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Monday, January 24, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Good morning and welcome to the technical conference in EB-2021-0280.

This is the application by Brantford Power and Energy+ for approval to amalgamate and operate as a single electricity distribution company.

My name is Ljuba Djurdjevic, and I am counsel for OEB Staff.  With me from OEB Staff is Donald Lau.  He is the case manager and will be asking most of the questions today on behalf of Staff.  Also from OEB Staff we have Donna Kwan, Andrew Bishop, Kevin Mancherjee, and Cherida Walter, who is the hearing advisor for this case.

So we have a schedule.  It was circulated to everyone last week by Cherida, so we will follow that order and try to stick to the timelines as best we can.

You will note that we scheduled the confidential or in camera portion of this conference as the last item on the schedule, so I ask that if parties have any questions on confidential material, that you please reserve those to the end, and we will go off the air at that point.

Hopefully this approach will make it easier for everyone, and nobody has objected so far, so let's go with that.

A few administrative type of notes.  Now, most of you have been through this virtual format of proceedings, but some folks haven't, so here is a reminder about the etiquette.  First, if you are not speaking, your mic and your camera should be off.  If you need to interject for whatever reason, you can raise your hand virtually or on camera and turn your camera on, and then hopefully I will see you and call on you.

Also, whenever you do need to come on, please introduce yourself so that the court reporter knows who is speaking.

I don't believe there are any preliminary matters.  I will just pause, see if anybody has anything.  No?  Okay.

So before we do appearances I will ask Cherida from OEB Staff to do a land acknowledgement.  So over to you, Cherida.
Land Acknowledgement:


MS. WALTER:  The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnaabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat peoples.  This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit, and Métis peoples.  We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.

We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of it.
Appearances:


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Cherida.  So with that, we will move to appearances, and I will do a roll call of each of the intervenors first and ask that the representatives state their names.  And we will start with SEC.  Would you please introduce yourselves.

MR. ZHENG:  Good morning.  My name is Fred Zheng.  I'm an associate at Shepherd Rubenstein, and I'm here with SEC, School Energy Coalition, with my colleague Mark.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Fred and Mark.  Over to Energy Probe.

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant to Energy Probe, and I am here with my associate, Dr. Roger Higgin, and we have divided up the case, so I will ask a few questions and then Roger will follow with his questions.

DR. HIGGIN:  And good morning --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.  Welcome, Tom and Roger.

DR. HIGGIN:  Good morning.  Roger Higgin.  As Tom said, the other consultant for Energy Probe.  Good morning.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, welcome, Roger.  I believe that is it for the intervenors, unless I've missed someone.  No.  Okay.  So with that, with that I will turn it over to applicant's counsel, Mark Rodger, to introduce himself and the witness panel.

MR. RODGER:  Good morning, everyone.  Mark Rodger appearing as counsel to the two applicants, Brantford Power Inc. and Energy+ Inc., and with me is my colleague, Gian Minichini.  Gian is G-I-A-N, M-I-N-I-C-H-I-N-I.

We have six representatives from the utilities, and I would ask them each to introduce themselves and their position.  Let's start with the Brantford team first and then Energy+, so Paul, if you could kick it off.

MR. KWASNIK:  Yes.  Good morning, my name is Paul Kwasnik.  I'm the president and CEO of Brantford Power Inc.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Brian D'Amboise.  I'm the CFO VP corporate services for Brantford Power.

MS. STEFAN:  Good morning, everybody.  I am Oana Stefan.  That is O-A-N-A.  I am the manager of regulatory affairs for Brantford Power.

MR. RODGER:  And Ian?

MR. MILES:  Yeah, good morning, everyone.  It is Ian Miles.  I'm the president and CEO of Energy+.

MR. RODGER:  Sarah, your mute is on.

MS. HUGHES:  Good morning, everyone.  It is bound to happen at least once.  My name is Sarah Hughes.  I'm the chief financial officer for Energy+.

MR. MOLON:  Good morning, everybody.  My name is Dan Molon, and I am the director of regulatory affairs and financial planning at Energy+.
BRANTFORD POWER / ENERGY+ PANEL 1
Ian Miles, Energy+,
Sarah Hughes, Energy+,
Dan Molon, Energy+,
Paul Kwasnik, Brantford Power,
Brian D'Amboise, Brantford Power,
Oana Stefan, Brantford Power.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  I thank you for your introductions, and welcome, everyone.  With that, we will just jump in to the questions and start with the first party on the schedule, and that will be SEC.  So I will turn it over to you, Fred or Mark.
Examination by Mr. Zheng:

MR. ZHENG:  Good morning.  If we can turn to the application, then I will go through my questions sort of in the sequence of the relevant references appearing in the application.  Would the Board provide an application on the shared screen, or...

MR. MINICHINI:  I am doing that.  Just give me one second, please.  I am just trying to figure out the tech.  I had it working last week, but now it is giving me issues.

MR. ZHENG:  No problem.

MR. MINICHINI: Are you able to see the PDF document?

MS. WALTER:  Yes.

MR. MINICHINI:  Or is that -- was that the PDF, sorry?

MS. WALTER:  Yes, it was.

MR. MINICHINI:  Okay.  Sorry, let me just do that one more time.  Currently at page 27 of 498?

MR. RODGER:  Yes.

MR. MINICHINI:  Okay.

MR. ZHENG:  Sorry, I was on mute.  Sorry.  On page 27 for Table 5, what -- I would like to ask Energy+ and BPI to update it and include 2021 reliability information, just because we are in 2022 already and we believe the applicants have the information for 2021 already.

MS. STEFAN:  Thank you, Fred.  So at this time this information has not been finalized.  We normally report this to the OEB for April 30th for the prior year.  That said, we could update the table via an undertaking.

MR. ZHENG:  Sure.  That's acceptable.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be Undertaking JT1.1. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO UPDATE TABLE 5 AT PAGE 27 OF THE APPLICATION TO INCLUDE 2021 RELIABILITY INFORMATION.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  And on the same page, so we noticed that there is significant superior reliability performance of BPI in comparison to Energy+, and could the applicant provide more explanation as to how the amalgamation would or would not affect the reliability that the customers of BPI has enjoyed over the past couple of years, when Energy+ and BPI share similar resources and facilities?

MS. STEFAN:  So with respect to the reliability performance, you know, one thing in this table to consider, I guess, is that at a high level for an order of magnitude overall customers for both utilities would typically expect to experience an average of less than one outage per year, based on the table, and similarly -- or, sorry.  Rather, an total outage length of less than one hour per year, and similarly they would typically experience between one to two outages in a year based on the SAIFI, the frequency.

So just from a general order of magnitude, we would say that the customer experience is comparable.

Also regarding the reliability, I did want to mention that, you know, there are many factors that impact reliability outcomes, and a consideration there is the characteristics of each of the service territories.

So one thing to consider is that Brantford has 100 percent urban service territory and relatively higher customer density, whereas the Energy+ service territory is 80 percent or more rural and has lower customer density as a result.

So it is typically expected that lower density, higher rural component service territories would have somewhat higher SAIDI, SAIFI.  There's various ways of explaining this. One of the explanations might be that the time to attend to an outage in rural areas, the time for operation staff to reach an outage and address it is just generally longer in a rural service territory.

That said, the question was how would it be ensured that Brantford Power customers continue to experience similar outage service.  So there is a few factors to consider there, but I will start by saying an objective of this transaction is to maintain or improve the levels of service, including of course reliability currently experienced by the customers of the two utilities.

So there is a variety of factors that would go into the consideration for how we're anticipating to do that.

So one of the key commitments is that LDC Amalco would continue to have two dedicated operation centres, including one in Cambridge and one in Brantford.  And the operations centres would continue to provide service to the areas of Brantford.  Operations staff would continue to provide service in the Brantford area, the same operations staff.

And if anything, we believe that the combined greater level of staffing would allow us to potentially improve outage response in the case of a large scale outage.

The other consideration to take -- the other matter to take into consideration would be the capital plan.  So at this time, consistent with the application, we're not expecting that any savings from capital plans would materialize from areas other than the general plant category.  So we would expect similar outage performance as a result to what would have been the status quo.

Additionally, as explained in the application, the customers of Brantford, they currently don't have access to an outage management system supported public outage map, and we currently don't have in place a 24-7 control room monitoring, which would be in the plans to be extended to Brantford Power, because Energy+ has those systems.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  That is a lot of information.  Okay.  Could you confirm if my understanding is right?

So the strategy is to maintain the current level of reliability for both sort of constituents.  Is that correct?

MS. STEFAN:  Correct, yes.

MR. ZHENG:  So there is no plan to shift resources from one area to another?  Or is there a plan to do that?  I am not clear on that.

MR. RODGER:  Sorry, Fred, which resources?

MR. ZHENG:  So I just want to confirm my understanding.  There is no plan to shift more resources from, for example, BPI to Energy+, or the other way around, regarding improving reliabilities?

MS. HUGHES:  Perhaps I could add just some clarity.  Energy+ currently has staff located at the city of -- the Savannah Oaks location as well.  So we are operating a joint facility out of that location to service the county of Brant.

And given the sort of the major contiguous part of the county of Brant and the city of Brantford, there will be staff, appropriate staff out of that location to at least maintain reliability.

I think Oana was trying to highlight that potentially with the integration of the outage management system, that there perhaps could be an improvement actually over time in the ability to respond.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Thanks.  Let's move on to page 30.  So for tables 6, 7 and 8 in general, we would like to confirm with the applicant that year one is 2022.  Is that correct?

MR. MOLON:  We would like to note that year one is intended to reflect the first full year of operations for LDC Amalco.  The projections were completed under the assumption of a January 1st, 2022, closing date.  But based on the timelines of the MAADs application, the transaction is not expected to close prior to Q2, 2022.

So year one would not ultimately be representative of the results for LDC Amalco in 2022, but that is the way that the application was framed.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Well, we can work with that.  So in that case, could you please provide the information of two years before year one; in that case, it would be 2020 and 2021 for each table.

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  Gian, would you like those presented on the screen at this time?

MR. ZHENG:  If you could deliver that to each party in a separate document, that would be great.

MR. MOLON:  Okay.  Yes, we can provide the underlying tables, I guess, as part of an undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be undertaking JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE THE UNDERLYING DATA FOR 2020 AND 2021 SUPPORTING TABLES 6, 7, AND 8 AT PAGE 30 OF THE APPLICATION


MR. MOLON:  Thank you.

MR. RODGER:  I just wonder -- before we move on, Gian, are you able to make the type any larger?  It is a little difficult to see.

MR. MINICHINI:  Yes, I think so.  Can you still see enough information on the page this way?

MR. RODGER:  Maybe just a little bit larger, if possible.

MR. MINICHINI:  I think now we are going to get some of the documents cut off.  How is that?

MR. RODGER:  That is a lot better, thank you.

MR. MINICHINI:  Okay, no problem.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.  Same table, tables 6, 7 and 8.  If you could provide the underlying calculation and show this calculation on a spreadsheet with formula intact, it will help intervenors understand the assumptions and calculations behind it a little better.

That is what we want to ask the applicants to provide such calculation with spreadsheet and formulae.

MR. MOLON:  We can provide the Excel spreadsheets for tables 6, 7 and 8 as part of an undertaking, and speak to the high-level assumptions used within the calculations at this time, if that is okay.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  And for one of the -- sorry, one of the lines in table 6, I want to ask if you can provide us more sort of explanations just right now.  It is the net cost synergy line in table 6, I believe.  Could you explain how is that calculated.

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  So I guess I could start off with the general assumptions and then get into the net cost synergies assumptions as well.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry, to interrupt.  Can I just, so I don't miss the undertaking, it is to provide the spreadsheets for table 6, 7, and 8.  That will be Undertaking JT1.3. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  (A) TO PROVIDE EXPLANATIONS FOR THE DATA IN THE SPREADSHEETS FOR TABLE 6, 7, AND 8; (B) TO PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF THE SAVINGS BY CATEGORIES AS LISTED; TO PROVIDE FIGURES THAT RECONCILE TABLE 6 AND TABLE 10.

MR. MOLON:  Okay.  So I will start off with the OM&A, which will include some of the assumptions for the synergies as well.

So Brantford Power's stand-alone OM&A forecast for years one to four is based on the financial plan that was prepared in support of its 2022 cost-of-service application, and the year-one figures have been updated to reflect the final decision and order.

Years two to four, the O&M and customer-care programs have been adjusted with inflation at a rate of 2.7 percent based on the program needs, and general administrative costs have been inflated by 2 percent.

Energy+'s stand-alone OM&A forecast for years one to four is based on the financial plan that was prepared in support of its 2021 budget.  The year-one figure is based on its 2021 OM&A budget and adjusted for labour inflation and non-labour inflation, increased maintenance costs for its south works facility, costs of service preparation costs, reductions related to the efficiencies from the shared facility with BPI, and removal of COVID-19-related incremental costs.

In years two to four, for Energy+, the OM&A was inflated by 2 percent and further reduced for reductions to the shared facility efficiencies and the removal of cost-of-service preparation costs.

For the stand-alone projections, both Energy+ and Brantford Power in years five to ten have been inflated by 2 percent and no material changes to the staffing levels were projected.

The synergy savings within the table were assumed based on expected saving results from optimization of staffing levels, which are expected to be achieved through planned retirements, maintaining vacant positions and natural attrition, reductions in corporate governance costs, IT licensing and maintenance costs, and future regulatory costs associated with fulfilling the regulatory requirements, elimination of third-party administrative services as well, and those synergies are met with some of the integration and transition costs that the applicants are also expected to incur, particularly related to human resourcing-related costs for transition planning and execution, incremental staffing related to supporting the merger integration efforts, and training costs associated with the integrated new systems.  There is also some third-party project management incorporated in those costs and legal and regulatory costs associated with the MAADs application and the LDC legal amalgamation, as well as some branding and communication efforts.

I think it is important to note that the timing of the efficiencies included within that line for net costs and synergies may vary as integration plans are developed, based on further evaluation of business processes.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.

MR. MOLON:  I can also highlight the capital assumptions.

MR. ZHENG:  Let's talk about OM&A first, and then we will talk about that.

MR. MOLON:  Okay.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you for your response.  So I understand there is various categories of synergies and savings that you just provided to us, for example human resources, regulatory costs.

Could you please provide a breakdown of these savings by categories, like you just listed?

MR. MOLON:  Yes.  We can include that as part of the undertaking for the information for tables 6, 7, and 8.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  So can we clarify?  That is JT1.2 or 3?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Well, if we make it a new undertaking it will be J1.4.  I think it might be -- or did you want to include it as part of 1.3?

