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Wednesday, January 18, 2023
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Good morning, everyone, and welcome to the second day of the technical conference of Elexicon Energy's rates application.


First on the questioning this morning is Mr. Daube, so I will hand it over to you.

ELEXICON ENERGY INC. -- PANEL 1, resumed

Cynthia Chan,

Hocine Boudhar,

Ingrid Eleosida,

Daryn Thompson,

Kurtis Martin-Sturmey,

Andrew Mandyam.

Examination by Mr. Daube:


MR. DAUBE:  Thanks very much.  Can we start with Staff 23, please, and specifically the answer to (b).  So I will just give you a second to read it.  My questions up first will just be in relation to the first paragraph.


So the first question is, when we're talking about quantifiable evidence or just your judgment about success of the Sustainable Brooklin project in general as they relate to insulation of DER and EVs and their uptake, what are the metrics that you will be using?


MR. THOMPSON:  Hello, Daryn Thompson, METSCO.  In the context of the project as a whole, Elexicon plans to monitor DER uptake and penetration in the context of the yet-to-be-defined DER-enabling program and the ability to control the system through the non-wires alternative in order to ensure dispatch occurs at the relevant time.


So as a result of registrations on that program, we should have a pretty good visibility of who is available for peak shaving, for peak deferral.


In the context of DERs as a whole, people who are not taking part in the program, that is harder to monitor.  There isn't an obligation to report, but certainly in the context of that program we will have to have visibility and control of the most DERs, so we will have a pretty good picture of who is involved.


MR. DAUBE:  So what does that mean?  I have got a few things written down here.  Does that mean -- and I am wondering if you can just comment on whether some or all of these will form part of what you track.


I assume from your answer that, yes, numbers, of course, will be tracked, in terms of number of people who make use of the option.  But I am also wondering things like usage, efficiency of the specific installations, the types of customers, their satisfaction, the durability of the insulation, whether repairs are necessary, GHG impact.


I can take you through all of those one by one, but just in terms of time-saving, I thought I would give them to you as a batch and allow you to comment.


MR. THOMPSON:  So in the context of dispatchability, Elexicon will need to have a number that they consider to be available capacity.


So that will have the components of size and quantity of DERs connected, as well as the type.  For instance, battery storage facility is quite a bit more dependable than pure photovoltaic.


So as a part of the program we'll be able to have a number of what is considered to be reliable.


In the context of what is behind-the-meter, Elexicon itself will have a lot less involvement.  The DER would look to Elexicon as a contracted provider of power.  How they get there would be on the customer side of the meter.


Now, Elexicon is going to be a pretty interested participant in what is going on and is yet to find how they will do it, but monitoring and studying and paying attention to performance will be important, because they're depending on the generation and they will need to know those things.


But a lot of the things that you mentioned there around customer satisfaction and ownership of DER, ownership of solar panels, life-cycle costs, things like that, will be very much on the customer side of the meter.  We will be surveying, but not really managing.


In the context of GHG reduction, there are known formulas, right?  So energy deferred equals certain amount of greenhouse gas reduction.


In the context of the VVO system we'll have engineering estimates for how much we've saved.  But in the context of homeowner DER installations, there won't be much that we can report on that, other than self-reported activity.


MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Daube, just another point.  Where the program is offered by Elexicon and participants, you know, sign off on their information being included in the program metrics, we'll be able to, you know, capture some of the items that you talked about, who the participant is, what -- we hope to at least be able to capture who the participant is, what the technology, et cetera.


Now, that is for the -- that would hopefully be for the Elexicon DER program.


Where the customer just on their own installs DER appliances or goes to other sources of funding, we may not be able to get that access to that information.


MR. DAUBE:  Are you planning at the moment or considering at least any measures in addition to what you normally do specific to these initiatives that would allow you to obtain a bit more information?  That sounds like you are interested in gaining a bit more information on the various measures of success of these initiatives.


So I am just wondering if you are considering doing anything not part of your current routine in order to obtain the information that you identify as helpful to you.


MR. MANDYAM:  So I think, you know, as we have alluded to in our evidence, Appendix B-3, it is in planning stage -- well, it is before planning stage, actually, right now.


I can say that Elexicon will stakeholder as part of its process to produce the application for the DER-enabling program with entities, DRC, SEC, others, OSEA, parties who are well-versed in this area.  That is a commitment that Elexicon will undertake.


Through those discussions, there may be items that individuals like yourself or associations like yours or others bring to the table that would be incorporated that may not have been originally contemplated or part of the standard engagement that Elexicon does with its customers.


