lands, etc.) and distribution system 
Reliability:  

 reduced frequency of outages or risk of same 
 reduced duration of outages or risk of same 

Operational effectiveness/efficiency 
 NA 

Safety 
 NA 

Cyber-security and privacy 
 NA 

Coordination and Interoperability  
 NA 

Economic Development 
 NA 

Environmental Benefits 
 NA 

 
Project Costs Current Fiscal 

Year 
CFY + 1 CFY + 2 CFY + 3 CFY + 4 CFY + 5 

Total Capital $8,400,000     

Contributions $2,688,000     

Net Capital $5,712,000     

Total Operating NA     
Estimate Class  B (+/- 25%)                                                                                   
Investment 
Criteria/Priority 
Score 

Non-discretionary.  
 

Alternatives to 
Project 

No technically viable and/or economically feasible alternatives to the proposed 
project were available because of the road relocation. Elexicon will be moving 
existing equipment out of the proposed road works. 

Risks and Issues 
– Elexicon 
Energy 
Perspective 

 Strategic:  
Project failure could affect Elexicon Energy’s service area and/or 
reputation. Additionally, Failure of project completion could affect the Bus 
Rapid Transit in Region of Durham. 
 Financial:  
No significant uncertainty around capital contributions or the cost estimate 
overall. 
 Operational:  
There no significant uncertainty around the timing of the project 
 Compliance/Regulatory:  
There is no uncertainty or ambiguity around whether the project meets or 
may violate compliance or regulatory requirements  
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Construction 
Constraints / 
Restrictions 

 Preferred Seasonal Activity – construction may be more cost effective 
and efficient if completed during a specific season or time period (e.g. 
underground cable replacement is preferred outside of the winter 
season). 

 Restricted Access – access for construction may only be possible during 
a specific season or time period depending on Region of Durham 
timing. 

 
Long Delivery 
Equipment or 
Material  

500MCM Cable 
1000MCM Cable 

RFQ/RFP 
Required 

RFQ/RFP required for the civil works and possibly the installation of the 
underground cable. 

File References Capital Projects- Scopes and Descriptions\2017-0526B BRT Hwy 2 (Glenanna 
x Brock) 
 
 

 

Submitted By: Mohammad Khonsari                                       Date: 6 January 2020  

Checked By: Ed Johnston                                                      Date:  

Reviewed By: Faisal Habibullah Date:  

Approved By: Kevin Whitehead Date:  

 
Previous versions are to be retained and not overwritten for record purposes to follow project scope 
development. 

A. General Project Information (Refer to Page 20 in OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 
Capital and O&M Costs 
Please refer to Project Description table above.   

Customer Attachments and Load 
Not Applicable. 

Start Date, In-service Date, Expenditure Timing 
Please refer to Project Identification and Project Description tables above. 

Risks to Project Completion 
 Delay in delivery of critical material. 
 Unavailability of contractor or internal resources. 

Expenditures on Equivalent Projects 
Due to the site-specific and other highly individual features of this project, Elexicon has not been 
able to identify equivalent historical projects to which a comparison could be made. 
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Renewable Energy Generation Costs 
This project does not involve any REG components. 

Leave to Construct Requirements 
This project does not require Leave to Construct approval. 

B. Project Evaluation Criteria (Refer to Pages 20-21 in OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 

Primary Project Drivers 
Elexicon received a plant relocation request from the Region of Durham to move its distribution 
equipment to permit the widening of Highway #2 for Bus Rapid Transit. 

Secondary Project Drivers 
No significant secondary drivers for this project are present. 

Project Priority 
The project is non-discretionary. Projects are required to meet obligations under law or Code.   

Project Benefits 
System Operation Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness 
No material effect on system operation efficiency and cost effectiveness is expected from these 
projects. 

Customer Value 
Lower operating and maintenance costs will result from the investment 

Reliability 
The project will result in reduced frequency of outages and/or reduced duration of outages 

Safety 
No material effect on safety is expected from this project.   

Cyber-security and Privacy 
No material effect on Cyber-security and Privacy is expected from these projects.  

Coordination and Interoperability 
No material effect on coordination and Interoperability.  

Economic Development 
No material effect on Economic Development is expected from this project. 

Environmental Benefits 
No material Environmental Benefits are expected from this project. 
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C. Category-specific requirements for each project/activity (Refer to Pages 22 to 25 in 

OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 
Additional Information – System Access Projects 
Timing and Priority 
Region of Durham would like Elexicon to have project completed by end of 2020.  

Customer and Third Party Preferences 
No (other) customer or third party preferences were expressed in connection with this project. 

Other Planning Objectives 
No other planning objectives materially affected this project. 

Final Economic Evaluation 
An Economic Evaluation was not applicable to this project. 

System Impacts 
No material system impacts are created by this project. 

Identification and Assessment of Project Alternatives 
No technically viable and/or economically feasible alternatives to the proposed project were 
available because of the road relocation. Elexicon will be moving existing equipment out of the 
proposed road works.  
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2. Capital Program Candidate Project Proposal Summary 
 

Project Identification Information: 
Date of Proposal: 2018 September 26 

Proposal Version R0 = Original submission 
Project Name BRT Hwy 2 (Dixie x Liverpool) 
Project District Ajax 
Project Location Kingston Rd from Dixie Road to Liverpool Road 
Project Number 2017-0526C ARR.18.015/1830.18.345 
Project Period 2018 
Required In-Service 
Date 

2018 DEC 30 

Preliminary Estimate: 
Total Capital Cost 

Gross: $720,000 Contribution: $216,000 Net: $504,000 

Criteria Score Non-Discretionary 
 
Project Description: 
Investment Category Primary:  

System Access 100% 
System Renewal 0% 
System Service 0% 
General Plant 0% 
 

Investment Type Development   
Category G2 New Feeders  
Discretion Primary:   

1. Non-discretionary; project must be undertaken to comply with legal and/or 
regulatory requirements in the current period 

Project Driver(s)  
1. Primary  of project:  

The Regional Municipality of Durham plan for Bus Rapid Transit 
The design is to modify Highway 2 through the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering 
to accommodate future traffic and transit services, The preferred design includes the 
widening of Highway 2 from four to six lanes to accommodate dedicated transit in 
curb lanes with buffered on-road bicycle lanes at six key intersections in the Town 
of Ajax and City of Pickering   

2. Secondary driver: No secondary drivers. 
Project Drivers 
Sources 

Request from Regional Municipality of Durham 

Project Scope  
Relocation of 36 hydro poles. 
 

Project Benefits  
Customer focus/value 

 access to the system for new customers 
 

Reliability 
 NA 
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Operational effectiveness/efficiency 
 NA 

Safety 
 NA 

Cyber-security and privacy 
 NA 

Coordination and Interoperability  
 NA 

Economic Development 
 NA 

Environmental Benefits 
 NA 

 
Project Costs Current 

Fiscal Year 
CFY + 1 CFY + 2 CFY + 3 CFY + 4 CFY + 5 

Total Capital $720,000     
Contributions $216,000     
Net Capital $504,000     
Total 
Operating 

$720,000     

Estimate Class  B (+/- 25%)   
 

Other estimate classes <A (+/-10%); B (+/-25%)> 

 
Investment 
Criteria/Priority 
Score 

Non-Discretionary    

Alternatives to 
Project 

a) No alternatives to the project are technically feasible or cost effective 
b) The status quo (do nothing) is not recommended, since workers and public 

safety is of concern 
 

Risks and Issues – 
Veridian Perspective 

 Strategic: The project (or its failure) can affect Veridian’s reputation. 
 Financial: There is no significant uncertainty around capital contributions or 

the cost estimate overall 
 Operational: There no significant uncertainty around the timing of the 

project 
 Compliance/Regulatory: There is no uncertainty or ambiguity around 

whether the project meets or may violate compliance or regulatory 
requirements 

Construction 
Constraints / 
Restrictions 

  
There are no construction constraints/restrictions for this project. 

Long Delivery 
Equipment or 
Material  

 36 Hydro Poles  

RFQ/RFP Required  
File References BRT Hwy 2 (Liverpool x Dixie) 

 
 
Submitted By: Matthew Fisher                                                             Date: September 26, 2018 
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Checked By: Ed Johnston                                                                    Date:  
Reviewed By: Craig Smith                                                                      Date:  
  
Approved By: Peter Petriw                                                                     Date:  
 
Previous versions are to be retained and not overwritten for record purposes to follow project scope 
development. 

 

A. General Project Information (Refer to Page 20 in OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 
Capital and O&M Costs 
Customer Attachments and Load 
Not Applicable. 

Start Date, In-service Date, Expenditure Timing 
Please refer to Project Identification and Project Description tables above. 

Risks to Project Completion 
No significant or unusual risks to project completion have been identified for this project. 

Expenditures on Equivalent Projects 

 

Renewable Energy Generation Costs 
This project does not involve any REG components. 

Leave to Construct Requirements 
This project does not require Leave to Construct approval. 

B. Project Evaluation Criteria (Refer to Pages 20-21 in OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 
Primary Project Drivers 
Veridian received a plant relocation request from the Region of Durham to move its distribution 
equipment to permit the widening of Kingston Road from Dixie to Liverpool. 

Secondary Project Drivers 
No significant secondary drivers for this project are present. 

Project Priority 
The project is required to meet obligations under law or Code.   

Budget Number Project Name Project Number Number of Poles
# of Circuits & (O/H or 

U/G or O/H & U/G)
Cost Cost per pole

2009‐0002 Brock Rd Relocation (Rossland X CPR Tracks) ACA.08.0018 38
2 circuits (38 poles of 

stringing)
772,990.00$      20,341.84$        

2012‐0039 Hwy#2 Widening (Denmar x Southview) due to BRT ARR.12.0005 34
2 circuits North 3 circuits 

south O/H
840,431.00$      24,718.56$        

2012‐0001A Pickering Beach Road 44kV Feeder‐ North ACA.13.0001 13 3 circuits O/H 309,818.00$      23,832.15$        
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Project Benefits 
System Operation Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness 
No material effect is expected from this project.  

Customer Value 
No material effect is expected from this project.  

Reliability 
No material effect is expected from this project.  

Safety 
No material effect is expected from this project.  

Cyber-security and Privacy 
No material effect is expected from this project.  

Coordination and Interoperability 
No material effect is expected from this project. 

Economic Development 
No material effect is expected from this project. 

Environmental Benefits 
No material effect is expected from this project. 

C. Category-specific requirements for each project/activity (Refer to Pages 22 to 25 in 

OEB Chapter 5 Requirements) 
Additional Information – System Renewal Projects 
[Note: Omit for System Access and System Service Projects] 

Asset Performance Objectives 
[For asset(s) in question, provide information on expected asset performance (e.g., rate of outages, 
availability rate, etc.) and describe maintenance protocols intended to optimize asset life.] 

Condition of Assets 
[Provide a detailed statement of the condition of the assets to be replaced, noting the source of 
information (asset condition assessment, field inspection, etc), age of the assets and typical life 
expectancy of assets, factors which may have hastened deterioration, and performance record of the 
assets.] 

Consequences of Asset Failure 
[Provide quantitative information on the number of customers (by class, where possible) affected by 
asset failure, frequency and duration of outages caused by asset failure, and risk of asset failure.  
Explain any safety consequences that may exist.  Also note qualitative impacts such as criticality of 
load, customer dissatisfaction with historical outages, greater-than-average customer requirements 
for reliability and power quality (e.g., specialized manufacturing), customer access to backup 
supplies.] 
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Timing and Priority 
[Apart from the information above re risk and consequence of asset failure, discuss any other factors 
affecting the timing/priority of the project.  Explain the priority of this project relative to other 
projects.  For projects involving large scale replacement of existing assets over several years, explain 
the factors influencing the rate of asset replacement.  Refer if appropriate to Project Alternatives 
Assessment below.] 

O&M Consequences 
[Provide the expected (quantitative) impact on O&M of both doing the project (reduced O&M 
expected) and not doing the project (steady or increasing O&M expected). 

Identification and Assessment of Project Alternatives 
[Note: this section may vary considerably in length and complexity depending on the project in 
question.  Two types of analysis are required by the OEB:] 

Deferral of Project 
[Provide information on the risks, costs, and benefits of deferring the project.  Risks would pertain 
to how risk of asset failure increases with time (e.g., sharply, significantly, moderately).  Costs could 
include incremental costs caused by catastrophic asset failure (including safety, if applicable), 
customer outage costs, other factors causing costs to increase if project deferred.  Benefits would 
include the avoided cost of not doing the project now.] 

Alternative Projects 
[Either] 

No technically viable and/or economically feasible alternatives to the proposed project were 
available because [provide brief explanation]. 

[Or] 

[Identify and describe in reasonable detail one to three plausible or possible alternative approaches 
to achieving the same objectives as the proposed project, explaining the process used to generate 
alternatives and the criteria by which alternatives were evaluated.  Where possible, provide 
quantitative information on costs of alternatives, or qualitative (directional) information on relative 
cost levels.  Explain why candidate alternatives were rejected (e.g., lifecycle costs were higher; design 
not acceptable to customer or authorities; technical requirements not met or technical characteristics 
were inferior; safety characteristics inferior, etc.) 

If the project could be configured as a like-for-like replacement (to current standards), but has added 
features intended to produce other benefits, compare costs and benefits of just the like-for-like 
replacement to those for the enhanced project that is proposed.  This could include a discussion of 
savings realized by including the enhancement at the time the other work is done versus doing the 
enhancement work separately.] 

Additional Information – System Access Projects 
[Note: Omit for System Renewal and System Service Projects] 
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Timing and Priority 
[Given that System Access projects are mandatory to begin with, discuss any further factors or 
requirements pertaining to in-service dates etc.  This will likely refer to plans of external parties 
(customers, developers, road authorities).] 

Customer and Third Party Preferences 
[Either] 

No (other) customer or third party preferences were expressed in connection with this project. 

[Or] 

[Discuss preferences or requirements of customers or third parties, apart from timing issues already 
noted above, affecting the project.  Examples could include municipal undergrounding 
requirements, phasing for residential or other subdivisions, etc.] 

Other Planning Objectives 
[Either] 

No other planning objectives materially affected this project. 

[Or] 

[If secondary drivers of the project were identified above, refer to the discussion of secondary 
drivers above.] 

Final Economic Evaluation 
[Either] 

An Economic Evaluation was not applicable to this project. 

[Or] 

[Summarize results (total costs, capital contribution required) of the final economic evaluation.  
Note: at the time of preparation, the final economic evaluation will likely not be available.  Consider 
inserting initial estimate if available, and flag this section for completion after final economic 
evaluation available. 

If cost sharing is in effect for equipment relocation, describe the results of the cost sharing 
protocol.] 

System Impacts 
[Either] 

No material system impacts are created by this project. 

[Or] 

[Provide information on significant system impacts (e.g., need to install additional upstream capacity, 
etc.) arising from the project, their associated costs, and how those costs will be recovered (i.e., 
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except in the case of REG investments, costs would be recovered through Veridian distribution 
rates). 

In the case of REG investments, identify the system impacts (e.g., modifications necessary to enable 
connection of REG) and what portion of costs are to be recovered from provincial ratepayers under 
the ‘Direct Benefits’ provisions of Section 79.1 of the OEB Act and Ontario Regulation 330/09.  
See Regulatory for guidance.] 

Identification and Assessment of Project Alternatives 
[Note: this section may vary considerably in length and complexity depending on the project in 
question.] 

[Either] 

No technically viable and/or economically feasible alternatives to the proposed project were 
available because [provide brief explanation]. 

[Or] 

[Identify and describe in reasonable detail one to three plausible or possible alternative approaches 
to achieving the same objectives as the proposed project, explaining the process used to generate 
alternatives and the criteria by which alternatives were evaluated.  Where possible, provide 
quantitative information on costs of alternatives, or qualitative (directional) information on relative 
cost levels.  Explain why candidate alternatives were rejected (e.g., lifecycle costs were higher; design 
not acceptable to customer or authorities; technical requirements not met or technical characteristics 
were inferior; safety characteristics inferior, etc.)] 

Additional Information – System Service Projects 
[Note: Omit for System Access and System Renewal Projects] 

[Note: Many items specified in Chapter 5 filing requirements for System Service projects should 
already have been covered above under project benefits.] 