MR. MOLON:  I think it can be addressed in the previous undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So long as everybody is clear on that.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Which one is it?  Is it 1.3 or --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  1.3.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.  Another question for the OM&A calculation.  So is there a reason why the applicant chose to just adjust these numbers by inflation instead of using the IRM formula including productivities and all of that?

MR. MOLON:  I think the inflation rate of 2 percent that was used largely aligns with the IRM factor, with the productivity assumptions associated with the stretch factor.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  So you were going to the capital category.  We notice there is no saving section in the capital tables.  My understanding was that in the previous section you explained the potential savings might be offset by the additional costs for information systems.

Maybe, you know, maybe you could explain a little bit how that plays out, for example how did you estimate it, the savings and then costs of the -- the additional costs for the information system?

MS. HUGHES:  So maybe I will take this one, just to explain from the perspective of the assumptions.

On the Distribution System Plan, I think we felt that it was appropriate to maintain the levels of distribution system capital that we had planned and were planning for.

On the general plant, I think where we evaluated, that would be the potential where there would be potential synergies, recognizing that as two separate utilities we do have common -- some common systems.  So we have a similar CIS system, we have a similar ERP system, that although we could, in fact, have a future opportunity where we don't need to upgrade both systems, I think the reality is that in the initial years for integration we would have integration costs to integrate those two systems.  So despite being on the same platform, they're likely set up differently.

I think the other area on the outage management system and the GIS system, that, you know, there's the opportunity to leverage the Energy+ outage management system, but it will be important and we will incur costs to put the Brantford service territory on those systems.

And so I think we looked at the overall general plant and felt that we would be able to utilize any savings that might come from previous general plant expenditures that either Brantford or Energy+ had identified, but instead have to utilize those expenditures for the integration efforts.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  So I understand at the time of the application BPI and Energy+ need further assessment and need to conduct further due diligence on how much saving there will be.

Is now -- is right now the applicants in a position to provide more detailed breakdown and calculation with regard to the savings you just mentioned?  For example floor, plant, et cetera?

MS. HUGHES:  I would say, no, we're not.  We have just commenced our sort of detailed integration planning teams and are just commencing that work now.  So we are really not in a position to do any more level of detail than that at this time.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  But -- okay.  But the -- so in the rest of the application, for example, and we'll go to figure 1, in those calculations the applicants still use the assumption that the saving will offset the additional costs in capital expenditures.  Is that correct?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.

MR. ZHENG:  I see a nod.

MS. HUGHES:  That is correct.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  So let's go to figure 1.  That is on page 31.  I notice that the applicant mentioned the distribution revenue here does not include any ICM application, which would or could be brought forward with or without the proposed transaction.  Do you plan to bring forward any ICM?

MR. MOLON:  At this time, we are not expecting to bring forward an ICM application during the deferred rebasing period, although we would note Energy+ has completed engineering studies and purchased land for a potential transformer station, which was documented in our 2019 cost-of-service application.

The transformer station could go into service during the 10-year deferred rebasing period, but it is contingent on a number of factors, including realization of growth in the area and that the capacity is not met through regional planning efforts.

So it is something we are aware of, but we are not expecting an ICM application at this time.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thanks.  The next question is regarding figure 1, 2 and 3, and that is on page 31 and 32.  Similar to the tables before, we would like to ask the applicant to provide underlying calculations, with spreadsheets and formulas intact, that's underlying the figure 1, 2 and 3 here.

MR. MOLON:  We can undertake to provide those tables.

MR. ZHENG:  Detailed calculations and all the assumptions made in these calculations.

MR. MOLON:  We can provide an Excel spreadsheet with the calculations, and I can speak to the assumptions in more detail now.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Let's mark that undertaking first, that is JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO PROVIDE AN EXCEL SPREADSHEET SHOWING THE CALCULATIONS IN FIGURES 1, 2, AND 3 AT PAGES 31 AND 32


MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.

MR. MOLON:  So on a stand-alone basis for each utility, distribution revenue growth during the IRM years were based on IRM inflation of 2.2 percent, based on the 2021 approved rate and a stretch factor of 0.3 for Brantford Power and a stretch factor of 0.15 for Energy+ to reflect the current cohort assignments.

The overall customer growth was assumed at a rate of 1.7 percent per year for Energy+, and 0.8 percent per year for Brantford Power.

As well, under the stand-alone scenarios, rebasing was assumed in years three and year eight for Energy+, which would happen in 2024 and 2029.

And for Brantford Power in year six, which would be 2027.

For the revenue requirement, the OM&A expenditures were assumed based on the figures in table 6 in the application.  The depreciation and amortization were based on the historical proportion of depreciation as a percentage of net fixed assets for assets in-service, plus the half-year rule for current year additions.

Growth and rate base was based on the net capital expenditures in table 8 in the application.  And rate increases of 2.2 percent on cost of power per year and the cost of power was net of the Ontario electricity rebate, as well as growth to cost of power from customer growth and consumption, and a working capital rate of 7.5 percent was used.

Cost of capital assumed the deemed rate-of-return of 8.34 percent, based on the 2021 approved amounts.  Long-term debt rate of 3.28 percent for Brantford Power and 4.37 percent for Energy+ was based on the most recently approved long-term debt rates from the respective cost-of-service applications and the deemed short debt rate of 1.75 percent.

Revenue offsets were increased at a rate of 2.2 percent on other income, plus adjustments for interest income.

In the merged scenario, IRM inflation was applied for all the years within the deferred rebasing period at a rate of 2.2 percent, and assumes that the merged entity will achieve a rating of cohort 2 in year 3.  So it uses a stretch factor of 0.15 and that would be upon consolidation of RRR submissions.

In the merged scenario, customer growth was also assumed that the same rate as the stand-alone scenarios.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you for your response.  Let's move on to page 48, figure 12.

Here the table shows total base distribution charges for each class, and we would like to ask the applicant to provide, for each of BPI and Energy+, the comparison of current 2022 approved distribution rates broken down by each component, such as, you know, the fixed and variable components and monthly service charges, et cetera, instead of just the total distribution charges per class.

MS. STEFAN:  We can certainly provide that.  That will have to be an undertaking as well.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  FOR THE TOTAL BASE DISTRIBUTION CHARGES SHOWN IN FIGURE 12 AT PAGE 48, TO PROVIDE A COMPARISON OF CURRENT 2022 APPROVED DISTRIBUTION RATES BROKEN DOWN BY EACH COMPONENT


MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.  The next question, would the applicant be amenable to an addition of the transaction following a combined DSP as was required in the previous MAADs case?

MR. MILES:  I will take that one.  Our answer is no, we don't think it is appropriate to agree to the filing of a combined DSP.

We note that in previous MAADs applications, specifically the Elexicon Veridian Whitby case, it is our understanding that a consolidated DSP was filed there, but it was because those applicants had identified a ICM or potential ICM application coming up within the set out period.

We also noted that in a letter issued on December 1st, 2021, the OEB indicated a bit of a departure from the requirement to file DSPs every five years, and it specifically noted that unless there was an ICM application in a year that's beyond the deferral, for example of a rate application, that there would not be a requirement to submit a new ICM application.

We will of course -- we will continue to monitor the OEB policies with respect to filing DSPs and we will certainly comply with them as required.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Thank you.  For the next question, can we move on to section 6.1.2.2?  It is on page 29.  Actually, I think we have addressed this question before.  Next page, page 30.  I think we have addressed this question before.  I was going to ask if the number used in table 8 was incorporated in figure 1, and I think the answer to that was yes, previously.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.  So the capital expenditures would have been included in the revenue requirement calculations, that's correct.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  Page 31, section 6.1.2.2 -- let me find the reference here.  Is it is a little bit lower.  It's right underneath figure 1.  It says there:
"Overall the proposed transaction is expected to deliver lower distribution costs to LDC Amalco customers of approximately 2.4 percent through the rebasing deferral period and 8.3 percent following the transfer of the merger benefits to customers in year 11."

We would like to ask the applicant to provide the proposed transaction impact for each class, basically break down the impact by class, if that is possible.

MS. HUGHES:  So I would say that we have not projected the class-specific rates or bill impacts.  We use the distribution revenue per customer approach, given that, you know, it was a better ability to project the revenue requirement as a sort of an indicator of distribution rates.

At this point for class-specific impacts we would need to do a combined forecast cost allocation and rate design, and we think it would be a much bigger undertaking and, quite frankly, not reliable.

Given the consolidation policy, we are not required to file a rate harmonization proposal as part of this application.  So we aren't in a position to provide it by customer class.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  That's fine.  Let's go to page 33.  I understand that BPI is in cohort 3 and Energy+ is in cohort 2.  Could you please advise which cohort will LDC Amalco potentially belong to?

MS. STEFAN:  So what we can say is that the forecasts for revenue have considered that the rates, beginning in year 3 -- so that would be 2024 -- have stretch factors associated with the second cohort.

We will say, however, it is somewhat difficult to make an assessment about the cohort -- the future cohort of LDC Amalco.  It is dependent on a number of factors.  Those would include the performance cost trends in the general industry, which can be difficult for us to forecast; also, the combined statistics for LDC Amalco, among which would be included the combined peak demand, for example, for LDC Amalco, which once again can be a little bit more complicated to forecast than a simple aggregation of the two figures would permit.

Any changes in the OEB's policies would also be a consideration point, and also, of course, the cost performance of LDC Amalco, including the achievement of the planned synergies and the transition costs.

So again, the assumed cohort in the figures is cohort 2.  However, there could be other factors that potentially bring us to cohort 2, cohort 3.

We will say that in the last report from PEG -- which was based on the three-year averaging up to 2020 -- Brantford's efficiency assessment was about minus 8 percent from projected costs, so somewhat getting close to the minus 10 percent that is necessary to achieve cohort 2, whereas Energy+'s was minus 14 percent.  So there is, likely, some room for LDC Amalco to potentially achieve cohort 2.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  Okay.  The next question is about the differences in accounting policies of BPI and Energy+.  I am assuming the two companies were using different accounting policies.  If, yes, could you please provide the details regarding the differences?

MS. HUGHES:  So I will take this.  In terms of the -- both Energy+ and BPI follow International Financial Reporting Standards, and both obviously follow modified IFRS for purposes of regulatory.

In terms of accounting policy differences or what's to be expected on amalgamation, it is our understanding that, based on IFRS, the accounting policies of Energy+ would be adopted, given the share ownership percentage of the Energy+ group of companies in this transaction.

We have not done a detailed review of accounting policies at this point.  We have done a preliminary review, and we have had some discussion with our auditors.  We will plan to do more detailed work as we go through the integration activities.

What I can advise is that, based on this preliminary review and discussion, we don't -- we have not identified any material differences in accounting policies.

And so what I would say is that there could, in fact, be differences in assumptions underlying accounting policies, and perhaps I could draw out an example, which would be the post-retirement benefits obligation.  Each utility does an actuarial evaluation and has underlying assumptions and follows the accounting for the deferred benefit program, but the assumptions may be different, but the accounting policy is similar.

I would also draw on a capitalization policy.  So when I reviewed the capitalization policies for each of the utilities, we each capitalized direct labour costs, materials, transportation, contracted services, overhead costs, and borrowing costs as part of the costs of constructing the asset.

Where we may have differences would be in the burden rates applied, but we have not done that detailed review at this point.  We each capitalize our spare parts.  For depreciation we have estimated useful lives for our major components.  Again, that may be -- we each have major components.  We may have different underlying useful lives, but that assessment will need to be done on a case-by-case basis in terms of the major components that are identified for each utility.

We did identify one area that is different in the capitalization policy between Energy+ and BPI, and BPI acknowledged this or identified this in the 2022 cost-of-service process where BPI capitalizes overhead and underground inspection programs, whereas Energy+ expenses those.

But it was highlighted in that application that those costs were not deemed to be material and didn't impact the overall revenue requirement for the utility.  So we don't believe that is a material departure.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, thank you.  When do you think the detailed review might be finished, might be completed?

MS. HUGHES:  Well, we would be doing that as part of the integration efforts, working towards sort of a day 1, day 100 readiness.  So it's probably a few months out before we tackle that work.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Would you be amenable to provide such review once it is finished?

MS. HUGHES:  I believe we would be post a decision at that point, I would hope.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, okay, thank you.  Oh, last question from me.  Could you confirm that both BPI and Energy+ have in place approved ACM and ICM rate riders?

MR. MOLON:  I can take that one.  Energy+ has an ACM and an ICM rate rider in place until its next rebasing application.  But Brantford Power does not have an effective -- or an ICM rate rider that is effective at this point.

MR. ZHENG:  Can you also confirm that LDC Amalco proposes the during the deferred rebasing period the approved rate riders of Energy+ in that case will remain in place, and Amalco would true up these amounts to account for the rate riders that's not adduced through the deferred rebasing period.

MR. MOLON:  So we can confirm that the Energy+ ACM and ICM rate riders will be in place until Amalco's next rebasing application, and Amalco will continue to be compliant with the OEB's APH guidance on ICM accounting which outlines the sub accounts required for tracking purposes.

Disposition of the 1508 sub accounts would be sought at the next rebasing application, and during the evaluation of those balances, there is an inherent true-up within that guidance -- and I can pull the quote here.
"Distributors are to provide the calculation of actual revenue requirement in its cost-of-service application.  When requesting the disposition of ACM accounts, should the Board approve a true-up of significant variances between the revenue requirement based on actuals and the revenues collected through ACM rate riders, any rate rider collected or refunded from the true-up should be recorded in account 4080 distribution service revenue and not the ACM sub accounts."


MR. ZHENG:  Sorry, can you explain again why BPI doesn't have ACM/ICM rate rider?

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  The previously approved ICM rate rider for their new Savannah Oaks Drive facility was effective until -- or was effective until January 1st, 2022.  During their cost-of-service application, that asset was included in base rates.

MR. ZHENG:  No more questions from me, but my colleague, Mark, will have follow up questions in other areas of the application.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.  Can everybody hear me?  It is nice to see some friendly phases.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry, I don't mean to interrupt.  I see according to our schedule we were to have a break at 10:30.  We can stick with that, or you can start and go for a few minutes or we can break now and then you start.  What do you prefer?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I am in the panel's hands, the witness panel, whatever they would prefer.  I don't expect to be more than ten minutes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Well, you know what, if everybody is okay with it we will just continue and break when Mark is done.  Sound good?