MR. DAUBE:  Okay, thank you.


Could we move to the second paragraph of answer (b), please.  I will just give you a second to read it.


And just to give you a sense of where the focus, my questions relate to savings and any plans that may exist for what you are going to do with the savings.


MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.


MR. DAUBE:  Is there anything in your current evidence where I can find plans for what you are going to do with any savings that result from these initiatives?


MR. MANDYAM:  I don't believe we have any statements in the evidence around that.

MR. DAUBE:  Have you come to a determination on what you are going to do with any savings from capital deferral?

MR. MANDYAM:  Well,  let's just do a caucus for that with the team for a second, please.  Ashley?

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. BOUHDAR:   Apologies for taking the time with the caucus.  From a planning perspective, I guess we'll have to look at the cost avoidance when it comes to deferral of assets, and then we can basically reprioritize our capital plan or our capital budget then.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there any consideration at this point, in light of that answer, or maybe I should just say feel free to just refer to your last answer there.  Is there any consideration at this point as to whether any savings should be redirected to sustainable, sustainability-related projects or DER-related projects?

MR. MANDYAM:  I would think, Mr. Daube, that the company would evaluate the highest -- well, in the prioritization process it would evaluate the greatest area of business need.

If that is sustainability at the time, it gets directed to the avoided cost, the reprioritized available expenditure.

If it is some safety issue with respect to other areas, they would prioritize that way.  I think it would have to be a case-by-case at the time.

MR. DAUBE:  We spoke at length yesterday about the idea of deferral over the 20-year period.

I wonder, when is the earliest that you can reasonably identify trends in uptake that will lead you to believe that a deferral is likely?  And I am thinking in terms of a likelihood that's enough of a likelihood that would cause you to make any changes to what you are doing elsewhere in financial statements or capital considerations.

MR. MANDYAM:  If I could replay for us to understand the question, Mr. Daube.  Really how many years after Whitby Smart Grid goes into service and DERs and Brooklin basically gets into service and homes are DER enabled, how many years after those projects are in service, so to speak. of actual DER installations, how many years of DER installations do we need to see to get enough of a trend to understand capital deferrals and deferral of future investments?  Is that a fair...

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  Like to give an example that makes it very easy to understand, if we're looking at 53 percent penetration and a five-year deferral, I assume -- and you can correct me if I am wrong -- that you are not sitting there when the number is at 52.9 percent not responding and waiting for that follow uptick.

MR. MARTIN-STURMEY:  Just to break it down a bit more, Mr. Daube, there is two parts to the problem here that certainly Elexicon will be monitoring closely .

Number one is this uptake of DER penetration into the future and how that offsetting load and number two is what the actual load growth is on the system over that same period of time.

And so certainly Elexicon will be monitoring both of these.

Now, particularly the number that you stated, the 53 percent is based on -- based on a deferral from 2038 roughly to 2042.  So the time period that you are looking at to get to that 53 percent is roughly -- what's the quick math of that -- about 14 years just to give context.

And then I guess I will perhaps Mr. Boudhar could also chime in about the planning cycles for a new TS, if one was needed, because that is the asset that would be deferred.  I guess those 14 or so years should also be compared against what the planning cycle is for a TS.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  Just to add to the portion when it comes to the planning of the TS.  Obviously we do have discussions with stakeholders, being cities, municipalities, region as well IESO and Hydro One to come up with a plan when we see that need rising.  There is different groups that would participate.

I guess it all depends on the growth and rate of growth on the area.  At this moment, I can't comment on any concrete plan for a new TS.  Like we know there is a growth coming to, for example, north Pickering, very similar or maybe even more to the growth coming like to north Brooklin.  But it is I guess an evaluation that has to be done at the time when needed.

So based on -- like I would say based on the information that we have currently, maybe by 2030-31 that we will see some growth happening in north Pickering for example.

There is some discussion with the city of Belleville as well.  There is growth happening on that side as well.  That is basically all the information we have right now.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay, thank you.

Sorry, is someone else trying to speak?

MR. MANDYAM:  No, no, sorry.

MR. DAUBE:  Can we go to Staff 30, please.  So my questions are in relation to response B.

I guess just one question.  In the final sentence we talk about potential future amendments to the Ontario building code.  And I am returning to the idea of metrics here.

I am wondering what metrics of success or lack thereof will be relevant to this general discussion or what do you anticipate in that regard?