Identification and Assessment of Project Alternatives 
[Note: this section may vary considerably in length and complexity depending on the project in 
question.  Two types of analysis are required by the OEB:] 

Deferral of Project or Doing Nothing 
[Provide information on the risks, costs, and benefits of deferring or not doing the project.  Risks 
would pertain to how risk of capacity shortage or other adverse impacts increases with time (e.g., 
sharply, significantly, moderately).  Costs could include incremental costs caused by catastrophic 
asset failure due to overloading (including safety, if applicable), customer outage costs, other factors 
causing costs to increase if project deferred.  Benefits would include the avoided cost of not doing 
the project now.] 

Alternative Projects 
[Either] 
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No technically viable and/or economically feasible alternatives to the proposed project were 
available because [provide brief explanation]. 

[Or] 

[Identify and describe in reasonable detail one to three plausible or possible alternative approaches 
to achieving the same objectives as the proposed project, explaining the process used to generate 
alternatives and the criteria by which alternatives were evaluated.  Where possible, provide 
quantitative information on costs of alternatives, or qualitative (directional) information on relative 
cost levels.  Explain why candidate alternatives were rejected (e.g., lifecycle costs were higher; design 
not acceptable to customer or authorities; technical requirements not fully met or technical 
characteristics were inferior; safety characteristics inferior, etc.) 
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SEC – 3 
 
Reference: [Appendix B] 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide any information used by the Applicant in benchmarking of costs for 
projects similar to the two ICM projects, or advise that no benchmarking was 
carried out. 
  
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to OEB Staff-3(b) and OEB Staff-10(b). 
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SEC – 4 
 
Reference: [Appendix B, p.6] 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please provide a detailed capital projects table in the form established in the 

Board’s Appendix 2-AA (normally applicable for cost of service applications), 
for 2022 and the previous four years, including all capital projects (i.e. not 
excluding merger-related projects).   

  
Response:  
 

Elexicon Energy Inc.’s (“Elexicon”) capital programs table in the form of Appendix 2-AA 

for 2022 and the previous four years has been filed as an attachment to this response. 

 
b) Please identify all projects in the table that are merger related (for example the 

CIS consolidation and upgrades).    
 
Response:  
 
Material merger related projects included with Appendix 2-AA include: 
 

2020 
 Great Plains Upgrade and Consolidation $0.7MM 

2021 
 CIS Consolidation    $1.0MM 

2022 
 SCADA Upgrade    $0.6MM 

 



File Number: 0

Exhibit:

Tab:

Schedule:

Page:

Date:

Projects
2018 2019 2020

2021 
Bridge 
Year

2022 Test 
Year

Reporting Basis MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS

SYSTEM ACCESS

A1 - Road Relocation 4.80 3.64 4.75 23.05 5.54

Region of Durham BRT Road Relocation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.30

A2 - Connection of New Services 8.85 15.77 14.95 8.94 12.88

A3 - Feeder Expansion 0.69 0.53 2.68 8.85 2.32

A4 - Metering 0.97 0.97 1.24 1.84 1.33

A5 - Customer Requested Work 0.65 0.51 1.42 2.00 0.10

Sub-Total 15.97 21.43 25.04 44.68 27.47

SYSTEM RENEWAL

R1 - Substation Renewal 3.44 7.52 2.97 7.08 9.40

R2 - Renewal Programs-Rebuilds 5.28 5.47 2.60 5.65 5.30

R3 - Renewal Programs-Poles 1.91 6.48 1.57 1.20 2.40

R4 - Renewal Programs-Distribution Transformers 2.06 0.85 0.48 1.08 1.30

R5 - Renewal Programs-Switches & Switchgears 1.65 1.92 1.80 1.32 1.53

R6 - Renewal Programs-Others 0.67 0.45 1.13 0.95 0.77

R7 - Renewal Programs-Reactive 2.42 2.28 2.33 1.87 1.84

R8 - Voltage Conversion-Reliability 0.00 0.43 0.69 0.53 0.90

Sub-Total 17.43 25.40 13.56 19.67 23.44

SYSTEM SERVICE

S1-Substations Growth & Expansion 0.12 5.65 0.64 0.00 40.76

S2-Substation Upgrades 0.80 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00

S3-Standards Equipment Reliability and Compliance 0.27 0.27 0.33 0.30 0.30

S4-Feeder Enhancement 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

S5-System Reliability Improvements 1.23 1.01 1.02 1.12 1.74

Sub-Total 2.42 7.15 1.98 1.42 42.81

GENERAL PLANT

P1 - Facilities 0.92 1.12 0.79 3.58 0.74

P2 - Fleet 0.71 2.10 0.80 1.86 1.41

P3 - Information Technology 1.57 1.95 4.31 6.46 4.16

P4 - Tools & Equipment 0.87 0.49 0.16 0.16 0.15

P5 - Intangibles 0.00 0.65 0.02 0.00 0.00

Sub-Total 4.08 6.31 6.08 12.06 6.46
Miscellaneous 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 39.90 60.29 46.66 77.83 100.18

Less Renewable Generation Facility Assets and Other Non-Rate-Regulated Utility Assets (input as negative)

Total 39.90 60.29 46.66 77.83 100.18

Notes: 

Planned projects in the years 2018 and 2019 have been reassigned to the program breakdown as

defined by Elexicon.  Whereas the total annual gross expenditures aligns to 2‐AB of the DSP, the breakdown of CAPEX by 

investment category may not align between the two appendices since Appendix 2‐AB is based on the expenditure 

categorization used by the legacy Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation and Veridian Connections Inc.
1   Please provide a breakdown of the major components of each capital project undertaken in each year.  Please ensure that all 
projects below the materiality threshold are included in the miscellaneous line.  Add more projects as required.

2   The applicant should group projects appropriately and avoid presentations that result in classification of significant components 
of the capital budget in the miscellaneous category.

The capital projects table is representative of the gross expenditures equating to the total expenditures found in 2‐AB.

Appendix 2-AA
Capital Projects Table
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SEC – 5 
 
Reference: [Appendix B, p.9]  
 
  
Question: 
 
Please provide a calculation of the most recent achieved ROE for the VRZ 
separately.    
 
Response:  
 
The most recently achieved ROE calculated for Veridian Rate Zone (“VRZ”) was 9.21% 

(2018).  Subsequent to the merger and formation of Elexicon (April 2019), it is only 

practical to calculate ROE for the merged entity.   
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SEC – 6 
 
Reference: [Appendix B, p.11]  
 
Preamble: 
SEC notes that “the recent 2020 IRRP coincident load forecast for Whitby TS T1/T2 (27.6 
kV) shows that for 2018 and 2019, the projected load from the 2016 report has not 
materialized.”  
  
Question: 
 
a) Please explain the lower than forecast load in the past years.  Please provide 

details with respect to how the lower load forecast will impact the capital and 
operating costs of the Applicant going forward. 

 
Response: 
 
For an explanation of the lower than forecast load in prior years, please see Elexicon 

Energy Inc.’s (“Elexicon”) response to OEB Staff-4. As is explained in that response, if 

Seaton TS is not constructed as proposed, based on the most up-to-date and best 

available information, Elexicon expects to exceed the Limited 10-day Rating (“LTR”) of 

the Whitby TS 27.6 kV system in 2023.  

 
Upon review, Elexicon had discovered that there was a typographical error in the 

Distribution System Plan (“DSP”). 

 
“the recent 2020 IRRP coincident load forecast shows….” should have read 

“the recent 2020 RIP coincident load forecast shows….” 

 
The reference material is the 2020 Region Infrastructure Plan (“RIP”) published by Hydro 

One Networks Inc. (“HONI”) in 2020 (DSP, Appendix C). The Integrated Regional 

Resource Plan (“IRRP”) is a separate document published by the IESO in 2016.  



 
 

 

The actual load is lower than the forecasted load due to delays in the Seaton area 

residential developments.  Please see Elexicon’s response to OEB Staff-4 for a detailed 

discussion regarding load forecast differences.  

 
The lower load forecast for Whitby TS 27.6 kV does not have a significant impact to capital 

and operating costs. The majority of load growth for Whitby TS 27.6 kV is attributed to the 

Seaton area development. Since the cost of infrastructure expansion to supply Seaton is 

contributed by the Seaton developers, a delay in the project does not affect Elexicon’s 

other capital and operating expenditures. 
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SEC – 7 
 
Reference: [Appendix B, p.17]  
 
Question: 
 
a) Please confirm that the proposed in-service date of Seaton TS is December 31, 

2022.  If that is not correct, please advise the correct in-service date.  
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to Staff-5d. 
 
b) If the in-service date is after the 2022 summer peak, please explain why it is 

being brought into service in 2022 rather than in the spring of 2023. 
 
Response:  
 
The expected in-service date for Seaton TS will be after the expected 2022 summer 

system loading peak. The following considerations are guiding Elexicon Energy Inc. 

(“Elexicon”) to bring the new station into service in late 2022:  

 
a. Current system capacity forecasts indicate that capacity to feed Seaton area 

customers from current supply sources will be exhausted in 2023 (see 

Elexicon’s response to Staff-4). Elexicon’s practice to prudently and 

conservatively manage its distribution system has led to the decision to pursue 

an in-service date for Seaton TS in 2022, in order to ensure there is no jeopardy 

to its ability to supply customers in the project area.  Should demand increase 

faster than expected due to continued economic expansion post-COVID, or 

project area customers experience abnormally hot weather in early 2023, 

Elexicon would be forced to spend additional capital to bring feeders from 

surrounding transformer stations in a very rushed manner to supply Seaton 



 
 

 

load if the station was not yet in-service.  Failing to do that, Elexicon would be 

faced with the risk of not being able to serve new loads or potentially be forced 

to operate its distribution system in an overloaded state. 

 
b. An arbitrary delay of the project in service date to 2023 would be subject to 

change orders from the project’s General Contractor and corresponding cost 

increases. Elexicon estimates this could be upwards of $0.1MM, depending on 

exact timing and specific impacts. 

 
c. Potential cost penalties could come from Hydro One and its work to prepare for 

the Seaton TS’s connection to the transmission system work including tap line 

construction and project specific protection and control work.  Elexicon 

estimates this could be upwards of $0.1MM depending on exact timing and 

specific impacts. 

 

d. Bringing Seaton TS into service in 2022 versus 2023 will also minimize project 

carrying costs that will be borne by Elexicon customers.  A delay to the Seaton 

TS in-service date of mid-2023 would add between $0.6MM and $0.8MM in 

carrying costs to the project, depending on interest rates and exact timing of 

the delay.        
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SEC – 8 
 
Reference: [Appendix B-1, p.1] 
 
  
Question: 
 
Please provide a table showing all retirements as a result of the BRT ICM project.   
Please calculate the impact on 2022 rate base, depreciation and cost of capital of 
those retirements. 
 
Response:  
 
The following table outlines the retirements as a result of the BRT ICM project. 
 

Table SEC-8: BRT Retirements 

 
 
Using the full undepreciated value of the retired assets, the impact of the assets retired 

as a result of the BRT project are as follows: 

 Rate base of $1.3M 

 Annual depreciation of $55K   

 Cost of capital of $88K (Debt of $38K plus Equity of $50K) 

Description OEB#
Useful 

Life Cost
Annual 

Depreciation
Years 

Depreciated
Amount Not 
Depreciated

Underground Conduit 1840 60 857,000$    14,283$      21 557,050$       

Underground Conductor & 
Devices-Conductor 1845 40 1,639,000$ 40,975$      21 778,525$       

2,496,000$ 55,258$      1,335,575$    
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SEC – 9 
 
Reference: [Appendix B-1, p.13] 
 
Preamble: 
With respect to the BRT Relocation project, SEC notes “As the BRT Relocations work is 
initiated by external parties, the biggest risk to the project is external delays to starting the 
work. This risk is completely outside of Elexicon’s control.”  
 
Question: 
 
a) Please explain, with supporting documents, EEI’s budgeting method and EEI’s 

budget estimate confidence level considering the uncontrollable factors noted 
above. 

 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon Energy Inc.’s (“Elexicon”) response to Staff-10 with respect to 

budgeting and estimating for the BRT project. 

 
Please see Elexicon’s response to Staff-12 with respect to the status and schedule of the 

BRT project.  

 
The construction schedule/timelines are consistent with those identified in the project 

business case submitted as part of Elexicon’s Distribution System Plan (“DSP”). In order 

to have confidence that a System Service project like BRT, which can potentially be 

impacted by factors beyond Elexicon’s control, will commence on time and as per 

schedule, Elexicon requires a financial commitment from the customer in the form of a 

purchase order (“PO”) to finalize design work and a written confirmation of the schedule. 

Elexicon has received correspondence from the Region of Durham, indicating that this 

project must be completed in 2022.  On September 1st 2021, Elexicon received a PO for 

this project from the Region of Durham.  



 
 

 

 
b) Please confirm that the timelines of the project are as set forth in the business 

case, or provide a new forecast of timelines and in-service date. 
 
Response:  
 
Please refer to response to a) above and the response to Staff-12. 
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SEC – 10 
 
Reference: [Appendix B-2, p.12] 
 
Question: 
 
With regard to the Seaton TS project, please provide a revised Table 7 including 
2020 actuals and 2021 year-to-date actuals. 
 
Response:  
  

SEC-10 Table-1: Updated Table 7 to include 2020 actuals and 2021 year-to-date 
actuals 

Year 
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

2021 
YTD* 

Total 
Additions 

2015-2021
Year-End 
Pickering 
Residential 
Customers 

28,779 29,050 29,471 29,957 30,249 30,732 30,963 2184 

Year-End 
Pickering 
households 

30,815 30,985 31,465 31,990 32,250 33,525 ** 2710 

 
* 2021 year-to-date include customer count from January to September 2021. 
** 2021 year-to-date Pickering household figure is not yet published by Region of Durham  
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SEC – 11 
 
Reference: [Appendix C, p.2] 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide a detailed calculation showing the dollar impact on the proposed 
ESM threshold of the proposal to use 9.43% ROE rather than the current Board-
approved ROE level for electricity distributors. 
 
Response:  
 
In the Decision and Order in the Merger, Acquisitions, Amalgamations, and Divestitures 

(“MAADs”) Application between Veridian Connections Inc. and Whitby Hydro Electric 

Corporation (EB-2019-0236) (“Elexicon MAADs Decision”) the Ontario Energy Board 

(“OEB”) made the following findings: 

 
“The OEB orders that the ESM proposal be filed by December 31, 2021 in 

accordance with prevailing OEB policy at that time. This requirement is 

consistent with that made in the Decision and Order in the Alectra Utilities 

amalgamation proceeding.1”  

 
In compliance with the Elexicon MAADs Decision, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) filed 

its ESM proposal on August 18, 2021, with the pre-filed evidence in this proceeding (the 

“Elexicon Application”).2 

 
As mentioned in the Elexicon MAADs Decision, in Alectra Utilities Corporation’s 

(“Alectra”) MAADs Decision (EB-2016-0025/EB-2016-0360) the OEB similarly ordered 

                                                       
1 EB‐2016‐0025/EB‐2016‐0360 
2 EB‐2021‐0015 – 2022 Incentive Rate‐Making Application dated August 18, 2021, Appendix C. 



 
 

 

Alectra to the file plans for an ESM by December 31, 2019.3  Subsequently, in its 2020 

Incentive Regulation Mechanism Application (the “Alectra Application”) (EB-2019-0018), 

Alectra filed its ESM proposal and sought an order from the OEB approving its ESM 

proposal for the 2022-2026 period.4  

Therefore, consistent with the Alectra Application, Elexicon is making an amendment to 

the relief sought in its pre-filed evidence filed on August 18, 20214 by adding the request 

for an order approving Elexicon’s Earning Sharing Mechanism proposal for the 2024-

2028 period.  

 
The information requested in this interrogatory is not relevant to the matters at issue in 

this application. 

 
The information sought in this interrogatory relates to the methodology being used to 

calculate the ROE under the ESM proposal.  The OEB in the Partial Decision and Interim 

Rate Order to the Alectra Application (“Alectra Decision”) found that:  

 
“The methodology in calculating an approved ROE for a newly 

cconsolidated  entity, or any allocations that would be required between rate 

zones in determining deemed and achieved returns, are factors that are not 

discussed in either the MAADs Policy, MAADs Handbook, or in the approval 

of the Alectra Utilities amalgamation. 

 
The OEB will defer these matters for consideration in Alectra Utilities’ first 

rate application following the completion of its 2022 fiscal year (the first year 

                                                       
3 EB‐2016‐0025/EB‐2016‐0360, Decision and Order dated December 8, 2016, at page 30. 
4 EB‐2021‐0015 – 2022 Incentive Rate Making Application, at page 6.  