MR. RODGER:  That's fine, thank you.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

Panel, my questions are with respect to the PILs smoothing adjustment issue, and I would ask if we can go to page 21.  I just want to understand the issue exactly.

So as I understand, the request is that Amalco is permitted to track the gross-up PILs impact of the variants between the CCA smoothing approach adopted in BPI in its most recent approved settlement proposal in EB-2021-0009 and the effect of PILs impact of the phase out elimination of the accelerated CCA in effect subsequent to 2026 and until Amalco's rebasing.

So before I understand the purpose, I just want to make sure I understand what exactly you would be proposing to track if this is approved.

I just want to understand if you are tracking the difference in actual CCA that was embedded within the settlement proposal amounts verses what is the actual CCA?  Or is it just adopting the changing of the embedded CCA versus the phase out rules?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  So I can take that question.  Maybe it would be helpful for me to just touch a little bit about the purpose of what we're proposing here, because it is a complex area.

We're not looking to, you know, benefit from the process.  When account 1592 was originally established, it was intended to remove from both customers and the utilities the impact of tax rule changes or tax administration changes.  And as we all know, the accelerated CCA program has a beginning and an end, and will change during the deferred rate period.

From our perspective, it is an issue of fairness, in the sense that we are not proposing that we do a -- for lack of a better word, a partial rebasing of our PILs entitlements.

What we are suggesting is that the calculation that was embedded in our last cost of service represented the actual CCA program smoothed out over that five-year period, of course, but that replicated what was actually going to take place and that was the case.

What we're saying is that the rule book is changing in the latter five years of the deferred rate period and that there should be an adjustment to essentially normalize your PILs number to reflect the actual rules of the day.

In many respects, it is no different than any other utility who is in the midst between cost of service and the government introduces a tax rate change and whether it is up or down, it produces a 1592 entry, so that the PILs intent that was originally contemplated in the original application stays the course and any true-up, up or down, gets dealt with at the subsequent cost-of-service application.

So from ours perspective, you know, the phase-out of the CCA acceleration program is akin to a tax rate change and that -- you know, two things could happen.  It could be -- they could stick to the plan they have now, which means that the utility would actually incur greater taxes than was contemplated in the five-year, in its most recent cost of service; or given circumstances, the government decided to extend the program or accelerate to further benefit CCA deductions, technically the business would be overcharging PILs in that subsequent five years.

So what we're proposing is not to, you know, cover just the downside to the utility.  What we're saying is the original approach that was taken in the last cost of service was essentially -- you know, I will use the word we used to use that's probably not good anymore, that the PILs proxy to represent the proper PILs recovery during that period and we're looking to have the ability to book an entry in 1592 to capture any what are effectively statutory rate changes to the CCA that might transpire in that -- in those subsequent years.

Whether or not it is an increase or a decrease, we would do that in a symmetrical manner, so at the end, all of the parties get a fair outcome as it relates to PILs.

I don't know if that answers your question, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.  I think you are answering me why you want the account.  I am actually -- first question, trying to get the mechanics of what is actually going in the account.

So my understanding from the approved settlement proposal is the PILs calc -- the smoothing approach essentially took your DSP capital in the CCA in each of those five years based on the rules that were in place for those five years, so from 2022 in the phase out, the phase outset I believe beginning in 2024 and essentially --essentially the idea creating in 2022 that what would be equivalent to sort of the amortized total CCA over the five year.  Am I fair about that part?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to understand if the account is approved, for example, how is the -- what is being recorded in 2027?  Is it simply -- I understand that the CCA rules you are going to determine what the CCA rules.

But what is the capital?  Is the capital your previous DSP amounts?  Is it the actual amounts that you end up spending on capital in 2027?  That is really my question.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  It is simple to answer because again we are not looking to have, you know, essentially a de facto rebasing of capital.

What we're saying is the capital numbers that were in place in that first five-year scenario would not change, and basically we're just redoing the calculation using what will be the new -- let's call it the average accelerated CCA for the back years that were outside of that period.

And to the extent that that differs from what was built into the five-year smoothing, the delta would be booked to 1592, whether it is up or down.  So that in truth what you are really adjusting is for a price difference, if you want to use that term, from what's changed from that first five years.

So the actual underlying DSP investments, that would not be updated to reflect what takes place in the back five years or the actuals.  It would be basically repricing the PILs number that was in that first five-year smoothing mechanism using what is actually happening in the subsequent years.  Again, very similar to what you would do if it was a simple effective tax rate change that occurred in between rebasing periods.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So what exactly is the, let's say the capital amount that you are deriving the CCA numbers from?  Is it the average of 2022 over 2026?  Is it the 2026 amount?  Because the PILs adjustment in the approved settlement proposal is essentially taking -- you know, it's five separate calculations essentially based on the DSP capital.

So in 2027 what is the capital number?  Is it an average, is it the 2022 number, the 2026 number?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I think -- and hopefully I can explain what we're conceptually thinking here, is that none of those five calculations would change except the amount of CCA eligible for each of those would occur, and you would recompute what the new average would have been if you had, you know, now -- or if you -- yeah, if you knew then what you know now was going to happen in this back five years, and so you're going to do a mathematical calculation, trueing up what is essentially that effective smoothing rate that you have come up with.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I am going to park this, as I may ask you to do an undertaking.

So you also note in this section, you say:

"The impact of the planned CCA phase-out ultimate elimination beyond 2026 is suspected to be significant to the operating results of LDC Amalco."

Do I have that correct?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I believe that is what the application said, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I assume if the application says that...

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I think the issue is, is that, you know, the fact of the matter, going back to my notion of fairness, is that, you know, technically the way that PILs had been established over time is that, you know, that's not supposed to be a real factor in your return.  Your after-tax return is supposed to be based on, you know, a notional proxy of what you are supposed to be paying, and if the rules change midstream, the intent is there should be an adjustment to that.

And so that is really what we're trying to suggest, is that we're not really looking for anything different that is already existing in the 1592 rule book, is that when the rules change you get an adjustment to keep both parties whole to the original intent of the original cost-of-service application.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  But I am just trying to understand the driver of this proposal.  Is it what you're talking about, some idea of fairness, which I will call "fairness" from your perspective, or is it that without this account that it will have a significant impact on the operating results of LDC Amalco?  What is the driver?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  To honest with you, I would say there is elements of both.  The issue is, if you look at the way the program is designed right now, that accelerated CCA is going away, which means we're going to lose those reductions and we're not going to be getting the tax recoveries that we ought to be getting.

However, we know that these rules do change, and we could wake up with it being -- you know, going another way or, you know, further benefits that would cause us to be over-charging, and really, the reason we have used the word "fairness" is that we're not looking to make a margin on this particular issue.  We are just trying to stay the course with the intent of the original cost-of-service outcome, is you get a reasonable PILs recovery that is commensurate with the PILs you are actually going to be paid during that period, and we're really trying to use 1592 with its original intent to capture when there is a rule change that creates an anomaly in terms of that reasonable recovery of PILs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Do you expect that this will have a significant impact on the operations of LDC Amalco?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  To the extent we're obviously going to be incurring PILs that we're not getting recovered, again, the order of magnitude, again, we would have to look at that further.

But that is really the issue, is that you technically aren't conceptually supposed to be losing money on PILS, nor making money on PILs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Have you done any analysis where you have forecasted based on, let's say the current phase-out schedule, what the impact would be on the company?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I don't know.  Oana, can you help me with that question, whether we have done modelling?  I know we are looking at it directionally.  I am not sure how far we have taken the actual calculations.

MS. STEFAN:  Thanks.  So we have done some directional modelling, which should be subject to further checks, I suppose, internally.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you to undertake to provide based on the capital expenditures you are forecasting in this application that we went through and talked, I think table 7 and 8, to give us the sense of two things:  One, how you're going to calculate this account to my earlier question, and two, what the actual annual impact is going to be on the utility?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes.  I think we can certainly do that, Mark.  I guess I would only put one caveat to that notion, is that, you know, for sure when we look at the current plan wind-down the way it is, you know, that's going to illustrate a particular picture.

I think our issue is beyond that, is that no one can presuppose what the rule book is going to be in the later years, and so even if the numbers come out that they're not as significant as we might have originally thought or maybe they're worse, the reality is the magnitude of that delta is really irrelevant from our perspective.

The issue is that the fundamentals of 1592 should apply throughout the sit-out period by virtue of the fact that there will be rule changes.  In this case we're talking explicitly about CCA, but it could be tax rate changes, it could be surtax, who knows what else could be put forward, and what we are looking to preserve is the utility's ability to use that account with its intended purpose throughout that 10-year period.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sorry, just to be clear.  My understanding is the issue is with respect to the CCA sub-account.  With respect to surcharges or any other tax changes, that is not -- the normal rules of 1592 apply.  Your application really is nothing to do with that.  Correct?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Well, I'm sorry, if that is the consensus view, we certainly would accept that.  The issue is that we see the CCA issue as no different than those other issues.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And am I correct as well that the settlement itself talks about changes to the CCA rules [audio dropout] that the account would still be available with respect to further changes to the CCA rules as compared to what is in place at the time of the settlement?  Is that my understanding as well?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.  If there are any rule changes that impact CCA's ability to utilize those deductions in the time period that were contemplated in that last cost-of-service scenario, then the expectation would be that you can true them up at a future point.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So in the example scenario where the phase-out gets postponed, notwithstanding your application, the CCA sub-account would still be available for you to record amounts?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.  And in that situation, if the phase-out was postponed, then the notion would be that as long as the PILs recovery amount that was originally embedded in the 2022 rates was commensurate with the rules that applied in those subsequent years, then no adjustments would be required.

The minute there is a change, in other words if you knew now what you -- or if you knew then what you knew now, your PILs number that we built into the smoothing would have been different than the delta between what we had in and versus what would be going there going forward would be captured in that account.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the only thing that your proposed change to the ability to record amounts in a deferral or variance account that you are seeking in this application is really only for the scenario where there is no changes to the CCA rules?  And it is just, as I understand it, dealing with the situation, that the smoothing -- the smoothing adjustment that was built into BPI's last application was based on a phase-out over five years, correct, and not for what would be the entire -- what would be now a 10-year deferred rebasing period, correct?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  No.  I don't think that's correct, because the issue for us is that because of the smoothing mechanism, we identified, again, a notional recovery amount that averaged out over those five years, and that was based on a particular pattern of accelerated CCA in that five-year period.

The fact that the subsequent years will have a different pattern of acceleration even without programming change that would result in a differing actual CCA deduction that would actually be lower than what occurred in that first five years, that we would be short.

So what we're proposing is that at the end of the day, there should be a recalculation of the amount that reflects the correct CCA entitlements in those subsequent years.

And to the extent that differs from what was built into the 2022 smoothing approach, that amount, up or down, would be captured for future true-up.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think we're actually saying the same thing, but I won't try to clarify that.  We will just let the transcript speak.

Just so I understand, the smoothing adjustment that was put in place in BPI -- in the settlement proposal approved by the Board in the last rebasing application was to adjust the CCA deductions in what would be the 2022 test year PILs calculation to account for the phasing out of the accelerated CCA.  So practically speaking in essence, over the five years of your DSP period, so 2022 to 2026, the CCA rates should roughly match the forecast or actual CCA to be taken?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in essence, the problem is -- so in essence, the smoothing adjustment amortizes CCA over five years?  In 2022, that was -- that's what essentially –

MR. D'AMBOISE:  It established an annual amount that, on average, would have been sufficient to cover the envelope over the five years.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the issue is not over ten years?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Not over ten years, and that the annual average is going to change because of the way the program is phasing out in that back five years.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What's the materiality threshold for each of Energy+ and BPI?  Do you know that?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Oana, do you have that handy?

MS. HUGHES:  I believe it is 175 for Energy+, or it was at our last rebasing.  175,000, sorry, I should clarify.

MS. STEFAN:  For Brantford, in our application we used roughly 115,000.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And for Amalco, what would be the expected materiality threshold?  Would it just be the combination of those two?  You can take this by way of undertaking.

MS. HUGHES:  We can check that and perhaps come back after the break with that figure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry to interrupt, but there was a request for an undertaking having to do with an example.  I don't know if you still need that undertaking, Mark, or the question has been answered.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  I guess we didn't give an undertaking to my request that essentially BPI and Energy+ provide an analysis for each of the years beginning in 2027 to the end of the deferred rebasing period, the amount it expects to book into the account and how it does that -- and how it is making that calculation.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  And that will be assuming the current phase out rules?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be undertaking JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  BPI AND ENERGY+ PROVIDE AN ANALYSIS FOR EACH OF THE YEARS BEGINNING IN 2027 TO THE END OF THE DEFERRED REBASING PERIOD OF THE AMOUNT IT EXPECTS TO BOOK INTO THE ACCOUNT, AND HOW IT IS MAKING THE CALCULATION


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Am I correct that BPI rebased in 2022, and Energy+ last rebased in 2019?

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  This issue is only for the BPI side.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand that.  Am I correct in both Energy+ and BPI in their most recent cost-of-service applications, they included one-time regulatory costs in the test year amortized over five years?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I believe that was the case.  Oana, can you confirm that for me?

MS. STEFAN:  Yes, that would be the case.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And for Energy+?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.  You mean the cost of preparing the rate application, Mark?  Is that what you are referring to?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  My understanding is one-time application costs are included in the test year, but amortized over five years.

MS. HUGHES:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide the amounts for each of Energy+ and BPI that were included?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we can.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That's an undertaking.  That will be JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7  ENERGY+ AND BPI TO PROVIDE FIGURES FOR REGULATORY COSTS FROM THE MOST RECENT COST-OF-SERVICE APPLICATIONS


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Am I correct then Energy+ would have amortized those costs between 2019 and 2023?  That's the five-year period?  And for BPI, it would have been 2022 to 2026?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So am I correct that those amounts would be embedded in rates for both Energy+ and BPI rate zones to the end of the deferred rebasing period?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I'm confirming you are not seeking a similar deferral account to credit customers of those accounts for Energy+ after 2023, and for BPI after 2026, correct?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  We are not, and again, we have a rationale for that, obviously, is that we are not looking for customers to contribute towards the integration costs, et cetera, related to -- and the transaction costs.

And so that we see that as sort of the bundle on the OM&A side that ultimately, you know, at the existing rates we will incur those additional costs towards those achievement of synergies.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But the PILs costs would not be part of that bundle, in your view.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  No.  Again, from our perspective, although PILs does ultimately impact the rates, you know, they're always intended to be an adder to deal with the taxes to achieve the after-tax return.  You know, although it has the same impact on the PILs, it is not the same as OM&A.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much, panel.  Those are my questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Mark.  Let's break for fifteen minutes, and come back at 11:05.  Okay.