MR. MANDYAM:  We will just caucus for a second there, Mr. Daube, please.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. THOMPSON:  Hello, so if I could paraphrase what we understand your question to be, I believe what you are asking us what metrics Elexicon would be tracking that would be impacted by changes in the Ontario building code of what we would expect to see happen.  So in the case of the data that --


MR. DAUBE:  I'm sorry, can I interrupt you?

MR. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MR. DAUBE:  Tracking or not tracking.  So it would be helpful for you to break it down, because from our previous discussion it sounded like there was information that you consider irrelevant to, you know, any measure of success that you may have challenges in accessing at the moment.

MR. THOMPSON:  So there are a number of challenges.

The information that Elexicon expects to have access to will be information provided by participants in the program, the previously described non-wires alternative program.

An awful lot of things that go on behind the meter Elexicon doesn't track specifically.  A great example of that would be, say, efficient fridges.  The company doesn't know who has got an efficient fridge.  We simply see the impact on load.

So in the context of the potential changes to the Ontario building code, the participants in the program will be known, and it would be -- we could reasonably ask them, was your home previously roughed in for DERs or not.

But what we would expect to see is more newer homes taking on -- enjoying the program, because we expect that those changes would make it more attractive to be part of the program.

However, those changes are not on the books.  I mean, they're reasonably predictable, but we don't know when that would happen or what it would be.  So what we know is what we have today, which would be who has joined the program.  That is what we would know.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  I am just conscious of time, so I am going to keep moving here.

Can we go to CCC 3, please, Consumers Council of Canada number 3.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yeah.  We're there, Mr. Daube.

MR. DAUBE:  And what I am interested this is the second paragraph of the response.

I take it from this that Elexicon is not involved in any assessment of things like developer credentials or experience or applying any other form of metric to the selection of the developers.  Is that correct?

MR. BOUDHAR:  As I know, I mean, we don't have any metrics, Elexicon doesn't have any metrics.  But I believe it is the, I guess the responsibility of the town or the city to implement any metrics, if they have.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Daube, yes, as Mr. Boudhar said, Elexicon receives a customer request to connect, which would be a developer.  It does verify financial metrics, et cetera, as per its own protections for the customer connection cost, as well as the existing rate zone customers.

And it is really the town council and the town planning department, as we understand it, that handles the credentials and determination of what experience a developer has to be a developer.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you have any position or do you have any thoughts on whether the insulation of DERs and EV chargers are something that -- given how relatively new they are or at least new in mass quantities -- require any specific training or experience to install?

MR. MANDYAM:  Elexicon doesn't.  However, I think, you know, we have a panel that maybe the planner, Mr. Cory, panel 2, could give some insights on that.

Elexicon does expect that, you know, as is the market out there, the developer industry subcontracts to qualified professionals for specific trades, whether it be, an example, a plumber, electrician, drywaller.  I would see that DER-enabling is a similar facet that, if it is not already fully fledged as a trade and education and knowledge being provided to particular location, it will become one soon enough.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  Can we go to Staff 18, please, and answer E.  This may just be a point of clarification.

So the question was:
"Please confirm if the breakers installed in the homes are suitable for bi-directional power flow."

And then you provided an understanding.  Is that intended to be a yes answer?  Yes, they will be suitable for bi-directional power flow?  And if not, I am wondering why you can't confirm the statement.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  As we answered yesterday, the breakers would be bi-directional.

MR. DAUBE:  Oh, I apologize.  I missed that.

MR. VELLONE:  Just for clarity, sorry, it is John Vellone here.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  I believe the enquiry yesterday related to the meters being bi-directional.  This is about the breakers, which is on the customer side of the connection point, which is an electrical safety authority issue.  Not an LDC issue.  So I just want to be very careful, because what you are really asking for is something that is beyond the point where the LDC actually regulates once we get into the breakers.  So just...

MR. DAUBE:  I see, thank you, that is helpful.

MR. VELLONE:  That is why they say they will be constructed to whatever the safety code says.  That is who governs the electrical safety authority, yes.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you, that is helpful.  Thank you.  So I am conscious of time.  If we can go to ED 4.  I am closing in on 30 minutes here so this will be my last set of questions for you.

So my lettering is a little bit wacky here for whatever reason, but I am looking at --


MR. MANDYAM:  Are you looking at BLGI's response to that one?  That's right because they have a C and E.

MR. DAUBE:  So I am looking at -- I think the first answer Elexicon would not support.  There we go.

MR. MANDYAM:  That is the answer to (c).

MR. DAUBE:  So I am just wondering if there were any other undertakings that were considered and discussed but ultimately excluded for these or similar reasons.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Daube, what do you mean by undertakings?