 
 

 

that the ESM is in effect for). The OEB expects Alectra Utilities to address 

these issues in its pre-filed evidence related to the ESM at that time.” 5 

 
Consistent with the Alectra Decision, Elexicon believes that this issue is best dealt with in 

the first rate application following the completion of its 2024 fiscal year (the first year for 

which the ESM would be in effect).    

 
 
 
 

                                                       
5 EB‐2019‐0018 – Partial Decision and Interim Rate Order dated December 12, 2019, at page 43. 
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SEC – 12 
 
Reference: [Appendix C, p.3] 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please confirm that, in the calculation of ROE under the Applicant’s proposal, 

both the revenues and the costs (including incremental capital and operating 
costs, interest, depreciation, and PILs associated with the BRT project and the 
Seaton TS) will be excluded from the calculation.   

 
Response:  
 
The information requested in this interrogatory is not relevant to the matters at issue in 

this application. 

 
The information sought in this interrogatory relates to the methodology being used to 

calculate the ROE under the Earnings Sharing Mechanism (“ESM”) proposal. 

 
As mentioned in response to SEC-11, in its Partial Decision and Interim Rate Order to the 

Alectra Utilities Corporation’s 2020 Incentive Regulation Mechanism Application (EB-

2019-0018) (“Alectra Decision”), the Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”) found that: 

 
“The methodology in calculating an approved ROE for a newly 

consolidated entity, or any allocations that would be required between rate 

zones in determining deemed and achieved returns, are factors that are 

not discussed in either the MAADs Policy, MAADs Handbook, or in the 

approval of the Alectra Utilities amalgamation. 

 
The OEB will defer these matters for consideration in Alectra Utilities’ first 

rate application following the completion of its 2022 fiscal year (the first year 



 
 

 

that the ESM is in effect for). The OEB expects Alectra Utilities to address 

these issues in its pre-filed evidence related to the ESM at that time.” 1    

 
Therefore, consistent with the Alectra Decision, Elexicon Energy Inc. (“Elexicon”) believes 

that matters related to the methodology in calculating an approved ROE for Elexicon is 

best dealt with in the first rate application following the completion of its 2024 fiscal year 

(the first year for which the ESM would be in effect).   

 
b) If not confirmed, please provide more details on the Applicant’s proposal with 

respect to inclusion or exclusion of costs and revenues. 
 
Response:  
 
Not applicable. 

                                                       
1 EB‐2019‐0018 – Partial Decision and Interim Rate Order dated December 12, 2019, at page 43. 
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CCC – 1 
 
Reference: N/A 
 
Question: 
 
a) When did Elexicon make the Decision to file its ICM Application for the two 

projects?   
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon made the decision to file for the Seaton TS during the MAADs application and 

the BRT decision was made during the development of its Distribution System Plan 

(“DSP”), filed with the OEB, April 2021. 

 
b) Please file all materials presented to the Board of Directors related to this 

Application and specifically with respect to the ICM projects. 
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to SEC-1 
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CCC – 2 
 
Reference: N/A 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide the Board approved and actual ROE for the years 2014-2018 for the 
Whitby and Veridian rate zones.  Please provide the Board approved and actual 
ROE for the years 2019 and 2020 for the merged entity.   
 
Response:  
 
The approved and actual regulatory rate of return on equity (“ROE”) for the years 2014-

2018 are available in the published scorecards for Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation 

(“Whitby Hydro”) and Veridian Connections Inc. (“Veridian”). The data has been 

reproduced below. 

 
     2014   2015   2016   2017   2018 
 
Veridian – approved  9.36%  9.36%  9.36%  9.36%  9.36% 
Veridian – actual  10.61% 9.31%  9.28%  8.66%  9.21% 
 
Whitby - approved  9.66%  9.66%  9.66%  9.66%  9.66% 
Whitby – actual  13.89%* 10.43% 9.94%  10.46%        11.84%
  
 
    2019  2020 
 
Elexicon – deemed ** 9.43%  9.43% 
Elexicon – actual  7.61%  6.80% 
 
 
* Whitby Hydro’s Scorecard Management Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) included 

further explanations related to the 2014 reported ROE data. For greater clarity, the 

following information was captured in the MD&A:  



 
 

 

By definition, the Whitby Hydro regulatory ROE calculation is based on the revenue and 

cost structure in the approved 2011 Cost of Service application within an allowable range 

of +/- 3%. During 2016, the Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”) released a new template which 

allowed the calculation of ROE to be more closely reflective of the intended definition and 

as a result, be more accurately comparable against the approved ROE. On this basis, 

Whitby Hydro’s ROE for the three years of 9.94% (2016), and 10.46% (2017), and 11.84% 

(2018) are all well within the allowed threshold. 

 
However, for 2014, Whitby Hydro disagrees with the presentment of ROE information on 

the scorecard matrix since those rates of return include items outside of the revenue and 

cost structures in the approved 2011 Cost of Service application. These elements are 

regulatory requirements and include lower taxes due to under recoveries in pass-through 

costs, however, inclusion of them in the ROE calculation distorts any comparability to 

approved ROE and allowable ranges. 

 
While Whitby Hydro provided updated ROE calculations for 2014 (11.32%) based on the 

new template, the OEB did not allow Whitby Hydro to include this revised data in the 

Scorecard matrix. The OEB did however review information provided by Whitby Hydro 

and confirmed the ROE was materially affected by items such as the lower taxes and that 

the restated 2014 ROE numbers are appropriate and within the allowable range.  

 
** For Scorecard purposes, the OEB has determined a methodology to calculate a 

deemed ROE calculation for a merged distributor.  
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CCC – 3 
 
Reference: Ex. Appendix B - ICM 
 
Question: 
 
With respect to the two projects please provide the following: 
 
a) The current expected in-service date; 

 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to Staff-5 and Staff-12. 

 
 

b) The proposed annual expenditures per year as per the DSP; and 
 
Response:  

 
Appendix 2-AA of the DSP shows the following gross annual expenditures per year for 

the two projects. 

 
 CCC-3 Table 1 – Proposed Gross Capital Expenditures 

 2022 
Seaton-TS   $  40.76MM 
Hwy 2 BRT   $    5.30MM 

 
 
c) The actual expenditures incurred to date. 
 
Response:  

 
Actual expenditures incurred up to October 27th, 2021 for the two projects are as follows: 

 Seaton TS  $19.4MM 

 Hwy 2 BRT  $  0.7MM 
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CCC – 4 
 
Reference: Ex. Appendix B/p. 1 
 
Question: 
 
Of all of its proposed capital projects please explain why Elexicon is seeking ICM 
treatment for the Bus Rapid Transit Project (BRT).   
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to OEB Staff-11. 
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CCC – 5 
 
Reference: Ex. B-2 – Business Case/p. 9 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please provide a complete list of all of the risks that could delay the in-service 

date of the Seaton TS Project.    
 
Response:  
 
Elexicon has filed a copy of the risk register for this project as part of the response to OEB 

Staff-5 (e).   Risks that could delay the in-service date of the Seaton TS project are Risk 

ID numbers - 2, 12, 17, 19, 21 and 24.    

 
b) Please explain how Elexicon intends to mitigate those risks. 
 
Response: 
  
Please see the risk register filed as Attachment A to OEB Staff-5.   
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CCC – 6 
 
Reference: Ex. DSP – p. 184-187 – Table 5.4-12 
 
Preamble: 
In the DSP Elexicon has set out a Variance Analysis Summary for System Access 
Expenditures.   
 
Question: 
 
Please recast this Table to include Board Approved Amounts. 
 
Response:  
 
Veridian’s last DSP was filed with its 2014 Cost of Service rate application (EB-2013-

0174), in which the OEB approved a settlement proposal that was agreed to by all parties. 

In the settlement proposal all parties agreed that reduced capital expenditures of 

$25.487MM were appropriately paced and prioritized, and would result in just and 

reasonable rates for customers. However, there was nothing apportioning this reduced 

amount to the categories of system access, renewal, service, or general plant; rather it 

was the entire capital envelope that was agreed to by the parties and the resulting 

settlement agreement was accepted by the OEB.  Likewise, Whitby Hydro last rebased 

in 2010/2011 and also had an OEB approved settlement, and did not file a DSP as they 

were not required at this time.  As such, the OEB has not approved amounts specific to 

System Access and they can therefore not be provided. 

 
  



 
 

 

Preamble: 
Elexicon and its predecessor utilities have had a longstanding issue with significant 
underspending System Access Projects relative to planned spending. The contributing 
factors are largely delays and scope changes, often drive by external circumstances. 
 
Question: 
 
Given this pattern, how can the OEB be assured that the BRT Project will be 
completed on time and on budget? 
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to Staff-10, Staff-12 and SEC-9. 
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CCC – 7 
 
Reference: Ex. DSP – p. 183 Table 5.4-11 
 
Preamble: 
Elexicon is significantly ramping up its capital spending in 2022 relative to historical 
periods.   
 
Question: 
 
Please explain the why Elexicon has not be able to better pace its investments as 
required by the RRFE. To what extent has Elexicon made efforts to reduce the 
capital spending in other areas in light of the need for the Seaton TS. 
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response for OEB Staff-6. 
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VECC – 1 
 
Reference: Appendix B– Incremental Capital Module Page 12 
  
Preamble: 
Elexicon indicates the results of online (262 customers) and phone (600) surveys indicate 
that majority of customers (71%, or 613 of the 862 customers surveyed respectively) find 
the proposed investment in the Transformer Station (Seaton TS – preferred alternative 1) 
very appropriate or somewhat appropriate. Additionally, the results of the online and 
phone surveys indicate that majority of customers (78%, or 668 of the 862 customers 
surveyed respectively) when asked if they had any thoughts specific to the project 
answered “unsure/ none”, indicating the general approval and lack of concerns. 
 
Question: 
 
Please provide the survey questions, responses and the summary report of the 
survey. 
  
Response:  
 
Elexicon provides its DSP Customer Engagement Report from Brickworks 

Communications as Attachment A to this response. 

 
A summary of the online survey results can be found on pages 5-17, and a summary of 

the telephone survey results can be found on pages 18-32 of the report. 

 
All online survey questions and responses can be found on pages 33-42, and all 

telephone survey questions and responses can be found pages 43-51 of the report. 

 
Questions and responses specific to Seaton TS can be found on page 48 (Q20 and Q21), 

and those specific to BRT Hwy 2 can be found on page 49 (Q24 and Q25). 

 
 



 

Customer Engagement 
Report 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brickworks Communications  
Updated February 2021 



1  

Table of Contents 
 
 
 

Background  2 

Reporting Notes  2 

Methodology & Logistics – Online Survey  3 

Methodology & Logistics – Telephone Survey  4 
Online Survey Results  5 

Part A: Initial Qualifications & Segmentation 5  

Part B: Main Survey 6  

Part C: Incremental Capital Module Survey 12  

Part D: Concluding Observations 16  

Telephone Survey Results  18 
Part A: Initial Qualifications & Segmentation 18  

Part B: Main Survey 19  

Part C: Incremental Capital Module Survey 26  

Part D: Concluding Observations 30  

Online Results by Question  33 

Telephone Results by Question  43 



2  

 
 

Background 
Elexicon Energy commissioned Brickworks to oversee an engagement survey of its 
customers. The purpose of this survey process was to learn more about how Elexicon’s 
investment plans can best reflect the needs and preferences of their customers. The 
information collected will be used to inform investment decision-making and may also be 
submitted to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) as an input into their five-year Distribution 
System Plan (DSP). 

 
There were two main approaches used in this process, including an open online 
survey forum which resulted in N=262 completes and a random telephone survey of 
N=600 customers. Customers were assured that all responses to this survey would be 
confidential, and only overall or aggregate results would be reported. 

 
 
 

Reporting Notes 
The survey questions were designed by Elexicon and Brickworks. The role of Oraclepoll 
Research Ltd was to field the online and telephone surveys and report on the findings. 

 
This report contains an executive summary of the results from both the telephone and 
online components, as well as the results by question. Findings are presented in the order 
that they were asked in each survey. 
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Methodology & Logistics – Online 
Survey 

Survey Method 
All surveys were completed online using Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI). This 
was a self-selection survey where respondents connected via a hyperlink to the survey site 
to complete their interview. Elexicon posted the link on their website homepage, and 
promoted the survey using e-blasts to their customer base. 

 

Study Sample 
In total, N=263 customers completed online questionnaires. 

 

Logistics 
Surveys were completed online between October 26th and December 13th, 2020. 

 

Confidence 
It is not customary to assign online self-selection samples a margin of error. However, a 
probability sample of N=262 has a margin of error or is considered accurate ± 6.0%, 
19/20 times. 
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Methodology & Logistics – Telephone 
Survey 

Study Sample 
Elexicon provided Brickworks with a database of their residential and business customers 
to be surveyed. A total of N=524 residential customers, N=70 small business customers, 
and N=6 large businesses were randomly selected from the database and surveyed by 
telephone, using person-to-person live telephone interviewing. 

 

Respondents were screened to ensure that they were 18 years of age or older, an Elexicon 
customer, and were one of the persons either at the business or residence that was a 
decision maker as related to reviewing utility bills and making payments. 

 

Survey Method 
The survey was conducted using computer-assisted techniques of telephone interviewing 
(CATI) and random number selection. A total of 20% of all interviews were monitored, 
and Oraclepoll management supervised 100%. 

 

Logistics 
Telephone interviews were completed between November 20th and December 4th, 2020. 
Initial calls for the residential component were made between the hours of 5 p.m. and 9 
p.m. Subsequent call backs of no-answers and busy numbers were made on a (staggered) 
daily rotating basis up to 5 times (from 10 a.m. to 9 p.m.) until contact was made. In 
addition, telephone interview appointments were attempted with those respondents 
unable to complete the survey at the time of contact. At least one attempt was made to 
contact respondents on a weekend. Calls to business customers were first made from 8:30 
a.m. to 5:30 p.m. during weekdays. There was at least one follow up call after 5:30 p.m. 
and one on a weekend. In addition, telephone appointments were accepted and made as 
per the respondent’s time preference. 

 

Confidence 
The margin of error for the N=600-respondent survey is  4.0%, 19/20 times. 
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“Firstly, please confirm that you reside in a household or work in an organization 

associated with an Elexicon customer account.” 

Yes N=262 100% 

“What is the municipality associated with 

the Elexicon customer account?” 

Whitby 29% 

Ajax 23% 

Pickering 16% 

Belleville 8% 

Clarington 7% 

Gravenhurst 7% 

Port Hope 4% 

Brock 3% 

Scugog/Port Perry 3% 

Uxbridge <1% 

 

Survey participants were shown background information about Elexicon. They were also 
told that a main objective of the online poll was to learn how Elexicon’s investment plans 
can best reflect the needs and preferences of its customers. 

 
 
 

The initial set of questions were 
demographic. First respondents were 
screened to ensure they were Elexicon 
customers, then they were probed about 
where they live, the client segment they 
belonged to, and if they are responsible 
for paying the electricity bill. 

“To provide better context for your responses, please confirm whether you are 

completing this survey as a Residential Customer or a Business Customer.” 

Residential N=262 100% 

Online Survey Results 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

“In your <household/business> what is your role with respect to paying for the cost of electricity? 

Are you primarily responsible, partially responsible, or not responsible for paying the electricity 

bill?” 

I am primarily responsible for paying my household’s electricity bill 

I share the responsibility for paying my household’s electricity bill 

N=233   89% 

N=29 11% 
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Next, online participants were presented with an explanation of the three major cost 
components of their electricity bill: Generation, Transmission and Distribution – and the portion 
retained by Elexicon. They were advised that the information collected in the survey related only 
to their local electricity distributor Elexicon, after which questions were asked. 

 

General Questions 

 

"When did you first become aware of the merger between Whitby Hydro and 
Veridian to create Elexicon?" 

 
 

Less than a year 15% 

Unsure 8% 

This survey 7% 

More than a year 
70% 

 

 
Eighty-five percent of customers were aware of 
the merger prior to the survey. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
Comments were accepted at the end of the question and results have been sorted into the categories below. 