MR. RODGER:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  See you later.
--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:06 a.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  If everybody is here, we will resume.  And we now move to the next party that is on the schedule.  That would be Energy Probe.  So over to you, Tom.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning again, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.

Maybe we can turn to page 46.  So I am not going to ask the questions in the order that I sent them to you last week.  So if you go to the top of the page.  Could you scroll up?  There.  Okay.  So on top of the page you are quoting from a Board report, and it is Board report EB-2014-138, ratemaking associated with distributor consolidations, March 2015.

And if you look up that report -- you don't have to, but I will refer to it -- the sentence before the one you have quoted says:

"Consolidating entities that elect a rebasing period of up to five years after the closing of the transaction may do so as set out under the current policy."

Then it goes to the sentence that you have quoted, which is:

"Consolidating entities may also apply for an extended rate rebasing deferral period of up to ten years."

So my first question is, have you considered a five-year rebasing period?

MS. STEFAN:  Thank you for the question.  I can say that, no, a five-year rebasing period was not materially considered.

MR. LADANYI:  It was not considered.  Have you considered any period less than ten years?  Like seven years, for example?

MS. HUGHES:  No, we have not.

MR. LADANYI:  So do you believe that the OEB has to approve a 10-year rebasing period?  Or you are applying for the OEB to approve a 10-year rebasing period?

MS. STEFAN:  So I think this is somewhat of an issue of looking into the appropriate OEB policies.  And what I will say is that we have reviewed the OEB's handbook to electricity distributor and transmitter consolidations, which was issued in 2016.

So in that document, specifically on page 12 of that document, it is our understanding from that that it is the OEB's policy that the deferral period is at the option of the distributor.  So I am actually quoting here.  And that no supporting evidence is required to justify the selection of the deferred rebasing period.  That is our understanding, again, from the Consolidation Handbook.

MR. LADANYI:  So it's the applicant's option, and as far as you understand it is an entitlement that the applicants have; is that right?

MS. STEFAN:  We understand it to be the OEB's policy that we would propose -- select, rather, an application period.  And without having to presuppose the reasoning or I guess supposing what the reasoning would be there, we would note that that provision allows distributors and their shareholders specifically for when they're considering a merger, it allows some certainty with respect to the period of time that the merged entity would have available to realize synergies, to recover transaction and integration costs, and to provide benefits to the shareholders for the consolidation.

So adding uncertainty to the notion of how long the deferral period is available for it, that could have some significant risk for the business cases for these types of transactions.

MR. LADANYI:  So are you saying that there is actual risk, what, for the merged parties if the deferral period is long?  Or if it's shorter?  What would be greater risk?

MS. STEFAN:  If it were shorter, generally.  However, that can be based on a lot of factors specific to the situation for the parties in each case.  I guess you would have to make an assessment on a case-by-case basis.

MR. LADANYI:  So you need ten years to look for synergy savings.  That is a long time, isn't it?

MS. STEFAN:  I suppose that would be a matter of opinion.

MR. LADANYI:  So if I understand correctly, there will be savings, some savings that will be found, and I think you've got spreadsheets showing that there are savings.  And there is no earnings sharing in the first five years.  So the earnings sharing starts in the second five years; is that right?

MS. STEFAN:  That's right.

MR. LADANYI:  So the savings in the first five years, if there are any, that would essentially be a situation whereby ratepayers are paying for costs in rates, higher costs than will actually be incurred, and the net savings will then go to the shareholders.  Is that right?  That is like an incentive for mergers.  Would that be correct?

MS. STEFAN:  Again, I think you need to consider both sides of the equation.  We would have also the incurred transaction fees.

MR. LADANYI:  Definitely.  But I think they will be all netted out.  Don't you have an expectation that the two parties would be better off with a merger?  That is why you are merging, isn't it?

MS. STEFAN:  That would be the expectation.  Of course, there is a certain level of risk associated, as always, with such transactions.

MR. LADANYI:  Sure, there is risk.

Let me put it to you another way.  This is from a customer's point of view.  What happens here is that you will incur savings, which are not going to be passed to ratepayers in the first five years, and they will actually be used to reduce other municipal costs, because the shareholders are both municipalities.  So essentially during the first five years electricity ratepayers will be subsidizing municipal services.  And then the second five years you're only partially subsidizing municipal services.  That is essentially the reason for the merger, isn't it?

MR. MILES:  If I could weigh in for a minute.  I think, you know, there's -- we have considered, I think, all of the stakeholders in this merger, including customers, and we do expect the customers will receive a lot of benefits in the first ten years.  Their rates would be lower than inflation for a 10-year period, distribution rates certainly lower than they would be on a stand-alone basis if we were each to rebase during the 10-year period.  We expect improvements in reliability and in Brantford in particular, with the extension of the 7-24 control room and the outage management system, you know, there's significant customer benefits that we're going to be passing along within the first 10 years.

With respect to the financial benefits, of course, the shareholders, that's something that they had to consider as they were entering into this transaction, both of them giving up significant control, taking on additional risk.

So it would be their expectation as well that there would be some upside in it from their perspective to compensate for that loss of control and for the additional risks that they're taking on.

MR. LADANYI:  So it is a trade-off for sure, and I think we all understand that, and the reason why you're merging is there is a -- the shareholders have recognized that there is going to be a benefit to them.  Otherwise they wouldn't be going ahead with this.  Wouldn't that be right?

MR. MILES:  Correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Can we turn now to page 30 and look at those tables again.  And I won't go specifically through the tables, because I think the counsel for SEC had a bunch of questions on them.

If I want to understand the undertakings that were undertaken, I was particularly interested on stand-alone costs for each utility.  So would we have in those spreadsheets, like, detailed stand-alone costs for each of the two utilities that are merging?  I think it is JT1.3, I think there will be a comprehensive spreadsheet showing all of the assumptions.

MR. MILES:  No, the projections from tables 6, 7 and 8 did not include the detailed cost projections.

MR. LADANYI:  So there is no detail -- for example, I am particularly interested in customer growth and the impact of customer growth on both capital and operation maintenance, administration costs.

So as I see it, but maybe I am wrong, is that both utilities are actually now at the outer edge of the greater Toronto area, commuting area.  There is better GO train service.  There are new subdivisions being built and people are actually moving to Brantford and the Cambridge area and commuting to Toronto.

So what exactly is your customer growth projection?  Particularly, let's start like this.  Brantford; how many customers do you have right now?

MR. KWASNIK:  Approximately 40,000 customers.

MR. LADANYI:  I am looking at a rule of thumb.  And in the past five years, you probably know this.  How many customers are you adding per year, roughly?

MR. KWASNIK:  Sorry, I don't have a rough number for you.

MR. LADANYI:  So, roughly, again, I didn't think this was a hard question.  Generally utilities know how many customers there are, but I didn't want to put you on the spot.

How many customers would you have added last year?  This is for Brampton.

MR. KWASNIK:  Brantford.

MR. LADANYI:  Brantford.  Sorry, I misspoke.

MR. KWASNIK:  Oana, do you have that number handy?

MS. STEFAN:  I am working to just look at some references here behind the screens to make sure we get a number that is somewhat accurate to you.  If I can just take a minute to do so, I will get back to you.

MR. LADANYI:  Please.  What I am trying to get while she is looking this up is are you expecting to add the same number of customers for the next ten years, per year?  Or kind of like a percentage?  Or do you actually expect there to be significant growth of people moving into Brantford?

MR. KWASNIK:  Yes.  So I think our system access budget reflects what you are speaking about, Tom, in terms of the migration outside of the Toronto area.

But we don't see it as being a prolonged -- you know, that curve is not going to be -- have the same level of trajectory of growth after the next couple of years.

I think as you look at Toronto -- at Brantford being really constricted in terms of its opportunity to grow into that last half of the 10-year period, I think it should flatten out a little bit.

MR. LADANYI:  You mean the available real estate in Brantford is limited?  So I guess if there is going to be growth, it will be in the surrounding area which is now going be the surrounding area of the new merged utility.  Would that be right?

MR. KWASNIK:  I think there are areas in Brantford that are still subject to development, that there is a newly annexed area in Brantford that you will see some growth.  But I think over time, the current service area that makes up Brantford will be exhausted and then you will start to grow out into the -- into those other areas that are adjacent us which are Energy+.

MR. LADANYI:  So I would ask as an undertaking that you produce the customer numbers for each year of that 10-year period, and also for the previous two years.  So I don't know the previous years, I assume they are 2020 and 21 and stretching it all the way to -- I guess year ten must be 2032.

What do you think?  How many customers do you think that stand-alone Brantford Power Inc. would have had if it was to continue to operate as it is now, as a non-merged utility?

Then we will get to Energy+, and I would like Energy+ to provide the same information.

MS. HUGHES:  We can provide that, Tom.  What I wanted to -- I did want to say, I believe that Dan in his summary of the major assumptions underlying OM&A indicated, I believe, the customer growth in the Energy+ service territory.  We utilized a 1.7 percent and in Brantford, I think it was 0.8 percent.

And that was to reflect the fact that Energy+ -- I think Paul Kwasnik mentioned the annexation of the City of Brantford and the county of Brant.

So some of the growth expected in the service territory that has been now annexed to the city of Brantford is in fact Energy+'s existing service territory as part of the county of Brant service territory.

So just -- those were the high-level assumptions used for customer growth, and I believe that Dan was going to include in the underlying assumptions the customers per year in the assumptions that he is going to provide as part of the undertaking.

MR. LADANYI:  So why --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry, Tom.  Just so we get this undertaking.  It is JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  BPI AND ENERGY+ TO PROVIDE CUSTOMER COUNT FORECASTS TO 2032, WERE THEY TO CONTINUE AS NON-MERGED UTILITIES


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  And you believe that -- I guess these annual percent growth for both utilities is some kind of a projection starting in the past and going into the future.

I am trying to challenge this and say whether things are changing in this area of the merged utility and the customer growth is likely to be much higher.

So again, the more I experience with other utilities, they often have meetings with developers and they discuss customer additions with them and they adjust their projections based on what is going on.

Has either utility done any of those meetings, and are they -- is that in fact your policy on how you make your customer growth projections?

MR. MOLON:  I would say on the Energy+ side, our engineering team -- as a part of our planning processes, our engineering team would reach out to developers to determine growth for our residential, commercial and industrial subdivision and development areas when coming up with the system access plans.

MR. KWASNIK:  It is Paul Kwasnik for Brantford Power and we would have a very similar approach to the one Dan just described that Energy+ uses.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.  So you will agree with me that customer additions would also drive operation, maintenance and administration costs because customers will need bills.  They will call into the call centre and they will need servicing if there is any problems, they will need meter reading and so on.

So if the customer growth is higher, those costs would have to be higher, too, wouldn't that be right?

MR. KWASNIK:  I think I can speak with confidence that the newly merged company would have customer service at the front of its priorities and its values, and that you would incur what was necessary to maintain -- at least maintain the service levels that the two utilities offer customers separately.

And so you would make those adjustments over the course of the next ten years, Tom, as we -- you know, as the company realized the growth that we're talking about today.

But also there could be more efficient ways to go about dealing with that growth, and I think that is going to be the challenge and the opportunity that the new company is going to have in front of it.  So I think both of those scenarios will provide beneficial results for customers, for all involved.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So do both utilities use their own staff for capital construction or do they have different policies?  I know that some distributors contract out a lot of work.  Some distributors do all of their own work.

So can you tell me what your plan -- first, number one, how is it done now, and secondly, do you plan to change that in the future?

MR. MILES:  It is Ian Miles, Energy+.  Yes, currently we do a mix of both.  So we do some projects in-house, but we typically would do some of our larger rebuild projects or new system access projects, we would outsource that to contractors, and I believe that Brantford does the same.

MR. LADANYI:  And you are not planning to change that?

MR. MILES:  No.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Now, coming to these two spreadsheets -- and I touched on this a little while ago.  So earnings sharing starts in year 6; is that right?

MR. MOLON:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So when I see those savings, are those savings before earnings sharing or after earnings sharing?  So let's say you look at year 6, and I think I see 34 million there for OM&A.  Is that before earnings sharing or after earnings sharing?  So can you explain that?

MR. MOLON:  So the OM&A presented within the table would be based on the projected financial statements.  The earnings sharing wouldn't -- if any -- wouldn't be affecting the OM&A totals for the merged LDC.  So this is unadjusted.

MR. LADANYI:  So we actually don't have an earnings spreadsheet, do we, somewhere in the evidence?  An earnings spreadsheet would show it, I presume.

MR. MOLON:  As part of the application we filed pro forma statements for year 1 of the post-consolidation per the filing requirements, but in our projections we're not expecting earnings sharing to be triggered.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  But there is no spreadsheet.  Would you be willing to provide a spreadsheet that would combine revenues and costs, or you don't want to do that?  I mean, you provided revenues and you provided costs, so can we have one that shows earnings and then expected earnings sharing?  Would that be difficult?

MR. RODGER:  I guess I am wondering, Tom, how this linked into the no-harm test for the Board?

MR. LADANYI:  Well, it is not necessarily that there is a harm.  You know, harm for who and harm may benefit for who.  You know, it is kind of like a zero sum game.  So I think it would be helpful for the Board to understand what benefits there are to ratepayers.  So no harm is -- a benefit is a no harm.  So if ratepayers should be expecting some earnings sharing during this period, I think it might be useful information.

MR. RODGER:  Maybe I have got it wrong, but Dan, didn't you say that you are not expecting any earnings sharing?  Isn't that the answer?

MR. MOLON:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  Now I have a totally different question.  Energy Probe was not a participant in the Energy+ rebasing in 2019.  I was kind of sorry that we were not participating, because a big issue in that case was standby charge, and we are a big supporter of the standby charge, so we might have actually helped you.  And we were in the Brantford Power proceeding and we again supported the standby charge.

So can you tell me, what are your plans regarding the standby charge for the merged utility?

MS. HUGHES:  So it is Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  Can you hear me okay?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MS. HUGHES:  Okay.  I have been having trouble with my mic.  I would say at this point we don't have any plans during the 10-year deferred rebasing period for standby charge, unless there was a direction from the OEB as a result of their outcomes of their review of commercial and industrial rate design, which I believe has been outstanding for a number of years, but certainly we would be following policy with respect to rate design if it was required to be implemented during any period of time.  But I would not anticipate any changes during the deferred rebasing period.