MR. DAUBE:  So Environmental Defence asks whether you would be willing -- whether Elexicon would be willing to seek a specific commitment and I am not suggesting that this commitment was previously considered by Elexicon.

I am wondering if there were similar commitments were considered by Elexicon but ultimately -- sorry, I am repeating myself a little bit -- but that you chose not to pursue because of similar considerations to the ones in this response.  Does that help?  Or should I take one more swing at it?

MR. MANDYAM:  That helps.  Thank you, Mr. Daube.  We are just going to caucus for a second, please, Mr. Daube.

MR. VELLONE:  Let me see if I can get some clarity around this.  I am trying to wrap my head around it as well, Mr. Daube.  Oh, I lost my witnesses.

MR. DAUBE:  One more swing?

MR. VELLONE:  We lost them.  They're gone.  Let's wait for them to come back.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. DAUBE:  I don't know who is up after me, but this is my last question.

MR. VELLONE:  I believe Ms. Girvan if we are sticking to the schedule.  Thank you.

MS. CHAN:  Sorry, before we went to the breakout room, I'm not sure if there was a discussion or clarification of anything that we may have missed?


MR. VELLONE:  I paused it to await for the witnesses to come back.

MR. MANDYAM:  Do you want to carry on, John?  Or can we carry on.

MR. VELLONE:  I am trying to understand the question because it seems very broad and I am hoping I can work with Mr. Daube to narrow it a little bit before the witnesses take a shot at it, because I think that is probably what the panel is struggling with here.

So to give a bit of context, I think yesterday during the hearing Mr. Mandyam gave a lot of evidence around how this project came about and how it was a result of many discussions between I guess the developers and the utility.  There is a bunch of correspondence on the record from 2020, 2021 about that.

And where it landed was kind of a result of a bilateral set of conversations about what is possible to create an innovative solution to these, this actual problem, but really a conversation between the parties was the evidence given yesterday.

And so I think they're struggling with the -- what else including the moon could you have come up with or what did you talk about, because what the proposal you see in front of you, that the Board has, is the things the parties could agree to in terms of something they could bring to the Board.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  So I guess at the highest level what I am wondering here is, whether there is any sort of consideration related to quality of the installation, efficiency, whatever, that the OEB Board might consider as part of an order that ultimately wasn't subject of the agreement, and potentially -- that ultimately wasn't subject to the agreement.  And then, you know, the specific question within that is whether there were any considerations along those lines excluded because of the reasons set out in this answer.

MR. VELLONE:  I see.

MR. DAUBE:  So it really goes to whether it would be, you know, appropriate to set a specific standard as part of any authorization here.

MR. VELLONE:  I think where the witnesses may struggle on that is with a rough-in, like it is either done or it's not.  I'm not sure -- I'm not sure there is much of a standard for a rough-in, it is either there or not.  There is conduit to run wire through or not.  There is breaker positions or not.  Like it's pretty objective, I would have thought.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  To be perfectly candid here, I was expecting a no.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.  So maybe I will just shut up and let the witnesses give evidence and get out of the way, then, if that is the case.

MS. CHAN:  Sure.  So Mr. Daube, to answer your question hopefully is you know the commitment that we got from the -- that we have got from the developers is what you see in the application around the DER-, EV-ready homes.  And so the other items, I guess, to your point weren't contemplated.  But to your point around OEB considerations, you know, whatever they decide and come through their order we will follow.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  And apologies to the group for going a bit over here.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Mr. Daube.

Ms. Girvan, I believe you are next.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  Thank you.  I just want to apologize, there is a background noise in my neighbourhood that, I don't know if you can hear it, but it is very loud.  I have construction going on.  Anyway --


MR. MANDYAM:  It doesn't, Ms. Girvan --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, I know.  It sounds like a racetrack, but anyway.

I am going to go through some CCC IRs first, please.  So Brandon, maybe you can pull them up.

The first one is CCC number 1.  I just wanted to follow up.  Yesterday we talked about the redacted information that is in, I think it is SEC 1.  Is there an update on that at all?

MR. MANDYAM:  I believe the update is, Ms. Girvan, that BLGI, Elexicon's counsel, is looking at it and reviewing practice guidelines set out by the OEB and expects to probably file something in the near future.

Am I correct, Mr. Vellone?

MR. VELLONE:  I am coming on, Ms. Girvan, to say that Mr. Murray was correct, and we will be complying with section 11 of the Practice Direction to file the relevant reports, together with an explanation with the OEB, directly.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  So in section B we asked for a list of all the studies and reports produced.  And the answer is, you didn't provide me a list, but you just said that it is all included in the pre-filed evidence, any of the studies and reports related to these projects.