 

No problems / satisfied 23% Service has improved 2% 

Unsure 21% Website problems / issues 2% 
Reliable / stable service 13% Simplify billing / payment methods 1% 
Poor service / interruptions / outages 11% Billing problems 1% 
Hydro rates are high / expensive 9% Good customer service 1% 
No change 4% The transition has been seamless 1% 
Old / outdated infrastructure 3% Need alternative energy options 1% 
Dislike time of use / simplify / change 2% Cannot compare due to the monopoly <1% 
No notice for planned outages 2% Lack of follow up <1% 
No experience / new client / too soon 2% Give rebates <1% 
Poor costumer service / long waits 2%   

"Overall, how satisfied are you with the services Elexicon provides you with?" 

Almost seven in ten (69%) expressed 
satisfaction, compared to only 11% 
dissatisfied, while 17% had a neutral 
(neither satisfied nor dissatisfied) 
opinion. 3% were unsure. 

69% 
 
Somewhat 
satisfied 

34% 

Highly 
satisfied 

35% 

Neutral 17% 

Highly 
dissatisfied 

4% 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

7% 
Unsure 3% 

“In your own words, what 

are the reasons for your 

current level of 

satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with 

Elexicon as expressed in 

your last response?” 
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“Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements using a scale from one (strongly 

disagree) to five (strongly agree).” 

"If you plan to purchase a vehicle in the next five years, how likely are you to 
consider purchasing an electric vehicle?" 

 

Somewhat likely 
29% 

Not at all likely
Not very likely

 
21% 

19% Very likely 
15% 

Not applicable Unsure 
8% 8% 

44% 

Interest in EV’s is solid at 44%, with 29% somewhat and 15% very likely to consider a purchase. 

"How likely are you to become involved in self-generation of electricity at your place 
of residence over the next five years (for example, by installing solar panels)?" 

 

Not very likely 
Not at all likely 30% 

26% Somewhat 
likely 
18% 

Very likely 
8% 

Already 
involved 

2% 

Not 
applicable 

10% 

Unsure 6% 

26% 

 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Unsure Not 
applicable 

“The amount of my monthly 
electricity bill is a major expense 
item for my family and requires me 
to go without some other important 
priorities” 

 
 

25% 

 
 

20% 

 
 

27% 

 
 

21% 

 
 

7% 

 
 

1% 

 
 

- 

“When I had specific questions or 
requests for Elexicon or its 
predecessors, I was satisfied with 
how they were resolved” 

 

3% 

 

9% 

 

19% 

 

18% 

 

20% 

 

- 

 

31% 

 

Twenty-eight percent agreed the cost of their bill creates some form of hardship. Total 
agreement, or being satisfied with how questions or requests were resolved, is 38%, 
compared to only 12% that disagreed (dissatisfied), while 19% had a neutral opinion. 
31% answered not applicable or had no experience. 

 

 

Slightly more than a quarter or 26% said they are somewhat (18%) or very likely (8%) to 
become involved in self generation. 
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“Which of the following options best represents your overall satisfaction with service 

 reliability over the last few years?”  Highly 
satisfied 

Somewhat 42% 
satisfied 

34% 

Highly 
dissatisfied 

3% 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

9% Neutral 9% 

Unsure 3% 

76% 

Customers were then asked about reliability starting with an overall satisfaction question. 

“When power outages do occur, which aspect of them 

has been most inconvenient for you? 

“When there is a power outage, how do you interact 

with Elexicon Energy?” 

“In 2019, an average Elexicon customer 

experienced 1.28 outages. Thinking back to your 

experience over the past year, how many times 

has the power been out at your home to the best 

of your recollection?” 

 0 8% 

1 14% 

2 29% 

3 13% 

More than 3 24% 

Not Sure 11% 

 

“In 2019, Elexicon customers experienced power 

outages lasting an average of 1.63 hours. Thinking 

back to your experience, please estimate how long 

your power outages lasted on average? Please 

select from the following options based on your 

best estimate:” 

 Under 30 minutes 20% 

Under 1 hour 22% 

Between 1 and 2 hours 22% 

Longer than 2 hours 21% 

Not Sure 15% 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Seventy-six percent are satisfied or very satisfied with service reliability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How long the outages have lasted 44% I check the outage map online 37% 
How often the outages have occurred 20% I do not take any steps 30% 
Not Sure 16% I phone the outage number posted on the website 19% 
Impact it has on my electronics / computers 7% I check Twitter 6% 
None / no inconveniences 4% Telephone call 3% 
Getting information from Elexicon / contact with 3% No experience 2% 

Both how often & how long 3% I use both Twitter and Map 1% 

Timing / when they occur 2% Radio 1% 
No heat / no cooling / appliances 1% Unsure 1% 

The length of an outage is of most concern to 44%, followed by how often they occur (20%). When 
asked how they interact with Elexicon during an outage, 37% check the map online and 19% phone 
the number on the website, while three in ten do not take any actions. 

 

Two questions about outages over the past year were asked, the first about how many times the power has been 
out, and second related to the length of time the outages lasted. 
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"Please indicate your level of interest in the following: When an 
outage occurs, are you interested in receiving notifications sent 
to your phone (via text or voice to landline) about its cause and 

anticipated restoration time?" 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Yes 86% 

No 10% Unsure 3%  

Interest is high at 
86% for an outage 
notification system 
by text or voice. 

 
 
 
 

 

“To manage the impact of power outages, Elexicon replaces aging infrastructure, trims trees 

near powerlines, and invests in equipment that helps restore service faster. Which of the 

following statements best represents your views on what level of reliability Elexicon should 

target?” 
 Elexicon should spend more on reliability, but less in other areas that also affect customers, if 

this can help avoid some bill increases. 
37% 

Elexicon should maintain current reliability levels, even if it gradually increases my monthly 
electricity bill in the long term. 

32% 

Elexicon should invest more to improve reliability, and I would accept a larger increase to my 
monthly bill in the long term to achieve this. 

12% 

Not Sure 11% 

Maintain reliability & do not raise prices 4% 

Elexicon should invest less in outage prevention to reduce the impact of future bill increases, 
even if it potentially means more and longer outages for myself and others. 

3% 

Provide better service overall 1% 

There is a split of opinion with the two most selected options being spending more on 
reliability and less on other areas (to avoid some bill increases) as well as maintaining 
current reliability, even if it increases monthly bills in the long term. 

 

“Elexicon can prevent more outages caused by aging equipment if it proactively replaces more 

equipment before it fails. Another option is to wait and replace equipment only after it fails, 

which potentially causes more service interruptions and leads to extra costs such as staff 

overtime. Which of the following options best describes your views on this trade-off?” 
 Elexicon should replace more equipment before it fails, spending more today to prevent future 

outages and keep bill increases predictable. 
81% 

Not Sure 10% 

Elexicon should wait until more equipment fails, reducing its spending today, even if this causes 
more future outages and unpredictable bill increases down the road. 

5% 

Maintenance on a schedule & no rate increases 4% 

Invest in better equipment 1% 

 

A clear majority of 81% feel equipment should be replaced before it fails. 
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“Please choose two of the following objectives that you think Elexicon should focus its efforts on, in 

addition to keeping the system safe and accommodating new growth in the coming years.” 

“Aside from investments to support customer growth, Elexicon currently plans to spend about 73% 

of its remaining five-year budget on managing reliability, 22% on efficiency, health, and safety of its 

own operations, and 5% on the technical upkeep of its power grid. 

Do you consider this plan satisfactory, or would you prefer to allocate more budget towards one of 

those three categories above the others?” 

 
 
 
 

 First 
mention 

Second 
mention 

Combined 

Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, etc. 28% 31% 30% 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like EV’s & renewable generation 23% 11% 17% 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 13% 20% 16% 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 7% 19% 13% 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 10% 10% 10% 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 12% 5% 8% 

Improving power quality 5% 2% 4% 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 2% 1% 2% 
 

While improving the grid’s resilience to major events is the number one choice at 30%, 
results are close for second, with 17% naming preparing the grid for new uses and 16% 
investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029. 

45% of customers who are dissatisfied with reliability listed minimizing outage impacts 
in their top two priorities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I am satisfied with the planned allocation based on what I know 50% 

I would prefer to spend more on the technical upkeep of the power grid & less on the other two 18% 

Not Sure 16% 

I would prefer to spend more on reliability and less on the other two 8% 

I would prefer to spend more on efficiency, health, & safety of operations and less on other two 7% 
 

Half are satisfied with the planned allocation, while 16% were unsure. There are 18% that 
want more spent on technical upkeep, with the remaining responses divided between more 
spent-on reliability and more on efficiency, health, and safety of operations. 

“Elexicon’s top spending priority is always to keep its power system and operations safe. With its 

budget staying nearly flat through 2029, Elexicon will face tough trade-offs when selecting among 

other investment priorities.” 
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Customers were presented with a description of rear-lot overhead power lines, the challenges they face, and 
the cost of conversion to underground lines. They were then asked the following two questions. 

“Elexicon has several options to consider for how it schedules the rear-lot conversion work. Which of 

the following options do you see as most preferred?” 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Move lines underground and plan work geographically, finishing all work in one area before moving 
elsewhere. While concentrating the work in a single community for a shorter timeframe is less 
inconvenient to local residents, it could leave vulnerable rear-lot feeders in other communities 
unaddressed for longer. 

 

38% 

Not Sure 23% 

Move lines underground and plan work according to worst performing areas. This spreads the work 
across Elexicon’s service territory over time but may mean that there may be multiple construction- 
related disruptions. 

 
22% 

Maintain the status quo – keep the overhead lines in the rear lots, replacing them as they fail. While 
budgets can be used elsewhere, it will leave area customers vulnerable to longer than average outages. 17% 

 

Only 17% want to maintain the status quo and 23% were unsure as to a preferred option. 
There were 38% that want to move the lines underground and work geographically. 22% 
that also want to move the lines underground, but work on the worst performing areas. 

“To the best of your knowledge, does your place of <<residence>>/<<business>> 
currently receive power via a rear-lot line?” 

Unsure 16% No 73% Yes 11% 

“Part of Elexicon’s future planning involves investing in grid management technologies that will help it 

manage the impact of more Electric Vehicles, Renewable Generation, and Energy Storage. Like with all 

budgeting decisions, investing in new technology today requires making trade-offs. How supportive 

are you of Elexicon’s intent to invest in future technologies at this time?” 

Somewhat 
supportive 

39% 

Highly 
supportive 

35% 

Highly 
unsupportive 

3% 

Somewhat 
unsupportive 

6% 

Neutral 12% 

Unsure 5% 

74% 

Support for investing in new technologies is at nearly three-quarters or 74%. 
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Elexicon will request special rate increases for these projects since it cannot finance them along with its other budgetary 
priorities. These requests are reviewed by the OEB through a process known as the Incremental Capital Module (ICM). 

 
The first project is a large new Transformer Station in the Pickering area, required to support the residential and commercial 
growth that is projected to add as many as 32,000 new customers over the next 20 years. Elexicon estimates that to avoid 
system capacity shortages, the station needs to be in service in 2022. 

 
The project is expected to cost about $40 million, which amounts to an approximate: 

 

• $1.45 - $1.85 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• 2.90 - $3.60 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average small business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• $280.95 - $343.40 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average large business customer in the Veridian rate 
zone. 

Next, online participants were provided with background information about three projects that Elexicon plans 
to seek approval for additional rate increases. They were informed that two projects are driven by population 
growth, and the third is needed to sustain operations in the Belleville area. 

 

ICM Project #1: New Pickering Area Transformer Station 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Somewhat 

appropriate 

“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 
Unsure / none 70% 
Customers affected should pay 6% 

Developers should pay a higher portion 6% 
Against the proposed project all together 3% 
If it is necessary / if needed / get it done 3% 
Better cost-efficient solutions are needed 3% 
Do not want to pay for other communities 2% 
Do not increase rates 1% 
Not enough information 1% 

Ensure safely / reliability 1% 
More renewable solutions needed 1% 
Too costly 1% 
Make sure there is a backup plan <1% 
Should focus on conservation <1% 

 

Two-thirds consider the level of 
investment appropriate (somewhat 
& very), only 12% do not feel it 
appropriate and 21% were 
undecided. 

While most (70%) did not have comments 
to share, those with opinions tended to 
cite the belief that customers in the 
communities affected and developers 
should pay for costs or a larger portion of 
the price. Some mentions reflected 
opposition, others the need to get things 
done. There were also those that felt 
other options should be pursued. 

40% Very 
appropriate 

27% 
Not very 

appropriate 
12% 

Unsure 
21% 

67% 

"To what degree do you consider the level of 
proposed investments in the Transformer Station 

appropriate? 



13  

The second project for funding is a new Operations Centre in Belleville to accommodate staff and equipment involved in 
providing customer service and responding to local power outages. The lease on the existing facility is set to expire in 2021 
and cannot be renewed. Having considered all feasible options, Elexicon determined that owning a new facility is the most 
cost-effective option for customers in the long term. 

 
The project is expected to cost about $2.6 million, which amounts to an approximate 

 

• $0.10 - $0.15 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• $0.25 - $0.30 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average small business customer in the Veridian rate 
zone. 

• $2.6 million, which amounts to an approximate $18.35 - $23.50 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 
large business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

"To what degree do you consider the level of 
proposed investments in the Operations Centre 

appropriate?" 

ICM Project #2: Accommodating the Move of the Belleville 
Operations Centre 

 

 
 

 
 

Somewhat 
appropriate 

 
 

Very 

 

Sixty-nine percent consider the level 
of investment appropriate. This 
compares to a low 11% that do not, 
while 21% are unsure. Almost eight in ten had no comment and 

among those that did, there was a mix of 
those in support, opposed, or not wanting 
to pay, and others suggesting alternative 
solutions for the build and payment. 

37% appropriate 
32% 

Not very 
appropriate 

11% 

Unsure 
20% 

69% 

“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 

Unsure / none 79% 
Customers / communities affected should pay 4% 
It is a required investment / reasonable / needed 3% 
Refurbish an existing building 2% 
Should come from reserve funds not customers 2% 
Against project all together 2% 
Lack of information to make an informed decision 2% 
Build it smart / keep future growth in mind 1% 
Compare leasing versus new build 1% 
Customers should not have to pay 1% 
Lease / rent building 1% 
Should have been done years ago 1% 
Proposed budget seems too low <1% 
Municipality should help finance <1% 
Savings should be passed onto the customer <1% 
Business / developers should pay <1% 
Should be mortgage financed <1% 
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62% 

“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 

To enable construction of dedicated Rapid Transit Bus Lanes in the Hwy #2 corridor in Pickering, Elexicon is required to 
relocate existing underground feeder infrastructure located in the right of way intended for the bus lanes. Elexicon and its 
customers are responsible for a portion of this cost, estimated to be $2.8 million. While performing this work, Elexicon will 
have an opportunity to replace or upgrade any equipment, as necessary. 

 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $0.10 - $0.15 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 
residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $0.25 - $0.30 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 

small business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $27.95 - $35.70 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the 
average large business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

"Do you consider the level of investment proposed 
for this underground infrastructure project to be 
very appropriate, somewhat appropriate, or not 

appropriate? " 

ICM Project #3: Underground System Relocation in Pickering 
to Enable Regional Bus Rapid Transit 

 

 

Somewhat Very 
appropriate appropriate 

Not very 31%  31%   Need more information / unclear 2% 
appropriate     Unsure Costs should be covered by transit users 2% 

19%     19% Municipality should pay 2% 
      Should be paid for by investors 1% 
      Will improve reliability 1% 
      Poor planning 1% 

 
 

Slightly more six in ten said the 
level of investment is appropriate, 
less than two in ten not 
appropriate, and an equal number 
did not know. 

 

 
Nearly three-quarters had no comments, 
but most of those that did (14%) referenced 
the belief that costs should be incurred by 
users, those affected, by ratepayers, or 
municipalities. 

Unsure / none 74% 
Residents / communities affected should pay 6% 
Should be a priority 3% 
Project should be covered by taxpayers 3% 
Project not a priority 3% 

 

Project should be completed quickly as possible 1% 
Disagree with project 1% 
Will raise rates <1% 
Should be Elexicon's responsibility <1% 
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“What type of information about the three proposed ICM projects would give you the most 

confidence that Elexicon is acting in the best interest of their customers in mind?” 

 

37% Why Elexicon could not build these projects without seeking rate increases 

15% Why the chosen design and size are optimal 

 

11% Why the projects cannot be built for less 

5% Why the projects cannot be reasonably delayed 

 

2% Why these projects could not be built in other areas 

29% Unsure 

 

 
 

Most named was why Elexicon could not build these projects without 
seeking rate increases, followed by why the chosen designs and sizes 
are optimal and then why they cannot be built for less. Almost three 
in ten answered do not know or were unsure. 