MR. LADANYI:  So many of us are hoping that the OEB will finish this review.  I think it has been going on, if I am right, for either six or eight years, some tremendous amount, almost as long as it has taken the Metrolinx to build the Eglinton LRT, which has been going on under construction for 11 years now.  So it is one of these things that eventually has to end.

Anyway, so these are all my questions, and now Dr. Higgin will take over and ask his questions.  Thank you, panel.

DR. HIGGIN:  I hope you can hear me.

MR. RODGER:  Yes, we can, Roger.

DR. HIGGIN:  I don't see my video, but don't worry about it.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:

So most of my questions have been asked.  So I just have one small follow-up on the settlement, and you don't need to turn it up, but it flows from the table 2.2F, which was in that settlement agreement, and it deals with, of course, the CCA adjustment that Mark has talked about.

My follow-up question is straightforward, dealing with the CCA DVA 1592, and the question is, well, the disposition of that account.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I am just looking at my notes here.  I am not -- trying to remember that.  Maybe the rest of the panel can confirm if I had this wrong, but I believe the intent would be --

[Reporter appeals.]

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Oh, I'm sorry again.  It is Brian D'Amboise from Brantford Power.  I believe our intent was to dispose of that with the Brantford customers the rate zone.

DR. HIGGIN:  In which year would that be, '26?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That would be at the end of the 10 years.

DR. HIGGIN:  At the end of the 10 years?  So that would include any other changes that were discussed to the tax CCA rules as well?  So it would be disposition at the end of the period.  Is that your understanding?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.  That's my understanding.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.  So just going to this question then about what are you going to file in the interim.  So let's just go to section 8.4, page 51, just as a segue into this question.  So this is where you talk about tracking costs in the DVAs, in the regulatory accounts and so on, and there are some rules that apply to that, as you have outlined here.

So really all I am asking in a very general sense to start with is, what will you be filing every year as it relates to both the standard filing requirements and also to the DVAs?  What will be your -- will you be filing?

MS. STEFAN:  It is Oana Stefan from Brantford Power.  So I think, with respect to the annual filings, it will be a matter of the realities at hand at the time of those filings.

So there's OEB policies which would outline the applicable expectations with respect to those years, including, for example, chapter 3 of the OEB's filing requirements, which deals with the price cap IRM rate-setting, as well as anything in the handbook for consolidations that applies in our scenarios.

In chapter 3, I suppose the core distribution rates would be expected to be adjusted by the price cap IR mechanism, which is based on the inflation minus a stretch factor adjustment for the core distribution rates.  So that would be the monthly charge for each class, as well as any applicable distribution volumetric charge.

And in those price cap IR applications, there are also other mechanisms available, including the ability to dispose of certain DVA accounts -- sorry, to dispose of certain DVA accounts which would include group one.

So group one DVAs are generally the RSVA accounts, and I believe currently also the LRAMVA account is eligible to be disposed of in an IRM application.

DR. HIGGIN:  And then with respect to any other ones, such as mentioned here which could be group 2, those are on a circumstance as required.  Is that what you are saying?

MS. STEFAN:  It's my understanding that the group 2s are only eligible for disposition upon a rebasing application.

DR. HIGGIN:  Oh, that was my next question.  So just to help us understand, could you provide us just a summary list -- we don't want to have every account, just what would be the main filings that you would provide annually for PCIR, et cetera.

Could you just provide us with a short list of those filing requirements that you see you will be making each year?

MS. STEFAN:  So just to understand, are we speaking specifically to the variance accounts in this?

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  It would include -- you have just covered, the PCIR changes, okay.  You just discovered those, so we would like those on the list.  And then also the DVAs, the group 1.  Group 2, you said you were not going to dispose of, so you would stay that.  Just a short list that would say what you are going to file annually so that we would have an expectation.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  If you will agree to that undertaking, that is JT1.9.

MS. STEFAN:  So I suppose my consideration here is with respect to our future filings, we would be expecting to apply the policies in place at the time that we make those filings.  So to the extent that the OEB's own policies on some of these matters might change from year to year, for example the chapter 3 -- the chapter 3 filing requirements do get updated typically once a year, we would expect that some of those policies are dynamic over the 10-year period rather than stagnant at the point that they're at right now.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, I think you have made that caveat.  So please add the caveat to the list.  Any caveat that you feel is appropriate would be fine.  Thank you.

MS. STEFAN:  Okay.  I suppose we can take that as an undertaking.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF EXPECTED FILINGS TO BE MADE EACH YEAR


DR. HIGGIN:  My next area may be confidential, Mark.  This relates to the classes of shares looking at page 18, table 4.

MR. RODGER:  Yeah, Roger, I can help there.  That whole issue, if you look at the Board's decision on confidentiality, has been declared irrelevant for this proceeding.

DR. HIGGIN:  Irrelevant?  Okay.

MR. RODGER:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.

MR. RODGER:  Maybe just to clarify one thing, I think it would be helpful for the record, Roger, is your question around disposition of the 1592.

Brian, your answer to Roger was that that account would be disposed of at the end of the ten years.  Did you mean to say that it would be part of your cost-of-service application for year 11 rates, and that is how it would be disposed of?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.  And obviously interest improvement would apply throughout the period.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.

MR. RODGER:  I just wanted to clarify.  I didn't want Roger to be left with the impression that at 10 years automatically this would be disposed of.  I just wanted to make that clarification.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Thank you for the clarification, Mark, that is helpful.

So my next area of questions starts on page 22.  This is about affiliate debt, okay.  But we get into more than just the affiliate debt.  So page 22, and it then starts with the Brantford promissory notes conversion and then it says, about strengthening the balance sheet of Amalco.

And then we have more information about debt on page 43, which is again the Brantford debt, which is held by Infrastructure Ontario.  Okay?

So as I take it, my question is -- so the affiliated debt, which is mentioned in the first reference, is going to be converted to equity.  And I assume that Brantford will repay Infrastructure Ontario the 12.1 million and replace it.

Now, this is the question.  It's going to replace it by, it says here, 14 million for a credit facility.

Could you explain what is going to happen to that affiliate debt, and how much debt will Amalco have as a result of these transactions.

MS. HUGHES:  Excuse me, Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  Perhaps I could outline the overall debt structure of LDC Amalco.

So the promissory notes will be converted to equity.  The 12 million in IO debt as you mentioned will be repaid on, you know, on or prior to close and there will be a new debt instrument for LDC Amalco for that $14 million to essentially take out the IO debt.

I guess the piece that was missing or isn't evident in the document is that the existing Energy+ debt of about 105 million in promissory notes will in fact be assumed by LDC Amalco.  So that that debt will also exist and Brantford also has about a $25 million debt instrument as well that will be assumed by LDC Newco.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you summarize that into a very short undertaking showing what the Amalco debt will be post closing?

MS. HUGHES:  I believe we've --


DR. HIGGIN:  So we understand.

MS. HUGHES:  I believe we have actually done that, actually, in the pro forma financial statements -- and I am just trying to find the reference.  It shows the debt after year one.

There is also a table, table 11.  Maybe Mark or Gian, you could pull up page 42 which shows the -- sorry, actually that is the debt to cap ratio.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's not it, no, no.

MS. HUGHES:  I am just trying to find the pro forma tab.  Pro forma?  What tab is that on?  Somebody help me.

MR. MOLON:  Schedule O.

MS. HUGHES:  Schedule L?

MR. MOLON:  Schedule O.  The long-term debt total was 141 million.

MS. HUGHES:  Thank you, Dan.  So that will be the debt in year one on the transaction, post closing.

DR. HIGGIN:  So some of that debt, just to be clear, you have to acquire, which is $14 million from a financial institution, it is not line of credit.  It's an instrument.

MS. HUGHES:  It will be a -- we do anticipate it will be a revolving line of credit that gives LDC Amalco the opportunity to repay it, should it choose to.

I think what we're wanting to do is, there is existing long-term debt of Energy+ that will come over.  There is a long-term debt in Brantford of 25 million.  The IO debt is being taken out as a result of ensuring that the due debt structure for LDC Amalco aligns to the Energy+ structure, which is unsecured debt.

So it would come over as a revolving credit facility and then ultimately, over time, it could be taken out in longer-term debt.  So it is just an instrument in order to get us to close, and then following close there is opportunity for LDC Amalco to restructure even those underlying loan documents over time using the trust indenture structure of Energy+.

DR. HIGGIN:  The point I was going to make is that that line of credit is not usually held as the main instrument for long-term debt.  The line of credit is usually there to deal with short-term financing requirements and so on.

MS. HUGHES:  That's right.

DR. HIGGIN:  So I am trying to look at what is the long-term plan for Amalco.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.  So the long-term plan would ultimately be the 14 million, plus the 25 million, which is a -- I believe it is a five-year term.  Essentially those could be combined within the first, you know, perhaps the year five and taken out with longer-term debt using the trust indenture structure that Energy+ has in place.  So those are the plans to convert that to longer-term debt.

DR. HIGGIN:  So would you be looking for long-term debt from your affiliates -- I mean, meaning your current affiliates, or would you be looking to issue an instrument and do you have a credit rating?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we do.  So, yes, we would not be looking to finance any of LDC Amalco through affiliate debt other than the debt that already exists.

It would be in a long-term, likely a trust indenture structure, and, yes, we -- Energy+ is currently rated A stable by Standard & Poors, and we would be seeking a credit rating for LDC Amalco on closing, which we believe will continue to support an A stable rating.

DR. HIGGIN:  And does Brantford have the same rating?

MS. HUGHES:  Brantford isn't currently rated.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's what I thought.  So the point, anyway, is you have to get rated and you are now looking at a very uncertain long-term debt market outlook, according to the financial institutions.  It may become more expensive to get debt in the future.  Correct?

MS. HUGHES:  That's a possibility that interest rates are going to rise.  What I could offer, though, is that the trust indenture structure provides for the opportunity to access the capital markets at, you know, good market rates, based on the level of debt rating.

I think the other thing to note is that, given the A stable rating the Newco has, there is a benefit to having a credit -- a strong credit rating and securing debt that you might not otherwise have --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I agree.

MS. HUGHES:  -- in the markets.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So thank you for that.  I think I now understand a bit better what is going to happen.

So my last area deals with the question of power quality.  And maybe we can get into this by looking at page 12.  And then we will go from there.

So on page 12, you talk about the distribution delivery points.  I am going to focus mostly on delivery points here.

So you talk about Hydro One, three of those, and then you have a number of delivery points which are counter for the two utilities, some from Brantford to Energy+ and some from Energy+ to Brantford.  Am I correct on that?

MR. MILES:  It is Ian Miles here from Energy+.  Yes, that's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you just tell me, how many -- on those latter, how many delivery points are there going each way, I will call it, so start with Brantford to Energy+ and then from Energy+ to Brantford.

MR. MILES:  There are two, one going each way that can be fed from either Energy+ portion of the transformer or the Brantford portion of the transformer, and they can be used essentially to back each other up in case there is a fault on one of those feeders.

DR. HIGGIN:  So there is a shared -- I was just going to this.  So at that delivery point there is a shared transformer which is owned at this point, I think, is it three to seven or something like that?  Between the two?

MR. MILES:  Three-eighths Energy+ and 5/8ths Brantford.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So let's come back to looking at the service areas.  Perhaps we could switch over to looking at Schedule B at page 56.  That might help.  I am looking really at the Brantford portion of this.

So as you can see, Brantford is surrounded by Brant County, which is currently part of Energy+, of course.  And the fact is that, as was discussed earlier, the system reliability is lower in the surrounding area than in Brantford.

Am I correct, first, just to confirm that was what was said earlier?

MR. MILES:  Yes.  That's correct.  Due to the -- primarily due to the rural nature of Brant County.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So can you just point out on the map roughly where the transformer station is that is the interface between Brant County and Brantford, roughly?  Just show me where?

MR. MILES:  I don't have the pointer, but it is on the northwest corner of the border, right about where the hand is there.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is very helpful.

Now, the question then is, quite clearly, is whether or not one such interchange is appropriate or not, because basically Brantford is reliant on that power coming from the surrounding area to that station, right?

MR. MILES:  Only a portion.  There's actually three different transformers that supply power to the city of Brantford.  Two of them are owned by Hydro One.  One of them is --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, of course.

MR. MILES:  Yes, one of them is right next door to the one that we jointly own.  And then there is another one within the city of Brantford itself.  So what we were talking about there, it was just one particular feeder that can be configured so that backup power can be provided to each other in the event of a fault on one of the -- one of those feeders.

DR. HIGGIN:  So --


MR. MILES:  So it is actually a strategy that helps improve the overall reliability of the system.

DR. HIGGIN:  So do you monitor -- at all of the delivery points, are you monitoring those delivery points on an ongoing basis?  Like in your SCADA system and so on?

MR. MILES:  Yes, we do.  On the Energy+ side of things, we monitor our own feeders, like the 3/8ths of the station, and the intention is to monitor the other 5/8ths of the feeders once we get through the integration.

But during -- you know, even in advance of that, Brantford is monitoring those feeders on their own SCADA system.

DR. HIGGIN:  And of course Hydro One is doing so for its --


MR. MILES:  And Hydro One monitors theirs, yes, for sure.

DR. HIGGIN:  So that information is not -- is it reported?  Because I hadn't seen it in the press, in the Brantford filing.  As Tom said, we weren't involved in the Energy+.

So is that information at the delivery point, is that available?  Has it been filed on a routine basis?

MR. MILES:  I would think it is part of our cost -- either our most recent cost-of-service applications or DSPs, for sure.  And it is also part of the regional planning documentation that we have with Hydro One.

We can certainly get you references to that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  Yes.  You can understand then we are going to ask that you continue to provide that information during the rebasing period as part of the filing.

MR. MILES:  Okay.

DR. HIGGIN:  If you are willing to undertake that, that is fine.  We can just give it a number.  But we would like it to be -- that the information will continue to be provided.

MR. RODGER:  Roger, just to be clear, that was for the year eleven cost-of-service application, is that correct?

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  We are asking on an ongoing basis that that information, that is the delivery point information is provided annually as part of a filing.

MR. RODGER:  As part of the IRM filing?

MS. HUGHES:  That would be a level of information that we are not required currently to provide on annual or regular basis.

We do outline, you know, in our DSPs that are filed how the distribution system is laid out, but I am struggling with the need to file that on an annual basis.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, it depends on whether you think that delivery point reliability is important to customers or not.  We think it is.

MS. HUGHES:  We absolutely do believe that reliability is important to our customers.