In the final question about the three ICM projects, respondents were asked which of five options 
presented would give them the most confidence that Elexicon is acting in their best interest. 
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“In the future, what is your preferred method to have Elexicon consult with you about topics similar 

to what we discussed?” 

“As a result of taking this survey, would you agree that you have a better 
appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon must consider when 

making investment plans?” 

 
 
 

 

 
An almost seven in ten majority somewhat or completely agreed that they have a 
better appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon needs to consider 
when making investment plans. This compares to only 7% that somewhat or 
completely disagreed, while 19% gave a neutral (neither agree nor disagree) 
response, and 5% were unsure. 

 

 
Customers were asked about their preferred method to have Elexicon consult with them on similar 
topics. Below are the percentage of counts or the responses for each category, revealing that by far, 
most favour online surveys. 

 
 
 
 

Online Surveys 93% 
Live Online Presentations and Q&A Sessions 13% 
In-Person Townhall Meetings 8% 
In-Person Focus Groups 5% 
Phone Surveys 3% 
Mail 1% 
Bill inserts 1% 
General email <1% 
Newspaper <1% 

Somewhat 
agree 
43% 

Completely 
agree 
26% 

Neutral 
19% 

Completely 
disagree 

3% 

Somewhat 
disagree 

4% 

Unsure 
5% 

69% 
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“Do you have any other comments, questions, or suggestions that you would like Elexicon to 

consider as it develops its capital plans for the coming years?” 

 

The percentage of customers that want to be engaged on a yearly basis (once & more 
than once a year) is 60%, while a third named every 2-3 years. Only 5% stated every five 
years and 3% were unsure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Unsure / none N=218 83% Support upgrades N=1 <1% 
Lower rates N=12 5% Create jobs N=1 <1% 
Promote Green Energy N=5 2% Move to online payments only N=1 <1% 
Limit increases to most needed projects N=2 1% Improve customer service N=1 <1% 
Removal of overhead wires N=2 1% Would like data from Smart Meter N=1 <1% 
Invest in an outage communication system N=2 1% Capital costs should’ve been pre-planned N=1 <1% 
App to monitor usage N=2 1% Upgrades should not impact customers N=1 <1% 
More tools to help manage electricity use N=2 1% Upgrades too costly N=1 <1% 
Keep the utilities public / local N=2 1% Should not pay for new subdivisions N=1 <1% 
Amount and length of outages too high N=1 <1% Trees are being cut down unnecessarily N=1 <1% 
Support Electric vehicles N=1 <1% More outreach needed N=1 <1% 
Stop all investment in Green Energy N=1 <1%    

Communities should cover costs N=1 <1%    

"How often should Elexicon engage its customers on matters such as those 
captured in this survey?" 

More than once a year 12% 

Once a year 48% 

Every 2-3 years 33% 

Every 5 years 5% 
 

Unsure 3% 
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“Firstly, please confirm that you reside in a household or work in an organization 

associated with an Elexicon customer account.” 

Yes N=600 100% 
 

“What is the municipality associated 

with the Elexicon customer account?” 

Whitby 

Ajax 

29% 

18% 
The initial questions were demographic. First 
respondents were screened to ensure they 

“To provide better context for your responses, please confirm whether you are 

completing this survey as a Residential Customer or a Business Customer.” 

“In your <household / business> what is your role with respect to paying for the cost of electricity? 

Are you primarily responsible, partially responsible, or not responsible for paying the electricity bill?” 

Telephone Survey Results 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Pickering 17% were Elexicon customers, then they were 
Belleville 10% probed about where they live, the client 
Clarington 8% segment they belonged to, and if they are 

Gravenhurst 7% responsible for paying the electricity bill. 

Port Hope 5%  

Brock 3%  

Scugog 2%  

Uxbridge 2%  

 
 
 
 
 

Residential N=524 87% 

Small Business (monthly electricity bill below $2,500) N=70 12% 

Large Business (monthly electricity bill above $2,500) N=6 1% 
 
 
 
 

 
I am primarily responsible for paying my household’s electricity bill N=466 78% 

I share the responsibility for paying my household’s electricity bill N=58 10% 

I am the person responsible for managing my organization’s electricity bill N=42 7% 

I am the person overseeing the management of my organization’s electricity bill N=34 6% 

Telephone respondents were read background information about Elexicon. They were also told 
that a main objective of the online poll was to learn how Elexicon’s investment plans can best 
reflect the needs and preferences of its customers. 
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Unsure / none 30% Good customer service 1% 
No problems / satisfied 24% Poor customer service /long waits 1% 
Reliable / stable service 14% No notice for planned outages 1% 
Hydro rates are high / expensive 13% Simplify billing / payment methods 1% 
Poor service / interruptions / outages 10% Dislike time of use / simplify / change 1% 
No experience / new customers 2% Lack of follow up 1% 
Old / outdated Infrastructure 2% Billing problems <1% 

 

Respondents were next read an explanation of the three major cost components of their electricity 
bill: Generation, Transmission and Distribution – and the portion retained by Elexicon. They were 
advised that the information collected in the survey related only to their local electricity distributor 
Elexicon, after which questions were asked. 

“In your own words, what 

are the reasons for your 

current level of 

satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with 

Elexicon as expressed in 

your last response?” 

 

General Questions 

 

"When did you first become aware of the merger between Whitby Hydro and 
Veridian to create Elexicon?" 

 
 

Less than a year 16% 

Unsure 7% 

This survey 6% 

More than a year 
71% 

 

 
Seventy-one percent became aware more than one year 
ago, including all (N=6) large businesses, 77% of small 
businesses, and 70% of residential customers. 

 
 

 
 
 

Comments were accepted at the end of the question and results have been coded into the categories below. 
 

"Overall, how satisfied are you with the services Elexicon provides you with?" 

Seventy-two percent of all 
respondents were somewhat or very 
satisfied, including all large 
businesses, 72% of residential 
customers, but a lower 67% of small 
businesses. 

Neutral 15% 

72% 

Somewhat Highly 
satisfied satisfied 

  36% 36%  

Highly 
dissatisfied 

4% 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

6% 
Unsure 3% 

TOTAL SATISIFIED 

Residential 72% 
Small Bus 67% 
Large Bus N=6 
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Residential 32% 
Small Bus 43% 
Large Bus   N=1 

Residential 40% 
Small Bus 45% 
Large Bus N=5 

"If you plan to purchase a vehicle in the next five years, how likely are you to 
consider purchasing an electric vehicle?" 

Somewhat likely 
31% 

Not at all likely 

21% Not very likely 
18% 

Very likely 
16% 

Not applicable Unsure 
7% 7% 

47% 

TOTAL LIKELY 
Residential 45% 
Small Bus 61% 
Large Bus N=2 

 

 
TOTAL AGREE 
BY SEGMENT 

 

 

 

Thirty-three percent of all respondents agreed their monthly bill is a major expense affecting priorities, with 
small businesses most likely to agree at 43%. More than four in ten or 41% agreed or were satisfied with 
how their questions were resolved, compared to only 12% that disagreed or were not satisfied – with 
businesses being more satisfied (total agree). 

 
 

 

 

There is strong overall interest at 47%, with those in the small business cohort showing the strongest 
interest. 

“Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements using a scale from one (strongly 

disagree) to five (strongly agree).” 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Unsure Not 
applicable 

“The amount of my monthly 
electricity bill is a major expense 
item for my family / business and 
requires me to go without some 
other important priorities” 

 
 

20% 

 
 

24% 

 
 

22% 

 
 

24% 

 
 

9% 

 
 

1% 

 
 

- 

“When I had specific questions or 
requests for Elexicon or its 
predecessors, I was satisfied with 
how they were resolved” 

 

 
4% 

 

 
8% 

 

 
19% 

 

 
21% 

 

 
20% 

 

 
1% 

 

 
27% 
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Two questions about outages over the past year were asked, the first about how many times the power has been 
out, and second related to the length of time they lasted. 

“In 2019, an average Elexicon customer 

experienced 1.28 outages. Thinking back to your 

experience over the past year, how many times 

has the power been out at your <home / business> 

to the best of your recollection?” 

 0 7% 

1 15% 

2 31% 

3 14% 

More than 3 26% 

Not Sure 8% 

 

“In 2019, Elexicon customers experienced power 

outages lasting an average of 1.63 hours. Thinking 

back to your experience, please estimate how long 

your power outages lasted on average? Please 

select from the following options based on your 

best estimate:” 

 Under 30 minutes 23% 

Under 1 hour 21% 

Between 1 and 2 hours 21% 

Longer than 2 hours 25% 

Not Sure 10% 

 

"How likely are you to become involved in self-generation of electricity at your 
<residence>>/<<business> over the next five years (for example, by installing solar 

panels)?" 
Not at all likely 

29% 
Not very likely 

27% Somewhat 
likely 
17% 

 
 
 
 
 

Very likely 

9% Already 
involved 

2% 

 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 

8% Unsure 8% 

 

26% 
 

TOTAL LIKELY 
Residential 25% 
Small Bus 30% 
Large Bus N=2 

 

 

Twenty-six percent said they are somewhat (17%) or very likely (9%) to become involved in self 
generation, with results higher among small businesses. 
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“When power outages do occur, which aspect of them 

has been most inconvenient for you? 

“When there is a power outage, how do you interact 

with Elexicon Energy?” 

 

Seventy-two percent are satisfied or very 
satisfied with service reliability with 
residential customers (74%), with 4 of the 
N=6 large businesses being more satisfied 
than small businesses (62%). 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How long the outages have lasted 48% I check the outage map online 38% 
How often the outages have occurred 19% I do not take any steps 29% 
Not Sure 15% I phone the outage number posted on the website 21% 
Impact it has on my electronics / computers 8% I check Twitter 6% 
None / no inconveniences 4% Telephone call 4% 
Both how often & how long 3% Unsure 2% 
Getting info from Elexicon / contact  2% No experience 1% 
Timing / when they occur 1% Radio <1% 

 
 

The length of an outage is of most concern to 48%, followed by how often they occur (19%). When 
then asked how they interact with Elexicon during an outage, 38% check the map online and 21% 
phone the number on the website, while an additional 4% just said a telephone call. 

“Which of the following options best represents your overall satisfaction with service 

reliability over the last few years?” 
Highly 

satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

31% 

41% 

Highly 
dissatisfied 

4% 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

12% 
Neutral 10% 

Unsure 2% 

Customers were next probed about reliability, starting with an overall satisfaction question. There were then 
asked two semi-open follow-ups about what most inconvenienced them during outages and how they interact 
with Elexicon during these events. 

72% 

TOTAL SATISFIED 
Residential 74% 
Small Bus 62% 
Large Bus N=4 
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"Please indicate your level of interest in the following: When an 
outage occurs, are you interested in receiving notifications sent 
to your phone (via text or voice to landline) about its cause and 

anticipated restoration time?" 
 

 

No 10% Unsure 3% 
 

 
 
 

Yes 87% 

Interest is very high 
at 87%, and 
especially among 
businesses. 

 
 
 
 
 

“To manage the impact of power outages, Elexicon replaces aging infrastructure, trims trees 

near powerlines, and invests in equipment that helps restore service faster. Which of the 

following statements best represents your views on what level of reliability Elexicon should 

target?” 
 Elexicon should spend more on reliability, but less in other areas that also affect customers, if 

this can help avoid some bill increases 
38% 

Elexicon should maintain current reliability levels, even if it gradually increases my monthly 
electricity bill in the long term 

37% 

Elexicon should invest more to improve reliability, and I would accept a larger increase to my 
monthly bill in the long term to achieve this 

12% 

Not Sure 10% 

Maintain reliability and do not raise prices 3% 

Elexicon should invest less in outage prevention to reduce the impact of future bill increases, 
even if it potentially means more and longer outages for myself and others 

1% 

An almost equal number support spending more on reliability and less on other areas 
(to avoid some bill increases) and maintaining current reliability, even if it increases 
monthly bills in the long term. 

 
 

“Elexicon can prevent more outages caused by aging equipment if it proactively replaces more 

equipment before it fails. Another option is to wait and replace equipment only after it fails, 

which potentially causes more service interruptions and leads to extra costs such as staff 

overtime. Which of the following options best describes your views on this trade-off?” 
 Elexicon should replace more equipment before it fails, spending more today to prevent future 

outages and keep bill increases predictable 
85% 

Not Sure 7% 

Elexicon should wait until more equipment fails, reducing its spending today, even if this causes 
more future outages and unpredictable bill increases down the road 

5% 

Maintenance on a schedule and no rate increases 4% 

 

A very strong majority of 85% feel equipment should be replaced before it fails. 

TOTAL INTEREST 
Residential 86% 
Small Bus 94% 
Large Bus N=6 
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“Please choose two of the following objectives that you think Elexicon should focus its efforts on, in 

addition to keeping the system safe and accommodating new growth in the coming years.” 

“Aside from investments to support customer growth, Elexicon currently plans to spend about 73% 

of its remaining five-year budget on managing reliability, 22% on efficiency, health, and safety of its 

own operations, and 5% on the technical upkeep of its power grid.” 

“Do you consider this plan satisfactory, or would you prefer to allocate more budget towards one of 

those three categories above the others?” 

 
 
 
 

 First 
mention 

Second 
mention 

Combined 

Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, 

floods, or freezing rain 

32% 30% 31% 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like electric vehicles and 

renewable generation 

22% 12% 17% 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 12% 20% 16% 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 6% 20% 13% 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 11% 9% 10% 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 11% 5% 8% 

Improving power quality 4% 3% 4% 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 2% 1% 2% 

Improving the grid’s resilience to major events is the number one, two, and combined 
choice. The next highest in terms of combined results is preparing the grid for new uses, 
followed by investing in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029. 

45% of customers who are dissatisfied with reliability listed minimizing outage impacts 
in their top two priorities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I am satisfied with the planned allocation based on what I know 53% 

I would prefer to spend more on the technical upkeep of the power grid and less on the other two 16% 

Not Sure 14% 

I would prefer to spend more on reliability and less on the other two 11% 

I would prefer to spend more on efficiency, health, and safety of operations and less on the other two 6% 
 

A slim majority or 53% are satisfied with the planned allocation, next followed by those 
wanting more spent on technical upkeep (16%) and reliability (11%). Only 6% want more 
spent-on efficiency, health, and safety, while 11% were unsure. 

“Elexicon’s top spending priority is always to keep its power system and operations safe. With its 

budget staying nearly flat through 2029, Elexicon will face tough trade-offs when selecting among 

other investment priorities.” 
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“To the best of your knowledge, does your place of <residence>/<business> 
currently receive power via a rear-lot line?” 

Unsure 3% 

“Elexicon has several options to consider for how it schedules the rear-lot conversion work. Which of 

the following options do you see as most preferred?” 

No 84% Yes 13% 

Customers were read a description of rear-lot overhead power lines, the challenges they face, and the cost of 
conversion to underground lines. They were then asked the following two questions. 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Move lines underground and plan work geographically, finishing all work in one area before moving 
elsewhere. While concentrating the work in a single community for a shorter timeframe is less 
inconvenient to local residents, it could leave vulnerable rear-lot feeders in other communities 
unaddressed for longer. 

 

39% 

Move lines underground and plan work according to worst performing areas. This spreads the work 
across Elexicon’s service territory over time but may mean that there may be multiple construction- 
related disruptions. 

 
24% 

Maintain the status quo – keep the overhead lines in the rear lots, replacing them as they fail. While 
budgets can be used elsewhere, it will leave area customers vulnerable to longer than average outages. 22% 

Not Sure 15% 

 

While no option received majority preference, most named was moving lines underground 
and working geographically, while the other two alternatives received roughly the same 
percentage of responses. 

“Part of Elexicon’s future planning involves investing in grid management technologies that will help it 

manage the impact of more Electric Vehicles, Renewable Generation, and Energy Storage. Like with all 

budgeting decisions, investing in new technology today requires making trade-offs. How supportive 

are you of Elexicon’s intent to invest in future technologies at this time?” 

Highly 

Somewhat 
supportive 

36% 

supportive 
41% 

Highly 
unsupportive 

4% 

Somewhat 
unsupportive 

4% 

Neutral 11% 

Unsure 4% 

77% 
Support for investing in new 
technologies is at a strong 77%. 

TOTAL SUPPORTIVE 
Residential 76% 
Small Bus 80% 
Large Bus N=6 
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“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 

Somewhat 
appropriate 

Very 

Elexicon will request special rate increases for these projects since it cannot finance them along with its other budgetary 
priorities. These requests are reviewed by the OEB through a process known as the Incremental Capital Module (ICM). 

 
The first project is a large new Transformer Station in the Pickering area, required to support the residential and commercial 
growth that is projected to add as many as 32,000 new customers over the next 20 years. Elexicon estimates that to avoid 
system capacity shortages, the station needs to be in service in 2022. 

 
The project is expected to cost about $40 million, which amounts to an approximate: 

 

• $1.45 - $1.85 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• 2.90 - $3.60 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average small business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• $280.95 - $343.40 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average large business customer in the Veridian rate 
zone. 

Next, online participants were read background information about three projects that Elexicon plans to seek 
approval for additional rate increases. They were informed that two projects are driven by population growth 
and the third is needed to sustain operations in the Belleville area. 

Unsure / none 81% 
If it is necessary / if needed / get it done 8% 
Developers should pay a higher portion of cost 3% 
Customers affected should pay 3% 
Against the proposed project all together 1% 
Do not increase rates 1% 
Better cost-efficient solutions are needed 1% 
Do not want to pay for other communities 1% 
More renewable energy needed 1% 
Should focus on conservation 1% 
Apply new rates for new customers <1% 
Too costly <1% 

 

"To what degree do you consider the level of 
proposed investments in the Transformer Station 

appropriate? 

 

ICM Project #1: New Pickering Area Transformer Station 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Seventy-three percent consider the 
level of investment appropriate 
(somewhat & very), only 11% do not 
feel it appropriate, and 17% were 
undecided. More than 80% had no 
comments, with those that did being 
split over support and wanting 
alternative costing options. 

41% 
appropriate 

32% 

Not very 
appropriate 

11% 

Unsure 
17% 

73% 

TOTAL SUPPORTIVE 

Residential 71% 
Small Bus 78% 
Large Bus N=5 



27  

The second project for funding is a new Operations Centre in Belleville to accommodate staff and equipment involved in 
providing customer service and responding to local power outages. The lease on the existing facility is set to expire in 2021 
and cannot be renewed. Having considered all feasible options, Elexicon determined that owning a new facility is the most 
cost-effective option for customers in the long term. 

 
The project is expected to cost about $2.6 million, which amounts to an approximate 

 

• $0.10 - $0.15 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• $0.25 - $0.30 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average small business customer in the Veridian rate 
zone. 

• $2.6 million, which amounts to an approximate $18.35 - $23.50 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 
large business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

ICM Project #2: Accommodating the Move of the Belleville 
Operations Centre 

 

 
“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 

 
 

 
Somewhat 

appropriate 
38% 

Very 
appropriate 

36% 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Almost three-quarters consider the 
level of investment appropriate, with 
results very strong among businesses. 
Most had no comments or thoughts to 
share. Comments were spread among 
those supporting the project and others 
opposed to having to pay for it. 

74% 

"To what degree do you consider the level of 
proposed investments in the Operations Centre 

appropriate?" 

 Customers should not have to pay 1% 
   Against project all together 1% 

Not very  Unsure Consider lease / renting building 1% 
appropriate 

10% 
 16% Build it smart / keep future growth in mind 

Business / developers should pay 
1% 
<1% 

 

TOTAL SUPPORTIVE 
Residential 72% 
Small Bus 87% 
Large Bus N=6 

 

 Unsure / none 88% 
It is a required investment / reasonable / needed 4% 
Customers / communities affected should pay 3% 
Lack of information to make an informed decision 2% 

 Refurbish an existing building 2% 
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Not very 
appropriate 

19% 

30% 
34% 

Unsure 
17% 

64% 

TOTAL SUPPORTIVE 
Residential 62% 
Small Bus 74% 
Large Bus N=6 

“Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with 

respect to this project?” 

Project should be covered by taxpayers 
Costs should be covered by transit users 
Need more information / unclear 
Complete as efficiently and quickly as possible 
Will improve reliability 
Project not a priority 
Municipality should pay 
Transit is important / needed for growth 
Should be paid for by investors 
Poor planning 
Will raise rates 
Disagree with project 

3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 

To enable construction of dedicated Rapid Transit Bus Lanes in the Hwy #2 corridor in Pickering, Elexicon is required to 
relocate existing underground feeder infrastructure located in the right of way intended for the bus lanes. Elexicon and its 
customers are responsible for a portion of this cost, estimated to be $2.8 million. While performing this work, Elexicon will 
have an opportunity to replace or upgrade any equipment, as necessary. 

 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $0.10 - $0.15 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 
residential customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $0.25 - $0.30 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the average 

small business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

• The project’s cost is equivalent to an approximate $27.95 - $35.70 bill increase per month starting in 2022 for the 
average large business customer in the Veridian rate zone. 

ICM Project #3: Underground System Relocation in Pickering 
to Enable Regional Bus Rapid Transit 

 

 
 

Somewhat Very 
appropriate 

appropriate 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Results were lowest for this project 
with 64% saying the project was 
somewhat or very appropriate. While 
some comments expressed support, 
others reflected the belief that 
funding or costing should come from 
others, such as affected users and 
municipalities. 

Unsure / none 76% 
Customers / communities affected should pay 5% 
Should be a priority 4% 

 

"Do you consider the level of investment proposed 
for this underground infrastructure project to be 
very appropriate, somewhat appropriate, or not 

appropriate? " 
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“What type of information about the three proposed ICM projects would give you the most 

confidence that Elexicon is acting in the best interest of their customers in mind?” 

 

39% Why Elexicon could not build these projects without seeking rate increases 

16% Why the chosen design and size are optimal 

 

14% Why the projects cannot be built for less 

6% Why the projects cannot be reasonably delayed 

 

2% Why these projects could not be built in other areas 

23% Unsure 

 

 
 

Most named was why Elexicon could not build these projects without 
seeking rate increases, followed by why the chosen designs and sizes 
are optimal and then why they cannot be built for less. Twenty-three 
percent answered do not know or were unsure. 

In the final question about the three ICM projects, respondents were asked which of five options 
would give them the most confidence that Elexicon is acting in their best interest. 
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“As a result of taking this survey, would you agree that you have a better 
appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon must consider when 

making investment plans?” 

Somewhat 
agree 
38% 

Neutral 
21% 

Completely 
agree 
25% 

Completely Somewhat 
disagree disagree 

5% 6% 
Unsure 

5% 

63% 

TOTAL AGREE 

Residential 64% 
Small Bus 59% 
Large Bus N=4 

 
 

 

Sixty-three percent somewhat or completely agreed that they have a better 
appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon needs to consider when making 
investment plans. This compares to 11% that somewhat or completely disagreed, while 
21% gave a neutral (neither agree nor disagree) response and 5% were unsure. 
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“In the future, what is your preferred method to have Elexicon consult with you about topics similar 

to what we discussed?” 

"How often should Elexicon engage its customers on matters such as 
those captured in this survey?" 

More than once a year 9% 

Once a year 51% 

Every 2-3 years 31% 

Every 5 years 4% 
 

Unsure 5% 

Customers were asked about their preferred method to have Elexicon consult with them on similar 
topics. Below are the percentage of counts or the responses for each category. 

 

Live Online Presentations and Q&A Sessions 33% 
Email 22% 
Online Surveys 20% 
Unsure 15% 
Bill inserts 14% 
In-Person Townhall Meetings 7% 
Phone Surveys 2% 
In-Person Focus Groups 2% 
Mail 1% 
Newspaper 1% 

 
 

 

 

Once a year is how often a small majority want to be engaged, followed by 31% that 
named every 2-3 years, 9% more than once a year, and only 4% every five years. 
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Unsure / none N=467 78% 
Lower rates N=51 9% 
Limit increases to most needed projects N=18 3% 
Promote Green Energy N=12 2% 
Do most needed first N=10 2% 
Upgrades too costly N=8 1% 
Improve customer service N=6 1% 
More energy savings advice N=5 1% 
More outreach needed N=5 1% 
Amount and length of outages too high N=3 1% 
Communities should cover costs N=3 1% 
Support upgrades N=3 1% 
Upgrades should not impact customers N=3 1% 
Support Electric vehicles N=2 <1% 
Removal of overhead wires N=2 <1% 
The projects should have been planned N=1 <1% 
We should not pay for new developments N=1 <1% 

“Do you have any other comments, questions, or suggestions that you would like Elexicon to 

consider as it develops its capital plans for the coming years?” 
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Online Results by Question 
Q1.Firstly, please confirm that you reside in a 

household or work in an organization associated 

with an Elexicon customer account. 

 
N Percent 

 Yes 262 100.0 

 

Q01B.What is the municipality associated with the Elexicon customer account? 

 
N Percent 

 Whitby 75 28.6 
Ajax 61 23.3 
Pickering 43 16.4 
Belleville 19 7.3 
Clarington (Bowmanville, Orono, Newcastle) 19 7.3 
Gravenhurst 19 7.3 
Port Hope 11 4.2 
Brock (Beaverton, Cannington, Sunderland) 7 2.7 
Port Perry 7 2.7 
Uxbridge 1 .4 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q02.To provide better context for your responses, 

please confirm whether you are completing this survey 

as a Residential Customer or a Business Customer. 

 
N Percent 

 Residential 262 100.0 

 

Q03.In your <household/business> what is your role with respect to paying for the cost of electricity? Are you 

primarily responsible, partially responsible, or not responsible for paying the electricity bill? 

 N Percent 

 I am primarily responsible for paying my household’s electricity bill 233 88.9 
I share the responsibility for paying my household’s electricity bill 29 11.1 
Total 262 100.0 
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Q1.When did you first become aware of the merger between Veridian 
Connections and Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation to form Elexicon? 

 N Percent 
 More than a year ago 183 69.8 

Less than a year ago 40 15.3 
Was not aware until this survey 19 7.3 
Not Sure 20 7.6 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q2A.Overall, how satisfied are you with the services Elexicon provides you with? 

 
N Percent 

 Highly Satisfied 92 35.1 
Somewhat Satisfied 90 34.4 
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 45 17.2 

Somewhat Dissatisfied 17 6.5 

Highly Dissatisfied 10 3.8 

Not Sure 8 3.1 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q2B. In your own words, what are the reasons for your current level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
Elexicon as expressed in your last response? 

 N Percent 

 No problems / satisfied 59 22.5 

Unsure 55 21.0 

Reliable / stable service 33 12.6 

Poor service / interruptions in service 29 11.1 

Hydro rates are high / expensive 23 8.8 

No change 10 3.8 

Old / outdated Infrastructure 7 2.7 

Dislike time of use / need to simplify / change 6 2.3 

No notice for planned outages 5 1.9 

No experience / new customers / too soon to rate 5 1.9 

Poor costumer service /long waits 5 1.9 

Service has improved 5 1.9 

Website problems / issues 4 1.5 

Simplify billing / payment methods 3 1.1 

Billing problems 3 1.1 

Good customer service 3 1.1 

The transition has been seamless 2 .8 

Need alternative energy options 2 .8 

Cannot compare due to the monopoly 1 .4 

Lack of follow up 1 .4 

Give rebates 1 .4 

Total 262 100.0 
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Q3.“The amount of my monthly electricity bill is a major expense item for my family and requires me to go 
without some other important priorities.” 

 N Percent 

 Strongly Disagree 65 24.8 
Somewhat Disagree 52 19.8 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 71 27.1 
Somewhat Agree 54 20.6 
Strongly Agree 18 6.9 
Not Sure 2 .8 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q4.“When I had specific questions or requests for Elexicon or its 

predecessors, I was satisfied with how they were resolved.” 

 N Percent 

 Strongly Agree 51 19.5 
Somewhat Agree 46 17.6 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 50 19.1 
Somewhat Disagree 24 9.2 
Strongly Disagree 9 3.4 
Not Applicable 82 31.3 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q5.If you plan to purchase a vehicle in the next five years, how likely are you to consider purchasing an electric vehicle? 
 N Percent 
 Very Likely 40 15.3 

Somewhat Likely 75 28.6 

Not Very Likely 49 18.7 

Not Likely at All 56 21.4 

Not Applicable 22 8.4 

Not Sure 20 7.6 

Total 262 100.0 

 
Q6.How likely are you to become involved in self-generation of electricity at your place of residence 

over the next five years (for example, by installing solar panels)? 
 N Valid Percent 

 I am already involved in self generation 6 2.3 
Very Likely 22 8.4 
Somewhat Likely 46 17.6 
Not Very Likely 78 29.8 
Not Likely at All 67 25.6 
Not Applicable (e.g., housing situation does not permit) 27 10.3 
Not Sure 16 6.1 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q7. In 2019, an average Elexicon customer 
experienced 1.28 outages. Thinking back to your 
experience over the past year, how many times 
has the power been out at… 

 N Percent 

 0 21 8.0 
1 37 14.1 
2 77 29.4 
3 33 12.6 
More than 3 64 24.4 
Not Sure 30 11.5 
Total 262 100.0 
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Q8.In 2019, Elexicon customers experienced power outages lasting an 

average of 1.63 hours. Thinking back to your experience, please 
estimate how long your power outages lasted on average? 

 N Percent 

 Under 30 minutes 52 19.8 
Under 1 hour 58 22.1 
Between 1 and 2 hours 57 21.8 
Longer than 2 hours 56 21.4 
Not Sure 39 14.9 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q9.Which of the following options best represents your overall satisfaction with 

service reliability over the last few years? 
 N Percent 

 Very Satisfied 111 42.4 
Somewhat Satisfied 88 33.6 
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 24 9.2 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 23 8.8 
Very Dissatisfied 8 3.1 
Not Sure 8 3.1 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q10.When power outages do occur, which aspect of them has been most inconvenient for you? 
 N Percent 

 How long the outages have lasted 114 43.5 
How often the outages have occurred 52 19.8 
Not Sure 42 16.0 
Impact it has on my electronics / computers 19 7.3 
None / no inconveniences 11 4.2 
Getting information from Elexicon / contact with (duration, restoration, etc.) 8 3.1 
Both how often & how long 8 3.1 
Timing / when they occur 5 1.9 
No heat / no cooling / appliances 3 1.1 
Total 262 100.0 

 

   Q11.When there is a power outage, how do you interact with Elexicon Energy? Select all that apply.  
 N Percent 

 I check the outage map online 98 37.4 

I do not take any steps 79 30.2 

I phone the outage number posted on the website 51 19.5 

I check Twitter 16 6.1 

Telephone call 7 2.7 

No experience 4 1.5 

I use both Twitter and Map 3 1.1 

Radio 2 .8 

Unsure 2 .8 

Total 262 100.0 
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Q12.Please indicate your level of interest in the following 
potential service offering: When an outage occurs, are 
you interested in receiving notifications sent to your 

phone (via text and/or voice to landline) about its cause 
and anticipated restoration time? 

 N Percent 

 Yes 226 86.3 
No 27 10.3 
Not Sure 9 3.4 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q13.To manage the impact of power outages, Elexicon replaces aging infrastructure, trims trees near powerlines, and 

invests in equipment that helps restore service faster. Which of the following statements best represents your views on 
what level of reliability Elexicon should target? 

 N Percent 
 Elexicon should spend more on reliability, but less in other areas that also affect customers, if 

this can help avoid some bill increases. 
97 37.0 

Elexicon should maintain current reliability levels, even if it gradually increases my monthly 
electricity bill in the Long term 

83 31.7 

Elexicon should invest more to improve reliability, and I would accept a larger increase to my 
monthly bill in the long term 

32 12.2 

Not Sure 30 11.5 

Maintain reliability & do not raise prices 11 4.2 

Elexicon should invest less in outage prevention to reduce the impact of future bill increases, 
even if it potentially m 

7 2.7 

Provide better service overall 2 .8 

Total 262 100.0 

 
Q14 Which of the following options best describes your views on this trade-off? 