DR. HIGGIN:  I am not talking about systems, please.  Let's distinguish system reliability.  We have had that discussion.  I am talking about delivery point information.

So we are asking if you are willing to provide delivery point information on an ongoing basis as part of your annual filing.  It is a yes or no.

MR. RODGER:  I think the answer -- I think the answer, Roger, is no, given what Sarah said, that this is beyond what the Board requires at this time.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are all of my questions, Mark, and thank you for your attention, thank you.

MR. RODGER:  Thank you, Roger.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Roger.  I guess we are -- sorry, I am trying to pull up the schedule.  I believe Staff is next.  So, Donald, I will turn it over to you.
Examination by Mr. Lau:


MR. LAU:  Thank you.  So I can get started.  I might be able to finish before 12:30, but as we come closer, if the panel would like a break, you can just interrupt me and we can kind of continue after lunch.

So my first question is related to OM&A savings.  I think when SEC was asking you questions, there was -- sorry, actually if you can turn to table 6 to begin with.  The inflation factor used was two percent.  Correct?

MR. MOLON:  For years five to ten, it was two percent.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  And so did the utility look at the risk of higher inflation rate?  And if so, how does that affect your costs and how does LDC Amalco plan to deal with those higher costs in future years?

MR. MOLON:  I think from a cost projection basis, the risk of the inflation wasn't necessarily contemplated within the actual projections that we were provided.  From an evaluation of a no harms test, inflation would be in the base line scenario as well as under the merged entity, and certainly the inflated OM&A would be reflected in the IRM factors that would be underlying the distribution revenue.

So it wasn't contemplated for the projections that were provided.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  If we can just turn to -- Actually, there's a couple of pages.  I will be referencing table 6, table 10 and page 39 of the application.

So on page 39 of the application, there is a list of synergies, cost synergies that would reduce the OM&A.  In tab 6, there was the net cost of synergies, and in tab 10 there was a breakdown of some of the costs.

I am not sure if you are already going to be providing this in SEC undertaking JT1.3, but is there a breakdown that you could provide of the cost synergies listed on page 39 that can be similar to table 10, so that the numbers can kind of reconcile to table 6.  Is that something that you could provide?

MR. MOLON:  So as part of the undertaking for JT1.3, we can provide figures that reconcile table 6 and table 10.  I think the cost breakdowns or the synergy break downs might not necessarily align to the headings on page 39, but we will provide a more detailed breakdown than what was included in table 6.

MR. LAU:  Okay, great.  What I am really trying to understand is some of these savings.  With the six listed here on page 39, where is it mostly coming from?  Or which areas are we going to see most of this reduction.  That is what I am looking for.

So if you can provide that as part of the undertaking JT1.3, that would be great.

MR. MOLON:  For sure.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  So continuing on page 39, the applicants say that one of the cost synergies will be the optimization and reduction of staff levels and is planning to achieve that through planned retirements, maintaining some of the vacant positions and natural attrition.

Can you provide us the number of employees that are eligible for retirement in the next ten years and their areas of responsibility?

MS. HUGHES:  I can speak to that, Donald.  In terms of the number of eligible employees for retirement over the next ten years, it is approximately 33 employees.

I would say there is about eleven currently eligible, twelve within the next five years, and greater than five years is an additional ten.

It does vary by area of responsibility, so we can provide a table, but it does include administration, billing, customer care, the executives, finance, ITS and some operations staff.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  And just to follow up to that, the applicants -- sorry, the positions that are operational staff in the next ten years, does the applicant plan to backfill those positions?

MS. HUGHES:  So the distribution system area is not one that we're contemplating will result in significant synergies.

We recognize that there is a considerable amount of training that needs to happen with our operations team.  So I would say for the most part, you know, we will be developing a longer term plan, in terms of our labour, retirement eligibility, our demographics and the progression time that would be required and where it is required, we will backfill those positions if necessary.

MR. LAU:  Great.  Thank you.  And just a second part to that.  There is a number of currently vacant positions I believe that you have.  Can you provide a list of those area of responsibility and also how long those positions have been vacant?

MS. HUGHES:  So I can certainly speak to that, Donald, and provide detail, if you think it is warranted following the response.

We currently have nine positions that are vacant.  We have five positions that are currently filled via contract, and we actually have three arrangements where we're doing shared services with Brantford Power, recognizing where the vacancies are.  Seven of the nine vacancies actually occurred within the last three months.  So those vacancies, again they do vary by department: executive, customer care and billing, finance, ITS, human resources.  And there are a few in engineering, metering and operations.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  That is very helpful.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Donald, just to confirm, was that an undertaking that you want -- about the positions that are eligible for retirement?  Was that an undertaking?

MR. LAU:  Yes.  I was just about to pull up on that, actually, whether a list can be provided.

MS. HUGHES:  We can provide a list of the areas of responsibility, if that is helpful.

MR. LAU:  Yes.  So just to confirm, it would be a list of eligible retirements in the next 10 years and their area of responsibilities.  Correct?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, correct.

MR. LAU:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  So that will be JT1.10. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF ELIGIBLE RETIREMENTS IN THE NEXT TEN YEARS AND THEIR AREAs OF RESPONSIBILITY.

MR. LAU:  And just to confirm, that would be for both utilities, correct?

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.  We wouldn't intend to split them by utility.  We would prefer to do them on a combined basis.

MR. LAU:  And that's fine.  I just wanted to confirm that it would be for LDC Amalco.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, yes.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  Okay.  So my next question is going to be related to the price cap IR.  Based on the 2020 PEG report, Brantford is currently in cohort 3 and Energy+ is in cohort 2.

Over the deferred rebasing period does the applicant plan to use two separate stretch factors in each rate zone or a consolidated stretch factor for LDC Amalco?

MS. STEFAN:  Oana Stefan for Brantford Power.  So for this item, it is our intention to have a combined stretch factor, when the PEG report assessment would permit this.

So of course the PEG assessments are dependent on the RRR filings that are submitted annually.  So we would be looking to have a combined filing for year 1, which would be 2022.  That would then be incorporated into the PEG findings to be issued in 2023 and applicable to rate-setting in 2024.

But the intention is to have the combined stretch factor, since we understand this is dependent on the level of detail provided in the financial reporting, and the intention is to combine financial reporting following the transaction.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you, Oana.  My next question is related to reliability.  So if we can turn to table 5.  So in table 5 of the application it shows that Energy+ reliability historically is a little bit poorer than Brantford Power.

What I really want to understand is when the -- with the combined resources for operations and capital, how does LDC Amalco plan to ensure that Brantford Power's customers won't see a decline in reliability when these sources are shared?

MS. STEFAN:  So I think we touched on those factors a little bit earlier with the question I believe from Schools.  The considerations would include the use of the existing operation centres and operations, general staffing to address outages in the service territories.  So specifically again the operation centre at 150 Savannah Oaks in Brantford and the other centre in Cambridge at Bishop Street.

And I suppose the centre at 150 Savannah Oaks would be the one applicable to Brantford, of course.

And again, the commitment to our capital planning is to consider that material -- or any reductions considered in the capital planning would be primarily in the general plant category, which is made up of, I suppose, projects which are typically less directly relatable or proportional with outage performance.

And, again, in terms of opportunities for improvements, we note the 24-7 control-room monitoring that would assist to potentially improve Brantford Power's outage response, as well as the outage management system, which would contribute there.  And again, with the combined greater level of resourcing in the case of a large-scale outage, we would have access to a greater level of resources to address those outages.

MR. LAU:  Okay, great.  So just to help me understand how it is factually going to work, there is two ops centres right now.  One currently services Brantford Power and the other is Energy+.

And so when there is an outage, how will these ops centres prioritize the outage restoration?  Will the existing ops centres kind of respond to their existing service area first and then help the other ones?  Are the combined resources allocated based on the new outage management system?  How will that really work so that we can understand how each of the customers in each rate zone might actually experience an outage situation.

MR. MILES:  Ian Miles with Energy+.  I will jump in on this one.

So the answer is it depends, I guess, on the extent of the outage.  So if it is an outage that, say, occurs in -- a small outage, let's say, in Brantford, it would be the Brantford crews that would respond to that outage.

We would only involve crews from the north or the south service territory if it was a significant outage in that one area.

If it was an extensive ice storm, for example, that covered the whole north and south service territory, then each of the crews in the north and the south would stay in the north and the south and just work on restoration.

And, you know, we had some fairly well-established protocols in terms of triaging and prioritizing the restoration efforts based on critical infrastructure and numbers of customers that can be brought back on by repairing, for example, a feeder, they could bring back on thousands of customers.

So we would continue to follow those protocols.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  In Energy+'s last application it actually showed that tree contact is the third-largest cause of the outage.  With reduction to some of your OM&A staff, are there going to be forestry staff that are going to be reduced and how would that affect Energy+'s reliability?

MR. MILES:  The answer there is no.  We don't have any forestry staff on staff, per se.  This is something that we outsource.  But we have not contemplated in any reduction in our forestry spending, forestry management spending, as a result of this merger, so it will carry on.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you for that.  So my next question is relating to standards.  If we can turn to page 26 of the application.  The applicant plans to review and implement standardized operational and safety practices aligned with the best practices at time.

Can you provide a list of material differences in operational practices between Brantford and Energy+, and explain the operational practices that LDC Amalco will adopt?

MR. MILES:  So we haven't completed an exhaustive comparison yet of the differences between the two utilities, but I can highlight a few things that we have noted to date.

One fairly significant difference would have to do with administering work protection and switching orders, and that's as a result of the fact that with Energy+ we have a control room that is the controlling authority that does the switching orders and does dispatch and is the controlling authority during outages, whereas Brantford Power uses self-administered work protection.  So their supervisors would prepare those switching orders and they would be responsible for coordinating power restoration efforts.

So that's something, as we get integrated, we would expect that the control room -- the Energy+ control room would eventually provide that service, that controlling authority service to the entire service territory, including Brantford.

A couple of other areas where we have noted really no material differences is around service order processing.

We do it a little bit differently, but essentially it is the same kind of process.  Same thing with work execution.  I mentioned I think before in a previous answer that we use a mix of in-house plus contracted resources for construction and rebuilds and we see that continuing.

After hours coverage is different, again because of the control room in Energy+ is 7/24, whereas Brantford has operation supervisors that are on call and they respond to alerts from their SCADA system to restore power where, you know, when required.

Field operations, I think is pretty similar.  Outage management is a little bit different, again because of Energy+.  We have a real time outage map that shows the location and expected duration of the outages.

It is certainly our intention to -- because we see a major customer benefit there, we want to extend that service and that coverage to Brantford as quickly as we can through the integration.

So those are kind of the highlights of what we have noted to date as we have looked at the operational differences between the two utilities.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you, Ian.  Would that increase some of the costs on a -- like as compared to a stand-alone basis between Brantford, I suppose, from what you have described?

MR. MILES:  There may be a small incremental cost in certain things, like licensing fees for extending -- for example for extending the outage management system to cover Brantford.

We haven't explored that yet with our vendor, but I would anticipate there may be some areas, yes, where there would be some uplift.

In terms of the control room staffing itself, we don't expect a large incremental cost in being able to extend the service.  But, you know, the caveat there is we haven't done all of the detailed integration planning work to say that for sure.

MR. LAU:  Thank you.  So if we can turn to page 37, it's stated that the engineering services will continue to be maintained in the Brantford Energy+ service area.  So will LDC Amalco standardize their engineering standards?

MR. MILES:  Yes, that is certainly the intent.  It will take some time.  The good news is that we both operate primarily, you know, 27-7 voltage systems.  So there is a lot of similarity to begin with.

But sort of you know, harmonizing the detailed engineering standards, typically the experience with a lot of utilities is that that can take a few years.  But it is certainly our intention to do that, yes.

MR. LAU:  Is there anything you can highlight right now, similar to the previous question, like that might be worth noting at this time about the differences in your engineering standards?

MR. MILES:  I would say not really, no.  Like I said, the fact that we operate systems at the same voltage is a pretty big sort of equalizer, if you will.

I know we have some differences in some of the standards that we use around distribution transformers, but I wouldn't say it is significant and it could be harmonized over time.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  And then just to confirm, as a result of combining these engineering standards, do you expect there would be any capital costs implications either to Brantford or Energy+ as compared to the existing capital plans?

MR. MILES:  I don't believe so, no, because the intention would be to harmonize them over time.

So it is not like we're going to take a whole bunch of transformers out of service for example and put new ones in, just to say we're harmonized.  We would do it over time as those transformers needs to be replaced.

And of course the other benefit in harmonizing the standards is to get to a point where we can reduce our inventory levels by carrying, you know, one set of standard equipment as opposed to two or three.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you, Ian.  My next question is related to the capital.  So looking at Brantford and Energy+'s last cost-of-service applications, taking a look at the chapter 2 appendices, it shows Energy+'s capital expenditures were about twice as high as Brantford Power's for 2022 and 2023.

So how does LDC Amalco plan to prioritize their capital projects over these two rate zones over the next 10-year period?

What I really want to kind of understand is the capital plans, are they -- you know, as a combined utility obviously you are going to try to look at capital as a whole, but at the same time really want to know that what was originally planned for each of these customers in each rate zone continue to happen.

So how will LDC Amalco do that over the next ten years?

MR. MILES:  First of all, we each have a DSP in place.  Ours takes us out to 2023 and Brantford's is in place until 2026.  So we would continue to be guided by, you know, the good work and input that was done for those Distribution system plans.

Then when it comes to -- I guess as we get beyond that or as we get into situations that we haven't anticipated, we would continue to be guided by the priorities of, number one, system access projects, right.  Whether it is customer-driven or road relocation projects, those are always kind of priority projects.

Then as we go through the integration, we would -- we would start to look at the rebuild.  We both have very similar methodologies when it comes to asset condition assessment and determining priorities around rebuild projects, but we will have to harmonize those to make sure we're not, you know, doing one project in one territory versus another that should be potentially reversed.

But we are not anticipating any major changes there because, like I said, our methodology is very similar currently.

MR. LAU:  Okay, great.  That actually brings me to my next question about your asset conditions assessments in both of the DSPs.

So I actually saw them to be a little bit different and correct me if I'm wrong on that, and it also shows that Energy+ had higher amounts of investments in system renewal as compared to Brantford, if we look at the chapter 2 appendices.

So over the next 10-year period, will LDC Amalco combine their asset condition methodologies?  Or you know, maybe now they're actually quite similar.  And when you do combine them, will that have any capital impacts to either the rate zone as a result of, you know, this new assessment standard that you are adopting from either of the other  rate zones?