 N Percent 

 Elexicon should replace more equipment before it fails, spending more today to prevent future 
outages and keep bill increases predictable 

212 80.9 

Not Sure 25 9.5 

Elexicon should wait until more equipment fails, reducing its spending today, even if this causes 
more future outages and unpredictable bill increases down the road 

13 5.0 

Maintenance on a schedule & no rate increases 10 3.8 

Invest in better equipment 2 .8 

Total 262 100.0 

 

Q15. Please select two potential objectives from the following list that you think Elexicon should focus 
its efforts on in addition to keeping the system safe and accommodating new growth in the coming years. 
 Q15 FIRST CHOICE N Percent 

 Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, floods, or freezing rain 74 28.2 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like electric vehicles and renewable generation 61 23.3 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 34 13.0 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 31 11.8 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 25 9.5 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 18 6.9 

Improving power quality 13 5.0 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 6 2.3 

Total 262 100.0 



38  

 Q15 SECOND CHOICE N Percent 

 Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, floods, or freezing rain 82 31.3 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 52 19.8 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 51 19.5 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like electric vehicles and renewable generation 30 11.5 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 25 9.5 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 13 5.0 

Improving power quality 6 2.3 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 3 1.1 

Total 262 100.0 

 
Q16. Aside from investments to support customer growth, Elexicon currently plans to spend about 73% of its remaining five-year 
budget on managing reliability, 22% on efficiency, health, and safety of its own operations, and 5% on the technical upkeep of its 
power grid. Do you consider this plan satisfactory, or would you prefer to allocate more budget towards one of those three 
categories above the others? 

 N Percent 

 I am satisfied with the planned allocation based on what I know 130 49.6 

I would prefer to spend more on the technical upkeep of the power grid and less on the other 
two 

48 18.3 

Not Sure 43 16.4 

I would prefer to spend more on reliability and less on the other two 22 8.4 

I would prefer to spend more on efficiency, health, and safety of operations and less on the 
other two 

19 7.3 

Total 262 100.0 

 
Q17. Part of Elexicon’s future planning involves investing in grid management 
technologies that will help it manage the impact of more Electric Vehicles, 
Renewable Generation, and Energy Storage. Like with all budgeting decisions, 
investing in new technology today requires making trade-offs. How supportive are 
you of Elexicon’s intent to invest in future technologies at this time? 

 N Percent 

 Highly Supportive 91 34.7 
Somewhat Supportive 102 38.9 
Neither Supportive nor Unsupportive 32 12.2 
Somewhat Unsupportive 15 5.7 
Highly Unsupportive 9 3.4 
Not Sure 13 5.0 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q18. To the best of your knowledge, does your place 
of residence / business currently receive power via a 
rear-lot line? 

 N Percent 

 Yes 29 11.1 
No 192 73.3 
Not Sure 41 15.6 
Total 262 100.0 



 

Q19. Elexicon has several options to consider for how it schedules the rear-lot conversion work. Which of the following options 
do you see as most preferred? 

 N Percent 

 Maintain the status quo – keep all the lines overhead in the rear lots, replacing them as they fail. 45 17.2 

Move lines underground and plan work according to worst performing areas. 
57 21.8 

Move lines underground and plan work geographically, finishing all work in one area before moving 
elsewhere. 

100 38.2 

Not Sure 
60 22.9 

Total 
262 100.0 

 
Q20.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 
investments in the Transformer Station appropriate? 

 N Percent 
 Very Appropriate 72 27.5 

Somewhat Appropriate 105 40.1 
Not Very Appropriate 31 11.8 
Not Sure / Cannot Rate 54 20.6 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q21.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this project? 

 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 184 70.2 
Customers affected should pay 17 6.5 
Developers should be covering a higher portion of the cost 15 5.7 
Against the proposed project all together 9 3.4 
If it is necessary / if needed / get it done 9 3.4 
Better cost-efficient solutions are needed 9 3.4 
Do not want to pay for other communities 5 1.9 
Do not increase rates 3 1.1 
Not enough information to make a decision 3 1.1 
Safely and reliability 2 .8 
More renewable energy sources such as solar or wind 2 .8 
Too costly 2 .8 
Make sure there is a backup plan 1 .4 
Should focus on conservation 1 .4 
Total 262 100.0 

Q22.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 
investments in the Operations Centre appropriate? 

 N Percent 

 Very Appropriate 84 32.1 

Somewhat Appropriate 96 36.6 

Not Very Appropriate 29 11.1 

Not Sure / Cannot Rate 53 20.2 

Total 262 100.0 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
39 
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Q23.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this proposed project? 
 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 207 79.0 
Customers / communities affected should pay 11 4.2 
It is a required investment / reasonable / needed 8 3.1 
Refurbish an existing building 6 2.3 
Should come from reserve funds not customers 4 1.5 
Against project all together 4 1.5 
Lack of information to make an informed decision 4 1.5 
Build it smart / keep future growth in mind 3 1.1 
Compare leasing versus new build 3 1.1 
Customers should not have to pay 3 1.1 
Lease / rent building 2 .8 
Should have been done years ago 2 .8 
Proposed budget seems too low 1 .4 
Municipality should help finance 1 .4 
Savings should be passed onto the customer 1 .4 
Business / developers should pay 1 .4 
Should be mortgage financed 1 .4 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q24.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 
investments in the Underground System Relocation appropriate? 

 Frequency Percent 

 Very Appropriate 81 30.9 
Somewhat Appropriate 80 30.5 
Not Very Appropriate 51 19.5 
Not Sure / Cannot Rate 50 19.1 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q25.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this proposed project? 

 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 194 74.0 
Customers / residents / communities affected should pay 16 6.1 
Should be a priority 9 3.4 
Project should be covered by taxpayers 8 3.1 
Project not a priority 7 2.7 
Need more information / unclear 5 1.9 
Costs should be covered by transit users 5 1.9 
Municipality should pay 4 1.5 
Should be paid for by investors 3 1.1 
Will improve reliability 3 1.1 
Poor planning 2 .8 
Project should be completed as efficiently and quickly as possible 2 .8 
Disagree with project 2 .8 
Will raise rates 1 .4 
Should be Elexicon's responsibility 1 .4 
Total 262 100.0 
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Q26.What type of information about the three proposed ICM projects would give you the most confidence that Elexicon is acting 
with the best interest of their customers in mind? 

 N Percent 
 Why Elexicon could not build these projects without seeking rate increases 98 37.4 

Not Sure 76 29.0 
Why the chosen design and size are optimal 39 14.9 
Why the projects cannot be built for less 30 11.5 
Why the projects cannot be reasonably delayed 14 5.3 
Why these projects could not be built in other areas 5 1.9 
Total 262 100.0 

 
Q27.We’re almost done – we have only a few more questions to ask you. 
As a result of taking this survey, would you agree that you have a better 
appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon must consider when 
making investment plans? 

 N Percent 

 Completely Agree 69 26.3 
Somewhat Agree 112 42.7 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 50 19.1 
Somewhat Disagree 11 4.2 
Completely Disagree 7 2.7 
Not Sure 13 5.0 
Total 262 100.0 

 

Q28. To help Elexicon improve on customer engagement in the future, please identify your preferred ways for being 
consulted in the future on similar topics. 

MULTIPLES RESPONSES ACCEPTED Responses Percent of Cases 
N Percent 

 Online Surveys 244 74.8% 93.1% 

Phone Surveys 8 2.5% 3.1% 

In-Person Focus Groups 13 4.0% 5.0% 

In-Person Townhall Meetings 20 6.1% 7.6% 

Live Online Presentations and Q&A Sessions 35 10.7% 13.4% 

Mail 2 0.6% 0.8% 

Newspaper 1 0.3% 0.4% 

Bill inserts 2 0.6% 0.8% 

General email 1 0.3% 0.4% 

Total 326 100.0% 124.4% 

 
Q29.How often should Elexicon engage its customers on matters such 
as those captured in this survey? 

 N Percent 
 Once a Year 126 48.1 

Once Every 2-3 Years 86 32.8 
More Than Once a Year 31 11.8 
Once Every 5 Years 12 4.6 
Not Sure 7 2.7 
Total 262 100.0 
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Q30.Do you have any other comments, questions, or suggestions that you would like Elexicon to consider as it develops 
its capital plans for the coming years? 

 N Percent 
 Unsure / none 218 83.2 

Lower rates 12 4.6 

Promote Green Energy 5 1.9 

Limit increases to most needed projects 2 .8 

Removal of overhead wires 2 .8 

Invest in an outage communication system 2 .8 

App to monitor usage 2 .8 

More tools to help manage my electricity use 2 .8 

Keep the utilities public / local 2 .8 

Amount and length of outages too high 1 .4 

Support Electric vehicles 1 .4 

Stop all investment in Green Energy 1 .4 

Communities should cover costs 1 .4 

Support upgrades 1 .4 

Create jobs 1 .4 

Move to online payments only 1 .4 

Improve customer service 1 .4 

Would like to obtain data from Smart Meter 1 .4 

Capital costs should have been pre-planned 1 .4 

Upgrades should not impact customers 1 .4 

Upgrades too costly 1 .4 

The entire ratepayer base should not pay for expansion to new subdivisions. 1 .4 

Trees are being trimmed down / cut down unnecessarily 1 .4 

More outreach needed 1 .4 

Total 262 100.0 
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Telephone Results by Question 
Q1.Firstly, please confirm that you reside in a 

household or work in an organization associated 
with an Elexicon customer account. 

 Frequency Percent 
 Yes 600 100.0 

 
Q01B.What is the municipality associated with the Elexicon customer account? 

 N Percent 

 Whitby 173 28.8 
Ajax 107 17.8 
Pickering 103 17.2 
Belleville 60 10.0 
Clarington (Bowmanville, Orono, Newcastle) 45 7.5 
Gravenhurst 44 7.3 
Port Hope 27 4.5 
Brock (Beaverton, Cannington, Sunderland) 17 2.8 
Scugog 14 2.3 
Uxbridge 10 1.7 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q02.To provide better context for your responses, please confirm whether you are completing this survey 

as a Residential Customer or a Business Customer. 
 N Percent 

 Residential 524 87.3 
Small Business (monthly electricity bill below $2,500) 70 11.7 
Large Business (monthly electricity bill above $2,500) 6 1.0 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q03.In your <household/business> what is your role with respect to paying for the cost of electricity? Are you primarily 

responsible, partially responsible, or not responsible for paying the electricity bill? 
 N Percent 
 I am primarily responsible for paying my household’s electricity bill 466 77.7 

I share the responsibility for paying my household’s electricity bill 58 9.7 
I am the person responsible for managing my organization’s electricity bill 42 7.0 
I am the person overseeing the management of my organization’s electricity bill 34 5.7 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q1.When did you first become aware of the merger between Veridian 
Connections and Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation to form Elexicon? 

 N Percent 

 More than a year ago 426 71.0 
Less than a year ago 93 15.5 
Was not aware until this survey 36 6.0 
Not Sure 45 7.5 
Total 600 100.0 

   Q2A.Overall, how satisfied are you with the services Elexicon provides you with?  
 N Percent 

 Highly Satisfied 217 36.2 

Somewhat Satisfied 213 35.5 

Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 91 15.2 

Somewhat Dissatisfied 39 6.5 

Highly Dissatisfied 22 3.7 

Not Sure 18 3.0 

Total 600 100.0 



44  

 

Q2B. In your own words, what are the reasons for your current level of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with Elexicon as expressed in your last response? 

 N Percent 
 Unsure / none 178 29.7 

No problems / satisfied 146 24.3 
Reliable / stable service 82 13.7 
Hydro rates are high / expensive 75 12.5 
Poor service / interruptions / outages 61 10.2 
No experience / new customers / too soon to rate 12 2.0 
Old / outdated Infrastructure 11 1.8 
Good customer service 7 1.2 
Poor customer service /long wait times 7 1.2 
No notice for planned outages 6 1.0 
Simplify billing / payment methods 5 .8 
Dislike time of use / need to simplify / change 5 .8 
Lack of follow up 3 .5 
Billing problems 2 .3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q3.“The amount of my monthly electricity bill is a major expense item for my 
family and requires me to go without some other important priorities.” 

 N Percent 
 Strongly Disagree 119 19.8 

Somewhat Disagree 146 24.3 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 135 22.5 
Somewhat Agree 143 23.8 
Strongly Agree 53 8.8 
Not Sure 4 .7 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q4.“When I had specific questions or requests for Elexicon or its 
predecessors, I was satisfied with how they were resolved.” 

 N Percent 
 Strongly Agree 117 19.5 

Somewhat Agree 127 21.2 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 112 18.7 
Somewhat Disagree 49 8.2 
Strongly Disagree 26 4.3 
Not Applicable 163 27.2 
Unsure 6 1.0 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q5. If you plan to purchase a vehicle in the next five years, how likely are you to consider purchasing an 
electric vehicle? 

 N Percent 

 Very Likely 94 15.7 
Somewhat Likely 189 31.5 
Not Very Likely 107 17.8 
Not Likely at All 124 20.7 
Not Applicable 41 6.8 
Not Sure 45 7.5 
Total 600 100.0 
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Q6. How likely are you to become involved in self-generation of electricity at your place of residence over 
the next five years (for example, by installing solar panels)? 

 N Percent 

 I am already involved in self generation 15 2.5 
Very Likely 56 9.3 
Somewhat Likely 100 16.7 
Not Very Likely 164 27.3 
Not Likely at All 171 28.5 
Not Applicable (e.g., housing situation does not permit) 47 7.8 
Not Sure 47 7.8 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q7. In 2019, an average Elexicon customer experienced 
1.28 outages. Thinking back to your experience over the 
past year, how many times has the power been out at your 
home to the best of your recollection? 

 N Percent 

 0 42 7.0 
1 87 14.5 
2 184 30.7 
3 83 13.8 
More than 3 154 25.7 
Not Sure 50 8.3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q8. In 2019, Elexicon customers experienced power outages lasting an 
average of 1.63 hours. Thinking back to your experience, please estimate 
how long your power outages lasted on average? 

 N Percent 

 Under 30 minutes 137 22.8 
Under 1 hour 128 21.3 
Between 1 and 2 hours 123 20.5 
Longer than 2 hours 150 25.0 
Not Sure 62 10.3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q9.Which of the following options best represents your overall satisfaction with 

service reliability over the last few years? 
 N Percent 

 Very Satisfied 245 40.8 
Somewhat Satisfied 188 31.3 
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 61 10.2 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 70 11.7 
Very Dissatisfied 22 3.7 
Not Sure 14 2.3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q10.When power outages do occur, which aspect of them has been most inconvenient for you? 

 N Percent 
 How long the outages have lasted 289 48.2 

How often the outages have occurred 114 19.0 
Not Sure 91 15.2 
Impact it has on my electronics / computers 46 7.7 
None / no inconveniences 24 4.0 
Both how often & how long 17 2.8 
Getting information from Elexicon / contact with (duration, restoration, etc.) 12 2.0 
Timing / when they occur 7 1.2 
Total 600 100.0 
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Q11.When there is a power outage, how do you interact with Elexicon Energy? 
 N Percent 

 I check the outage map online 229 38.2 
I do not take any steps 171 28.5 
I phone the outage number posted on the website 126 21.0 
I check Twitter 36 6.0 
Telephone call 22 3.7 
Unsure 9 1.5 
No experience 5 .8 
Radio 2 .3 
Total 600 100.0 

 

Q12.Please indicate your level of interest in the following 
potential service offering: When an outage occurs, are you 
interested in receiving notifications sent to your phone (via 
text and/or voice to landline) about its cause and 
anticipated restoration time? 

 N Percent 

 Yes 524 87.3 
No 58 9.7 
Not Sure 18 3.0 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q13.To manage the impact of power outages, Elexicon replaces aging infrastructure, trims trees near powerlines, and invests in 

equipment that helps restore service faster. Which of the following statements best represents your views on what level of 
reliability Elexicon should target? 

 N Percent 

 Elexicon should spend more on reliability, but less in other areas that also affect customers, if this 
can help avoid some bill increases 

226 37.7 

Elexicon should maintain current reliability levels, even if it gradually increases my monthly 
electricity bill in the long term 

219 36.5 

Elexicon should invest more to improve reliability, and I would accept a larger increase to my 
monthly bill in the long term 

72 12.0 

Not Sure 60 10.0 

Maintain reliability & do not raise prices 15 2.5 

Elexicon should invest less in outage prevention to reduce the impact of future bill increases, even if 
it potentially means more and longer outages for myself and others 

8 1.3 

Total 600 100.0 

 
Q14 Which of the following options best describes your views on this trade-off? 