MR. MILES:  I would say, you know, that detailed integration work and looking at the methodologies for both has not been completed yet.  So it is a little bit difficult to say, other than -- as I said before, we are not anticipating huge differences.

To your comment about, you know, the Energy+ spending on renewal being higher than Brantford on a relative basis, I think speaks to where the rural service territory that we have.  Over the last few years, we have been undertaking some fairly expensive overhead rebuilds in Brant county in particular and conversions from -- there were some old kV sections that we have upgraded to 27-7.

So that's primarily the driver behind some of the differences you are seeing there in the renewable spending.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  The next question is related to the Distribution System Plan.  So I think SEC had asked whether you would be willing to file something on the record.

So my question is a little bit different.  The DSP for both utilities will at some point expire over the next ten years or -- yes, over the next ten years.  So does LDC Amalco plan to have maybe not a consolidated DSP over the 10-year period, but a combined system plan?  Or even just how the plan moving forward will look like when those expire so that there could be comfort that when you come into the next rebasing, things have been considered in total, or the synergies that you will have from operational and capital standpoints have been considered, and so that in the next rebasing there could be comfort that the period, I guess, that would be missing in the DSP from the end of Brantford Energy+ DSP now to the next rebasing has been properly considered.

MR. MILES:  Obviously, you know, yes, for sure, we would take a sort of a consolidated view of the entire service territory and we would continue to do things that we have each done separately, things like, you know, consulting with appropriate stakeholders, looking at -- and participating in regional planning projects.

I mentioned that we're going to, you know, look at harmonizing the asset condition assessment methodologies and looking at whatever comes out of that and making adjustments appropriately to our capital renewable program in particular.  The priority projects in both territories will continue, the system access projects.

So, yes.  But, you know, by the time we get to filing a formal DSP in year 11, I guess it would be, we will have all of that documentation and methodology to draw upon when we put that plan together.

MR. LAU:  Is there a time line internally on when these -- this combined planning practice will be implemented or looked at?

MR. MILES:  It is within the first two years, for sure.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you.  The next question will be for the distribution revenue trend.  So I believe in JT1.4 you've provided a lot of the assumptions that were used in figures 1 to 3.  So -- especially for the rebasing that would have happened on a stand-alone basis for each of these utilities, for Brantford and Energy+.

With the assumptions that you have provided, I just want to confirm that it sounded like the applicant would have assumed that the OEB would have approved what it had applied for with all of those numbers.  Correct?

MR. MOLON:  This is Dan Molon from Energy+.  That is correct.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Do you run any scenarios where there could have been less than what was applied for?  So for example, maybe a 5 percent reduction.  And it is just to kind of understand the possible scenarios that could have played out on a stand-alone basis as compared to on a combined basis.

MR. MOLON:  We didn't look at any kind of discounting or reductions with respect to the approval of the rebasing distribution revenue projections.

I think a conservative approach was taken with the OM&A increases generally following inflation.  I think the combined OM&A projections of the two stand-alone entities had a just above 2 percent compound annual growth rate, and the costs were largely on the basis of what was approved in the previous cost-of-service applications.  And there wasn't really an introduction of any incremental programs or projects that were injected into the OM&A figures within the time line.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you, Dan.  So seeing the time is almost 12:30, I have about maybe six more questions to go through.  Would you like to continue or should we continue this after a break for lunch?

MR. RODGER:  Do you want to continue, panel?  Is everybody okay for a few more minutes?

MR. LAU:  Yeah, and just to let you know, there will 

-- then I will be passing it off to Donna for more of the accounting questions.  So there will be more to come.

MR. RODGER:  I don't see any opposition, so why don't you carry on, Donald.  Thank you.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you.  So my next question will be for distribution licence.  So the LDC Amalco has requested a new licence, and that the current licences for Energy+ and Brantford Power to be cancelled.

The distribution licence application for LDC Amalco wasn't part of the application.  In a previous proceeding, EB-2016-0025, the OEB indicated that it could not render a decision on the MAADs application with the matter of the licence application not being dealt with by the Board.

So could the applicant file a completed distribution licence application for LDC Amalco and, while you are filing that application, if there is certain information requested in that application that is not known at the time, can you indicate when the applicant expects to have that information?

MS. HUGHES:  It is Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  So we will file an application and do our best to complete all of the information.  We did file Schedule R -- I just wanted to highlight that, Donald, is that it at least outlines the service territory and how it would be described in the distribution licence, but we will, I guess, take that as an undertaking to file the application for the licence.

MR. RODGER:  Maybe just to note, Donald, that we didn't file the new application because that wasn't one of the filing requirements for a MAADs application, but we will certainly do so.

MR. LAU:  Right.  Thank you, Mark.  So Ljuba, that would be Undertaking... Ljuba?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry about that.  Sorry, did we have an undertaking I need to number?

MR. LAU:  Yes.  That was an undertaking to provide a distribution licence application.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right.  That's JT1.11. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO PROVIDE A DISTRIBUTION LICENCE APPLICATION FOR LDC AMALCO.

MR. LAU:  Thank you.  My next question will be for the specific service charges.  Energy+ and Brantford Power have their own specific service charges.  So does LDC Amalco anticipate aligning some or all of your specific charges before any rate harmonization following deferred rebasing period?

MS. STEFAN:  It is Oana Stefan, Brantford Power.  So our expectation is that the existing tariffs will be in place for the duration of the rebasing period, subject to the annual price cap IR adjustments.  And as a result of specific service charges not being currently permissible to the updated during those price cap IR applications, we expect that the existing service charges would be maintained in place for the 10-year deferral period.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is related to cyber security.  So in Brantford Power's most recent cost-of-service application, it described several steps that it has or will be taking to develop cyber security protocols and policies to align with the Ontario cyber security framework.

It noted in there that should a merger proceed and Brantford Power becomes part of a merged utility, there are options available to migrate to a common infrastructure and service model.  So can you provide us an update on Brantford Power and Energy+'s cyber security efforts and if this merger has affected either of these utilities for that?

MR. MILES:  It is Ian Miles, Energy+.  I will start this off.  So my understanding is that Brantford Power's progress is still consistent with what was supplied in the OEB Staff Interrogatory 4-Staff-54.  So no real change there.  In the Energy+ area in 2021 we did continue to make progress from what was reported in terms of our readiness and the RRR filing for the 2020 reporting year, and the merger has not impacted our cyber security implementation at all.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you.  And without going into too much specific detail, are there any fundamental differences between Energy+'s cyber security plans and Brantford Power's?

MR. MILES:  I think the key difference is probably around the timeline for implementing all of the control objectives that are defined in the Cyber Security Framework.

And in addition, I think it's been noted that the Brantford Power infrastructure and services are supplied and supported by the city of Brantford, whereas in Energy+'s case, it is within our sole control over our own IT networks.

MR. LAU:  So how will LDC Amalco kind of harmonize this?

MR. MILES:  So the plan -- we have an integration team put together with respect to this area under IT and they are reviewing, as we speak, the operation technologies and developing plans for harmonization.

So due to the risks of cyber security and the risks inherent in any sort of IT integration, this has been identified as a top priority for our IT plans -- or integration planning teams.  And we do anticipate adopting Energy+'s framework and that's how the harmonization will be achieved.

We plan on bringing, in effect, the Brantford IT infrastructure which is administered by the city underneath or into the Energy+ framework.  That is the high-level plan.

MR. LAU:  So bringing it under the Energy+ framework, will this change any of the risks that were identified by Brantford or any of the timings that were identified?  How will it affect Brantford's cyber security then?

MR. MILES:  So we believe it will improve the Brantford cyber security posture, once they're brought into the Energy+ framework.

MR. LAU:  Okay, great.  Thank you.  My next question is related to the conditions of service.  Are there any material differences between Brantford Power's conditions of service and Energy+'s conditions of service right now?

MR. MILES:  So this is another area where we have not done an exhaustive comparison yet of the conditions of service.  So we're not really in a position to comment at this point on what those differences are.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  And is there a timeline on when those -- that consolidation may be considered or completed?

MR. MILES:  Yes.  We will be starting that I would say right around closing, if not before.  But we anticipate it is going to take some time to do the analysis.  We need the involvement of quite a number of different departments -- engineering, customer service, operations -- in that analysis and review process and then of course once we do sort of land on a recommended harmonization, we do have to go through that consultation period with customers as well.

So it could take up to a year, I would say, before we are completed.

MR. LAU:  As you identify material differences, how will LDC Amalco plan to kind of harmonize these differences in the conditions of service?

MR. MILES:  Well, the plan would be to look at the differences from the perspective of the different departments and select -- you know, there's going to be an analysis required.  In some cases, there may be some competing priorities between, for example, customer service versus the risk we want to accept from -- I'm thinking things like deposits.

So there will be an analysis period and then a recommendation that hopefully addresses the needs of the different competing stakeholders.

Then it will be posted of course for customer input as well.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  And part of this harmonization process, if there is any rate impacts, how does LDC Amalco plan to deal with that over the rebasing period?

MR. MILES:  I don't know.  Sarah, did you want to maybe weigh in on that one?  I don't think we are anticipating any significant rate impacts.

MS. HUGHES:  I don't think we're anticipating any rate impacts necessarily.  There's certainly, you know, being -- the overarching is our commitment to our customers, in terms of stable -- stable distribution rates and no material changes in service.

So I think that is going to be an overarching factor as we look at the impacts.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you.  So my next question is related to the Affiliate Relationship Code.  If we can turn to page 60 and 61 of the application, we just want to confirm this is a complete list of all of the affiliated businesses for both Brantford Power and Energy+.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes, that is correct.  It is Brian D'Amboise from Brantford Power.

MR. LAU:  Thank you.  And are any of Brantford Power's affiliates currently providing services to Energy+ and vice versa?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Brian D'Amboise again from Brantford Power.  The related party services are generally done within the two respective groups.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Sorry, just to confirm.  So is that they are providing services to each other, or not?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  No.  Basically within the existing groups.

MR. LAU:  So you are saying the affiliate Brantford would provide services to Brantford Power, and not Energy+?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That's correct.  We're referring to the current arrangements, correct?

MR. LAU:  Correct, yes.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes.

MR. LAU:  And I guess continuing on, they will provide those same services to LDC Amalco, correct?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes.  There is an arrangement as part of the merger participation agreement that current services that are provided by the city of Brantford would continue for a period of time until LDC Amalco has an opportunity to review its future plans.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  And so has LDC Amalco ensured that the services provided are still in accordance with the relevant sections of the Affiliate Relationship Code?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That is correct, the intent is it be compliant with the Affiliate Relationship Code.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  So for my last question, it is related to line of credit.  So if we can turn to page 43 and 44 of the application.

So the applicant -- it is at the bottom, yes, in the next page.  So the applicant indicated that they have been working with the financial institution to secure a seventy million dollar revolving line of credit and on the same page, the applicant indicated that Energy+ has a $40 million line of credit and Brantford Power has $14 million line of credit.

I just want to understand why is the applicant seeking a line of credit that is 16 million dollars greater than the combined of the two utilities.


MS. HUGHES:  So it is Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  I think, Donald, this just speaks to ensuring short term liquidity is available to LDC Amalco.

So it really is ensuring we have immediate access to cash to fund working capital requirements, our capital expenditures and our general corporate purposes.

I think one of the things that I alluded to in the discussions with Energy Probe is that there would ultimately, you know, you'd look to long-term debt to finance your sort of longer term assets.  But generally there is -- when you are accessing the bond markets or the debenture framework, you would look to have a larger facility, like a larger amount of debt that you would like to put into the capital market.

So we see the revolving credit as a short term way to bridge that gap to when you have a large enough long-term financing arrangement.

So if you think about the $14 million for the IO debt, take out the $25 million term loan that Brantford has, and then you look to, you know -- in the, you know, three- to five-year period, you could access the bond markets and take that debt out.  So it really is just intended to give liquidity.

I would also just note that, you know, if the intention is not to draw on the 70 million.  It really is there for liquidity and we don't see any impact to the financial viability of the organization in having the 70 million credit line.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  Thank you.  Is there an update to where this is at right now, the 70 million revolving line of credit?  

MS. HUGHES:  So I -- so Energy+ is -- oh, where it is in terms of the process?

MR. LAU:  Yes.  Or just an update.  Because in the application it says it is still working closely with the financial institutions.

MS. HUGHES:  So it is still a work-in-progress.  We are working towards getting the terms from the financial institution.  This would be something that would happen on closing of the transaction.  So essentially the existing credit facilities would be converted to a new facility for LDC Amalco.  So that will happen on closing.

MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  And those are my questions.  I will be passing it to Donna after lunch.  So we would like to take a break now, but I will pass it back to Ljuba.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So let's do that.  Let's take an hour for lunch.  Is that good?

MR. RODGER:  That's fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And come back at -- sorry?

MR. RODGER:  That's fine, Ljuba.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Let's come back at 1:45, then.

MR. RODGER:  Thank you very much.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:47 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:46 p.m.

[Off-the-record discussion]

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, Donna, over to you.

MR. RODGER:  Sorry to interrupt, but maybe I could just start with -- the panel wanted to address a couple of issues they said they would get some information for the parties before the break.

So I will let -- it was on the materiality threshold for Amalco and also there were some questions about customer numbers.  I will just maybe get that on the record first, please.  So go ahead, whoever is taking the lead on this.

MS. HUGHES:  Dan, do you want to take the lead or -- I am happy to address the materiality level.  So calculated based on .5 percent of distribution revenue, the materiality level for LDC Amalco in year one would be about 295,000.  In year eleven, it would be approximately 382,000.

I will let Oana and/or Dan talk to the customer growth numbers.

MS. STEFAN:  Thanks, Sarah.  So for 2021 for Brantford, our customer growth is 684 customers in our customer classes that have metered connections, so not including unmetered customer classes.

MR. MOLON:  Dan Molon from Energy+.  The Energy+ customer growth in 2021 was 890 customers for metered customers.

MR. RODGER:  Thank you, both.  Thank you, Ljuba.
Examination by Ms. Kwan:

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, panel.  Donna, now it is over to you.

MS. KWAN:  Good afternoon, panel.  I am going to turn first to page 28 of the application, if we can pull that up.

MR. MINICHINI: Can everyone see that?

MS. KWAN:  It says that "should these and costs efficiencies fail to materialize due to a change in law or regulatory policies, the proposed transaction may not be viable to the parties."