 N Percent 

 Elexicon should replace more equipment before it fails, spending more today to prevent future 
outages and keep bill increases predictable 

507 84.5 

Not Sure 41 6.8 

Elexicon should wait until more equipment fails, reducing its spending today, even if this causes 
more future outages and unpredictable bill increases down the road 

30 5.0 

Maintenance on a schedule & no rate increases 22 3.7 

Total 600 100.0 



47  

Q15. Please select two potential objectives from the following list that you think Elexicon should focus 
its efforts on in addition to keeping the system safe and accommodating new growth in the coming years. 
 Q15. FIRST CHOICE N Percent 

 Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, floods, or freezing 
rain 

192 32.0 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like electric vehicles and renewable generation 133 22.2 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 73 12.2 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 65 10.8 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 63 10.5 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 37 6.2 

Improving power quality 24 4.0 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 13 2.2 

Total 600 100.0 

 
 Q15. SECOND CHOICE N Percent 

 Improving the grid’s resilience to major weather events, like storms, floods, or freezing rain 182 30.3 

Minimizing the impact of power outages 121 20.2 

Investing now in things that will help reduce rate increases after 2029 120 20.0 

Preparing the grid for new types of uses, like electric vehicles and renewable generation 69 11.5 

Helping customers manage their electricity use 51 8.5 

Reducing the environmental impact of Elexicon’s operations 30 5.0 

Improving power quality 20 3.3 

Addressing customer requests faster and more efficiently 7 1.2 

Total 600 100.0 

 
Q16.Aside from investments to support customer growth, Elexicon currently plans to spend about 73% of its remaining five-year 
budget on managing reliability, 22% on efficiency, health, and safety of its own operations, and 5% on the technical upkeep of Its 

power grid. Do you consider this plan satisfactory, or would you prefer to allocate more budget towards one of those three 
categories above the others? 

 N Percent 

 I am satisfied with the planned allocation based on what I know 319 53.2 

I would prefer to spend more on the technical upkeep of the power grid and less on the other 
two 

95 15.8 

Not Sure 84 14.0 

I would prefer to spend more on reliability and less on the other two 65 10.8 

I would prefer to spend more on efficiency, health, and safety of operations and less on the 
other two 

37 6.2 

Total 600 100.0 

 
Q17.Part of Elexicon’s future planning involves investing in grid management 

technologies that will help it manage the impact of more Electric Vehicles, 
Renewable Generation, and Energy Storage. Like with all budgeting decisions, 

investing in new technology today requires making trade-offs. How supportive are 
you of Elexicon’s intent to invest in future technologies at this time? 

 N Percent 

 Highly Supportive 243 40.5 
Somewhat Supportive 215 35.8 
Neither Supportive nor Unsupportive 66 11.0 
Somewhat Unsupportive 25 4.2 
Highly Unsupportive 26 4.3 
Not Sure 25 4.2 
Total 600 100.0 



 

 

Q18. To the best of your knowledge, does your place 
of residence / business currently receive power via a 

rear-lot line? 
 N Percent 

 Yes 79 13.2 
No 505 84.2 
Not Sure 16 2.7 
Total 600 100.0 

 

Q19. Elexicon has several options to consider for how it schedules the rear-lot conversion work. Which of the following options 

do you see as most preferred? 

 N Percent 

 Maintain the status quo – keep all the lines overhead in the rear lots, replacing them as they fail. 131 21.8 

Move lines underground and plan work according to worst performing areas. 
144 24.0 

Move lines underground and plan work geographically, finishing all work in one area before moving 
elsewhere. 

234 39.0 

Not Sure 
91 15.2 

Total 
600 100.0 

 
Q20.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 

investments in the Transformer Station appropriate? 
 N Percent 

 Very Appropriate 189 31.5 
Somewhat Appropriate 247 41.2 
Not Very Appropriate 62 10.3 
Not Sure / Cannot Rate 102 17.0 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q21.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this project? 

 N Percent 
 Unsure / none 484 80.7 

If it is necessary / if needed / get it done 50 8.3 
Developers should be covering a higher portion of the cost 18 3.0 
Customers affected should pay 16 2.7 
Against the proposed project all together 6 1.0 
Do not increase rates 6 1.0 
Better cost-efficient solutions are needed 6 1.0 
Do not want to pay for other communities 4 .7 
More renewable energy sources such as solar or wind 3 .5 
Should focus on conservation 3 .5 
Apply new rates for new customers 2 .3 
Too costly 2 .3 
Total 600 100.0 

Q22.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 
investments in the Operations Centre appropriate? 

 N Percent 

 Somewhat Appropriate 228 38.0 

Very Appropriate 215 35.8 

Not Very Appropriate 59 9.8 

Not Sure / Cannot Rate 98 16.3 

Total 600 100.0 
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Q23.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this proposed project? 
 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 525 87.5 
It is a required investment / reasonable / needed 21 3.5 
Customers / communities affected should pay 17 2.8 
Lack of information to make an informed decision 9 1.5 
Refurbish an existing building 9 1.5 
Customers should not have to pay 6 1.0 
Against project all together 4 .7 
Lease / rent building 4 .7 
Build it smart / keep future growth in mind 3 .5 
Business / developers should pay 2 .3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q24.To what degree do you consider the level of proposed 

investments in the Underground System Relocation appropriate? 
 N Percent 

 Very Appropriate 206 34.3 
Somewhat Appropriate 177 29.5 
Not Very Appropriate 113 18.8 
Not Sure / Cannot Rate 104 17.3 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q25.Do you have any thoughts you’d like to share with respect to this proposed project? 

 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 456 76.0 
Customers / residents / communities affected should pay 30 5.0 
Should be a priority 22 3.7 
Project should be covered by taxpayers 15 2.5 
Costs should be covered by transit users 14 2.3 
Need more information / unclear 10 1.7 
Project should be completed as efficiently and quickly as possible 9 1.5 
Will improve reliability 8 1.3 
Project not a priority 8 1.3 
Municipality should pay 7 1.2 
Transit is important / needed for growth 6 1.0 
Should be paid for by investors 5 .8 
Poor planning 4 .7 
Will raise rates 3 .5 
Disagree with project 3 .5 
Total 600 100.0 

 
Q26.What type of information about the three proposed ICM projects would give you the most confidence that Elexicon is acting 

with the best interest of their customers in mind? 
 N Percent 

 Why Elexicon could not build these projects without seeking rate increases 234 39.0 
Not Sure 137 22.8 
Why the chosen design and size are optimal 94 15.7 
Why the projects cannot be built for less 86 14.3 
Why the projects cannot be reasonably delayed 36 6.0 
Why these projects could not be built in other areas 13 2.2 
Total 600 100.0 
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Q27.We’re almost done – we have only a few more questions to ask you. 
As a result of taking this survey, would you agree that you have a better 
appreciation of the planning trade-offs that Elexicon must consider when 
making investment plans? 

 N Percent 
 Completely Agree 151 25.2 

Somewhat Agree 227 37.8 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 129 21.5 
Somewhat Disagree 34 5.7 
Completely Disagree 28 4.7 
Not Sure 31 5.2 
Total 600 100.0 

 

Q28. To help Elexicon improve on customer engagement in the future, please identify your preferred ways for being 
consulted in the future on similar topics. 

MULTIPLES RESPONSES ACCEPTED Responses Percent of Cases 
N Percent 

 Online Surveys 121 17.6% 20.2% 

Phone Surveys 9 1.3% 1.5% 

In-Person Focus Groups 10 1.5% 1.7% 

In-Person Townhall Meetings 40 5.8% 6.7% 

Live Online Presentations and Q&A Sessions 195 28.3% 32.5% 

Mail 7 1.0% 1.2% 

Newspaper 5 0.7% 0.8% 

Bill inserts 82 11.9% 13.7% 

Email 132 19.2% 22.0% 

Unsure 87 12.6% 14.5% 

Total 688 100.0% 114.7% 

 
Q29.How often should Elexicon engage its customers on matters such 
as those captured in this survey? 

 N Percent 

 Once Every 5 Years 24 4.0 
Once Every 2-3 Years 184 30.7 
Once a Year 304 50.7 
More Than Once a Year 55 9.2 
Not Sure 33 5.5 
Total 600 100.0 
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Q30.Do you have any other comments, questions, or suggestions that you would like 
Elexicon to consider as it develops its capital plans for the coming years? 

 N Percent 

 Unsure / none 467 77.8 
Lower rates 51 8.5 
Limit increases to most needed projects 18 3.0 
Promote Green Energy 12 2.0 
Do most needed first 10 1.7 
Upgrades too costly 8 1.3 
Improve customer service 6 1.0 
Energy savings advice 5 .8 
More outreach needed 5 .8 
Amount and length of outages too high 3 .5 
Communities should cover costs 3 .5 
Support upgrades 3 .5 
Upgrades should not impact customers 3 .5 
Support Electric vehicles 2 .3 
Removal of overhead wires 2 .3 
The projects should have been planned 1 .2 
We should not pay for new developments 1 .2 
Total 600 100.0 
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VECC – 2 
 
Reference: Appendix B– Incremental Capital Module Page 16 
 
  
Preamble: 
Elexicon indicates 63% of Elexicon customers (544 of the 862 surveyed) considers the 
proposed Underground System Relocation in Pickering to Enable Regional Bus Rapid 
Transit to be appropriate. 77% of surveyed customers when asked if they had any 
thoughts specific to the project answered “unsure/ none”, indicating the general approval 
and lack of concerns. 

  
Question: 
 
Please provide the survey questions, responses and summary report of the survey. 

 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to VECC-1. 
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VECC – 3 
 
Reference: Appendix B– Page 5 
 
Question: 
 
a) Please calculate the Threshold Capital Expenditure for 2022 (VRZ) and 

Maximum Eligible Incremental Capital (VRZ) if the spending for the Seaton TS 
is removed from 2022 and the forecast capital in the DSP (VRZ) is smoothed 
over the 5 year period 2022 to 2026 such that the forecast spend in 2022 (VRZ) 
is the average of the 5 years. 

 
Response:  
 
If Seaton TS is removed from 2022 and the 2022 forecasted capital expenditures in the 

VRZ is revised to match the 5-year average of 2022 to 2026 ($30.1MM), then the 

Materiality Threshold for 2022 (VRZ) would remain at $18.8MM, and the Maximum 

Eligible Incremental Capital (VRZ) would be $11.3MM. 

 
Elexicon does not agree that such a smoothing approach is appropriate for the purposes 

of determining the Materiality Threshold or the Maximum Eligible Incremental Capital. 

 
b) Please provide the bill impacts. 
 
Response:  
 
Using the assumptions in (a) generates the following bill impacts if the BRT Hwy 2 ICM 

is approved: 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

VECC-3 Table 1: Bill Impacts of Original Submission (updated for Staff-25) 
 

 
 

 
VECC-3 Table 2: Bill Impacts after Changes Proposed in VECC-3 
 

 
 
 
VECC-3 Table 3: Comparison of Change in Bill Impacts 
 

 

Original Submission (updated for Staff - 25)

Customer Class kWh kW
RPP?
Non?

$ Change % Change $ Change % Change $ Change % Change $ Change % Change

Residential 750           RPP 1.95          6.9% 4.12          12.5% 5.46          12.8% 5.13          4.4%
Seasonal 645           RPP 4.06          8.0% 5.81          10.5% 7.02          10.9% 6.61          5.2%
GS<50 kW 2,000         RPP 4.12          7.5% 10.12        15.0% 13.26        14.6% 12.48        4.3%
GS 50 to 2,999 kW 432,160     1,480   Non 417.77      7.5% 2,896.47    47.1% 3,982.50    28.4% 4,500.22    6.2%
GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW 1,752,000  4,000   Non 1,079.16    7.0% 8,924.76    52.0% 12,156.36  29.9% 13,736.69  5.0%
Large User 4,219,400  6,800   Non 2,368.92    7.4% 15,250.84  43.7% 20,744.56  27.7% 23,441.35  3.7%
USL 500           RPP 1.19          7.2% 2.69          13.9% 3.48          13.8% 3.27          4.4%
Sentinel Lights 180           1         RPP 1.62          8.4% 2.69          13.2% 3.15          13.2% 2.97          7.3%
Street Lighting 424,881     988      Non 2,040.84    16.0% 3,693.83    28.5% 4,169.99    25.4% 4,712.09    6.1%

A Distribution Charges 
(excluding pass 

through)

B Distribution Charges 
(including pass 

through)

C Delivery (including 
Sub-Total B)

Total Bill

Updated VECC - 3

Customer Class kWh kW
RPP?
Non?

$ Change % Change $ Change % Change $ Change % Change $ Change % Change

Residential 750           RPP 0.28          1.0% 2.45          7.4% 3.79          8.9% 3.56          3.1%
Seasonal 645           RPP 1.01          2.0% 2.76          5.0% 3.97          6.2% 3.74          3.0%
GS<50 kW 2,000         RPP 0.84          1.5% 6.84          10.1% 9.98          11.0% 9.40          3.3%
GS 50 to 2,999 kW 432,160     1,480   Non 95.16        1.7% 2,573.87    41.8% 3,659.89    26.1% 4,135.68    5.7%
GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW 1,752,000  4,000   Non 175.48      1.1% 8,021.08    46.7% 11,252.68  27.7% 12,715.53  4.6%
Large User 4,219,400  6,800   Non 529.16      1.6% 13,411.08  38.4% 18,904.80  25.3% 21,362.42  3.4%
USL 500           RPP 0.20          1.2% 1.70          8.8% 2.49          9.9% 2.34          3.1%
Sentinel Lights 180           1         RPP 0.46          2.4% 1.52          7.4% 1.98          8.3% 1.87          4.6%
Street Lighting 424,881     988      Non 1,270.80    10.0% 2,923.78    22.5% 3,399.95    20.7% 3,841.94    5.0%

A Distribution Charges 
(excluding pass 

through)

B Distribution Charges 
(including pass 

through)

C Delivery (including 
Sub-Total B)

Total Bill

Customer 
Class

$ Change % Change

Residential 1.57-          -1.4%
Seasonal 2.87-          -2.3%
GS<50 kW 3.09-          -1.1%
GS 50 to 2,999 kW 364.54-      -0.5%
GS 3,000 to 4,999 kW 1,021.16-    -0.4%
Large User 2,078.93-    -0.3%
USL 0.93-          -1.3%
Sentinel Lights 1.10-          -2.7%
Street Lighting 870.15-      -1.1%

Impact VECC 3
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VECC – 4 
 
Reference: Appendix B– Incremental Capital Module Page 
  
Question: 
 
Elexicon indicates that in the merger application (EB-2018-0236), Veridian and 
Whitby Hydro identified that there were potential ICM requirements during the 10-
year deferral period, and specifically mentioned the Seaton Transformer Station as 
one such potential project. 
 
Please provide the reference. 

 
Response:  
 
Elexicon’s merger application (EB-2018-0236) identifying Seaton TS as a potential ICM 

is referenced below:  

 
Page 20: 

“Under the proposed rate‐making plan, LDC Mergeco will annually file a PCIR application 

for the previous Veridian LDC service area and an AIRI application for the previous Whitby 

LDC service area for the duration of the 10 year rebasing deferral period. The proposed 

rate  making  plan  includes  the  provision  of  an  Incremental  Capital  Module  (“ICM”), 

applicable to the Veridian LDC service area only, for the nondiscretionary Seaton TS and 

Belleville service centre capital investments referenced above.” 

 
Page 42: 

“At the time of this Application, Veridian LDC has identified ICM requirements during the 

deferral period. These capital investments include but are not limited to supporting the 

forecasted electricity demands in north Pickering by means of a new transformer station 



 
 

 

(Seaton MTS) and capital investments required to meet the future needs of the Belleville 

Operations Centre. 

As set out in the Handbook and referenced in the Board’s Decision in EB‐2016‐0025, rate‐

setting following a consolidation will not be addressed in an application for approval of a 

consolidation transaction unless there is a rate proposal that is an integral aspect of the 

consolidation.  The  Applicants  submit  that  there  is  no  need  to  address  an  ICM  in  this 

MAADs proceeding but believe it is appropriate to identify these capital requirements at 

this time as they are likely to be the subject of an ICM during the proposed deferral period” 
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VECC – 5 
 
Reference:  
 
Preamble: 
While Elexicon originally anticipated that its new Belleville operations centre might also 
be included in this ICM application, Elexicon recognizes that a certain degree of project 
expenditure over and above the defined threshold calculation is expected to be absorbed 
within Elexicon’s total capital budget.   
 
Question: 
 
a) What is the status of the Belleville operations centre?   
 
Response:  
 
Please see Elexicon’s response to PWU-1. 

 
b) Does Elexicon expect to absorb this project within its total capital budget.  If 

yes, what year? 
 

Response:  
 
Yes, Elexicon expects to absorb this project within its total capital budget. Please see 

Elexicon’s response to PWU-1 for additional details and timing. 
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