So my first question is, can you give me some examples of the change in law or regulatory policy that you expect may affect the viability of the proposed transaction?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes, I can.  Brian D'Amboise from Brantford Power.  I could address that.  That was a commentary we made to recognize that until the deal closed, the merger obviously doesn't proceed.

And if there were to be a material change in our business case assumptions between now and closing of the transaction that would make the business case worse than the status quo, obviously the parties could decide that they wished not to proceed.

So we weren't contemplating anything specific.  We were just recognizing that policy is at the discretion of the government and the OEB and that, you know, as part of our drive to close the transaction, the business case that is underlying our MAADs application is what the shareholders have determined to be a reasonable outcome if there were a major deviation falling out of the proceeding.

For example, we're assuming the 10-year deferred rate rebasing.  If a decision came out that shortened that period, then the shareholders may need to reconsider whether it still works for them in terms of the outcome.

So again it wasn't intended to highlight anything in particular.  So that deals with the before close.  Obviously after the close, if there are new policies, that is a risk that the business has, and again is one of the reasons why we've elected for the 10-year period to provide the maximum risk mitigation should there be unexpected changes in policy or direction, that wouldn't have to be absorbed within the current envelope of funding.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So in the scenario where you're talking about events that happened after the close, so if there is anything material that happens, how do you plan on addressing that?

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Well, again as any business would do, you would have to look at your current business plans and if, for example, the impact resulted in a revenue shortfall than what was expected, then you would have to revisit your operating costs and your capital plans to make sure that you don't put the business at financial jeopardy.

Again, LDC Amalco is in good shape because it has a very strong capital position going in.  It will have, you know, the credit facilities that Sarah explained earlier today and so it would have to be a really extraordinary circumstance for, you know, the actual viability of LDC Amalco to be in question.

Certainly, you know, I can't imagine a policy change that would have that dramatic effect, because presumably that policy change would impact the whole sector and we believe the LDC Amalco financial position going in to the merger is probably among the strongest, or certainly in keeping with the strongest financial positions that is out there.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So I am going to turn next to page 22.  So it says that only cash -- "the only cash exchange that may arise from amalgamation will occur in the form of the typical post -closing adjustments as described in the MPA.

Can you confirm the post closing adjustments are not expected to be material and they won't affect LDC Amalco's financial liability or the financing circumstances?

MS. HUGHES:  It is Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  Certainly we are not expecting the post-closing adjustments would be material, and they will not impact the LDC Amalco's financial viability or financing circumstances.

We consider these to be normal course post-closing adjustments that pertain essentially to the change in the financial position between when we established this agreement until date of closing.

So it certainly will not have any impacts on customers or the financial viability of the utility.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  I am going to go to the pro forma statements next in Schedule O.  So this is for the first year after amalgamating.

The income loss from operating activities is 21.3 million.  So I looked at both Brantford Power and Energy+'s 2020 income loss from operating activities in schedule M and N.  I don't think you need to pull it up.

So Brantford's income loss from operating activities is 6.1 million and Energy+'s is 7.7 million, which the sum of the two comes up to 13.9 million.

So you have indicated that LDC Amalco's expected to file annual price cap IR applications during the deferred rebasing period.  So I guess what we would expect revenues to be increasing at a gradual pace, but for OM&A there would be an expected increase of 2.1 million for integration and implementation costs.

So can you explain why the pro forma income for operating activities is expected to be greater than the corresponding tool for Brantford Power and Energy+?

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  Dan Molon from Energy+.  I would say at the outset that we don't expect the pro forma income from operating activities to be greater than the combined balances from Brantford Power and Energy+.

The pro forma statements, as well as the audited financial statements, are presented on a IFRS basis which includes the difference between energy sales and energy purchases in the income for operations.

These net movements are adjusted for -- on the line for net movements in regulatory deferral accounts on the statements, which is outside of the income from operations.

So when you take that into consideration, the net movements between the 2020 actuals in the audited financials provided and the year one projections for 2022, the net movement impact is about 6.6 million which makes up most of the difference.

MS. KWAN:  Sorry, you're saying the total of Brantford and Energy+ would be comparable to what's in the forma.  Am I correct?

MR. MOLON:  That is correct.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  And the difference is really just the presentation difference between the pro forma and the two audited financial statements?

MR. MOLON:  No.  They're presented on a consistent basis, but when you're looking at income from operating activities, that captures some of the net movements on IFRS.  The electricity sales and energy purchases are reported on a gross basis, unlike for regulatory accounting purposes, where you go through the gross-up and RSVA mechanism.

So you are seeing those impacts hit the income from operating activities line when it is presented this way.

MS. HUGHES:  Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  I would also add that I think the financial statements are at 2020 and the pro formas are at 2022.  So there will have been distribution revenue growth for each of the utilities, obviously OM&A growth as well, but you have to -- I think we have to factor in that there's been activity subsequent to 2020 as well which would increase the operating income.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  And I guess at a high level, can you explain how you forecasted the pro forma?

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  So the pro forma balance sheet and income statements were prepared by consolidating a few separate items, which included Brantford Power's 2022 forecast that came from its final decision in its cost-of-service application.  Then we used for Energy+ the 2022 projections that were derived from the 2021 budgeting process.  We also included the integration costs net of synergies that were provided in table 6 of the application.

We also factored in inter-company eliminations related to the inter-company lease for the Savannah Oaks facility, which would include leased assets and liabilities and the associated revenues and expenses.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  I think I am going to move on to my next question, which is on page 46 of the application, regarding the earnings sharing mechanism.  So it says that adjusted regulated net income will continue to exclude any revenues and expenses that are not otherwise included for regulatory purposes, and one of the items listed is the impact of regulatory assets and liabilities, including lost revenue adjustment mechanism.

So can you confirm that this means that both Brantford Power and Energy+ currently adjust regulated net income to reflect lost revenue adjustment mechanism and weighted revenues in the year that it relates to?

MR. MOLON:  Sure.  Dan Molon from Energy+.  I think the real intention of that statement there with respect to the regulatory assets and liabilities, including LRAM, is to address the regulated or modified IFRS versus IFRS net income differences.

We expect a consistent approach to the existing ROE computations with respect to the regulated assets and liabilities.

For purposes of the regulated net income, both Energy+ and Brantford Power present LRAM-related revenue in the year in which it relates, whereas for IFRS purposes the revenue is recorded at the time of rate rider disposition.

So those are some of the differences that we were intending to capture with that, when looking at our external financial statements and reconciling back to the regulatory balances for ROE purposes.  By doing so it would avoid the double-counting of the impacts.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So both utilities currently do reflect the LRAM revenues in the year that it relates right now, and you are proposing to continue doing that for LDC Amalco.  Right?

MR. MOLON:  Correct.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  For the existing interrelated transactions between Brantford Energy and -- Brantford Power and Energy+ for, for example, for the rental revenue related to Savannah Oaks, how do you plan on accounting for that in the DSM calculation?

MR. MOLON:  So Brantford Power has maintained separate records for the non-regulated portion of the Savannah Oaks facility, which Energy+ is occupying, as well as affiliates and future third-party tenants, and have kept the assets for the non-regulated portion outside of rates in its 2022 cost-of-service application.

So the depreciation, OM&A, and lease revenues attributable to the non-regulated portion were not included in rates.

As the lessee, Energy+ has recorded a right-of-use asset that was approved in its 2020 ICM application for inclusion in rate base.  So our current ICM rates capture the recovery of depreciation of financing costs and a return on the right-of-use asset.

Energy+ also records operating costs for the use of the shared portion of the facility and operating and maintenance that are related to the space that Energy+ utilizes.

But upon amalgamation the lease agreement between the two parties would be eliminated.  We haven't explored the accounting treatment with the auditors at this time, but we would expect that the inter-company transactions between the two parties would no longer be required and the portion of the facility that Energy+ occupies and its associated costs would be recognized by LDC Amalco.

What that effectively does is takes Energy+'s approved right-of-use asset and essentially reclassifies that to property, plant, and equipment for the new entity, and the overall operating costs would remain the same overall.

We would expect that the rate base amounts would be fairly consistent for the new entity, and the stand-alone
-- or they would be consistent with the balances from the stand-alone entities, and that adjustments would not be required for DSM purposes.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  And I guess when you're determining what the approved ROE is to compare your actual ROE, how do you propose to determine the approved ROE?  Because it is going to be, I guess, some combination between Brantford Power and Energy+'s current approved ROE.

MR. MOLON:  So we would approve that the most recently approved return on equity for both Brantford Power and Energy+ be used to develop a weighted average for the new entity, which would recognize the proportional contributions of the approved rates that contribute to the new merged entity's ROE.

MS. KWAN:  Sorry, are you saying it is a weighted average based on -- what would it be based on?

MR. MOLON:  I think we haven't explored that in that level of detail at this point.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  Does LDC Amalco plan on reporting and disposing of the ESM amounts during the deferred rebasing period?

MR. MOLON:  Yes.  I would expect that LDC Amalco would report the ESM impacts in the IRM applications within years 6 to 10, year 6 being the first year of the ESM calculations.  It wouldn't be until year 7 that we would have audited financials available for that year.

So in the year 7 IRM I would expect that we would report on and dispose of the ESM amounts, if applicable.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So you are proposing to dispose potentially annually in IRM applications if applicable?

MR. MOLON:  Yes.

MS. KWAN:  So for details such as like how the approved ROE is going to be calculated, are you -- I guess when are those details going to be finalized?  Would it be before disposition is requested, or I guess...


MR. MOLON:  I would expect that we would put the proposal together within our first reporting period and largely leverage previous decisions on other ESM methodologies to take into consideration.

MS. KWAN:  So I guess for the proposal of the mechanics, you are going to wait until you bring it in for disposition in years -- for year 6.  That's the time when you are going to bring it forward to the Board for review?

MR. MOLON:  Yeah.  I would expect that the mechanisms of the ESM are a rate-related matter and that they would be addressed within the applicable rate application.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  And lastly for the ESM, I think in the application you indicated that the applicants will file a draft accounting order either as a condition of this application approval or as a subsequent filing.

Can you undertake to provide the draft accounting order now?

MR. MOLON:  If we're required to, we can provide the undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Is that a yes or...


MS. HUGHES:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That is JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  BPI AND ENERGY+ TO PROVIDE A DRAFT ACCOUNTING ORDER


MS. KWAN:  I am going to move on to page 21, which is about account 1592.  I just wanted to add-on to Schools' questions earlier today.  I know there is an undertaking JT1.6 for the calculation, an example -- yes, the proposed calculation of the account.

I just wanted to ask if you can add to that, if you can provide the rationale on how the proposed calculation and why you are using certain things to calculate the example.  So for example, like the amount that you're using as the comparator for the amounts embedded in rates.  Are you using the actual amounts embedded in rates?  Or the DSP amount, or whatever the case may be.  If you could provide some supporting rationale on that.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes, it is Brian D'Amboise from Brantford Power.  When we prepare the response to the previous undertaking, we will make sure it is clear where the numbers and the assumptions are coming from in our proposed calculations.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  Can you confirm that the account is only going to start recording transactions in the year that the CCA rule does have a change?  Or you could do that as a part of the undertaking, too, if you want.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  If we could, I would like to review the calculation and just confirm that that's the case.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  Then I am going to move on to page 51.  It is on DVAs, and it says that Brantford Power's deferral and variance accounts will be held separately from Energy+'s accounts during the 10-year deferral period, and the applicants will seek disposition at a later date in accordance with OEB policy.

Do you have a sense of when the process for Brantford Power and Energy+ will be merged, and when you will start receiving one consolidated one IESO invoice.

MR. MOLON:  Dan Molon from Energy+.  We would expect to consolidate the IESO invoice after completing the rate harmonization, which would be following the 10-year deferred rebasing period.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So during the entire ten years, you're expecting separate invoices for each rate zone then?  Is that right?

MR. MOLON:  That's correct.

MS. KWAN:  Would you be open to consolidating the group one accounts during the deferred rebasing period?

MR. MOLON:  We certainly would be open to consolidating by IESO invoice and the group one accounts, if it was permitted.  I think it would kind of help in the integration in achieving some of the administrative synergies.  But it would also be dependent on the integration of our customer service and financial information systems.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  So the statement regarding the separation of the accounts, does that apply to group 2s as well?

MR. MOLON:  Sorry, can you clarify the question?

MS. KWAN:  The statement in the application said that you're going to keep the deferral and variance accounts for Energy+ and Brantford Power separate for the ten years.  Does that apply to group 2s as well?

MR. MOLON:  So I would expect that pre-existing group 2 accounts would remain separate in order to maintain cost causality of where those group 2 accounts were derived and avoid cross subsidization of the pre merger impacts.

For any new group 2 accounts that are established within the 10-year deferral period, I expect that for most of them they would be difficult to attribute to a specific rate zone and that we would have to track those on a consolidated basis.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  Then I will move on to page 51, the accounting policies.  I know we talked about this -- I think it was with Schools earlier this morning as well.  I just had one follow up question on that.

If you do find out there are material differences in accounting policy changes, how do you plan to address that for ratemaking purposes?

MS. HUGHES:  Sarah Hughes from Energy+.  So in terms of identifying any material differences, I think we certainly are aware of article 320 and that the handbook outlines how, if there are specific ways in which a change in accounting policy is addressed by the Board, then that would take precedence in terms of how to record the difference.

In some cases, accounting policy changes can be done on a prospective basis.  So we would follow IAS, I think it is eight, or -- I think it is eight.  I can't remember the number.

So that it will depend on the nature of the accounting policy change, I think.  But certainly, you know, we would be following for modified IFRS tracking those differences.  You know, our view was we would need to explain those differences in a future rate rebasing application once the deferred rebasing period has ended.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  I think those are all of my questions today.  Thank you very much.  I will turn it back to Ljuba.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry about that, my screen was frozen.  Okay, so that concludes the public version of the technical conference and we will now move to the questions, if any, on the items that were determined for confidential treatment by the decision.  And we will go in the same order as we started out, so the - first of all, to confirm that we are off the air and I think Cherida was going to do.

MS. WALTER:  I confirm we are off the air.
--- On commencing in camera at 2:17 p.m.
[Page 111, line 25 to page 114, line 6 
have been redacted.]
[Page 111, line 25 to page 114, line 6 
have been redacted.]
--- On resuming public session at 2:22 p.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Well, that's great.  Then if there is nothing else, I guess we are adjourned.  So thank you, everyone, and enjoy the rest of your day.

MR. RODGER:  Thank you very much, Ljuba.  Thank you to Board Staff.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.  Bye-bye.

MR. LAU:  Thanks, everyone.  Have a good day.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 2:22 p.m.
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