So I see the METSCO one.  Is there anything else?

MR. MANDYAM:  No, Ms. Girvan.  Those are the reports.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just the METSCO.  Okay.  And that is a complete list of any reports and studies that you have done with respect to these projects?

MR. MANDYAM:  You are correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If we could turn to CCC 3, please.  So if you go to the response, I wanted you to help me to quantify the financial benefit to the developers, and you say it is uncertain whether there would be a financial benefit to developers.

And I guess the way that I would ask you this question is, the exemption from the DSC is for all developers that stand to benefit from the Brooklin line that construct DER- and EV-ready homes.

And isn't the financial benefit to the developers that they are avoiding the contribution charges?

MS. CHAN:  Well, from Elexicon's perspective the quid pro quo arrangement is, I think, what is different from how you are describing that financial benefit.  In fact, that in lieu of that capital contribution the developers are committing to building the EV- and DER-ready homes --


MS. GIRVAN:  And -- but --


MS. CHAN:  -- investing in that themselves.

MS. GIRVAN:  But in the absence of this exemption they would have to pay a contribution, whether they make the EV homes ready -- make the homes EV- or DER-ready anyway, right?

MS. CHAN:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And is the exemption that you are seeking solely to incent them to construct EV- and DER-ready homes?

MS. CHAN:  I wouldn't quite characterize it that way.

The reason we're asking for the exemption is for the benefits that the EV- and DER-ready homes will bring to our customers both in the immediate and in the long-term, as we have noted in our evidence.

MR. MANDYAM:  I think --


MS. GIRVAN:  But I guess my question was really, is the exemption put in place, if you get it in place, is it there to encrypt them to put in EV-, DER-ready homes?

MR. MANDYAM:  Ms. Girvan, it is more than an incentive.  It is an obligation.

So from that perspective -- actually, let me backtrack.

Elexicon, as noted in the supplementary evidence and dialogue yesterday, has been looking to develop a solution to solve what it sees as it is sympathetic to:  Developers having to pay the capital contribution for this lineup to the demarcation point.

Given that sympathy, Elexicon's management went out and tried to develop a solution.  And so it's -- the word "incent" is not accurate, I think, in our perspective, in Elexicon's perspective.  The word "obligate" is.

MS. GIRVAN:  But the reason you are doing it is to facilitate the development of DER-ready homes.

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.  And -- yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  So in CCC number 4 -- I think you talked yesterday a bit about contracts, and you don't have contracts between Elexicon and the Brooklin group.

When do you expect those contracts to be in place?

MR. MANDYAM:  So we really haven't got contracts in place right now, because we are looking for the Board decision to determine the form of contract, the details within the form of contract, what conditions have to be put in, what obligations.  That would be set out in the order.

So as soon as -- from the time line looking at it now, the sooner the decision is set out, the sooner we get a draft contract in front of BLGI.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And do you intend to file those contracts with the OEB if you get approval for this?

MR. MANDYAM:  That isn't the standard practice, offer to connects being filed with the OEB.  Certainly it is a commercial document.  So there may be some confidentiality elements to it.

However, I will say if the Board orders it, you know, Elexicon will follow.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Because isn't this an exceptional circumstance, in that you are creating an obligation on behalf of the developers in lieu of them having to pay contribution charges?

MR. MANDYAM:  I'm not sure it is a unique situation, only because, isn't it that the offer to connect is standardized by the OEB, so therefore it already sets out conditions and rules?

So it is almost like they -- I would treat it as they've just added some additional clauses.  So is it really unique --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But you are creating a new -- you are creating a new rule, I guess, in a sense.

MR. MANDYAM:  To the extent that -- well, it is a rule for this unique situation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't see this as a precedent.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Could you turn to CCC number 5, please.

Okay.  So again, the capital contribution, the 2,260 per home, I am again confused about the genesis of this, and I just wanted you to help me understand that.

So this is an estimate that the developers put forward to you and you have accepted.  Is that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just based on their estimates of an average, I guess, rough-in of DER- and EV-ready home; is that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  And I believe, just to add to that point, underneath that estimate is the BLGI developers going to their trades and getting estimates of cost from their trades.  So the people that perform the work.

MS. GIRVAN:  But is this -- is this amount not directly tied to the cost of the line?  Because, in effect, what you are saying is, is they're supposed to put EV-, DER-ready homes in place.  If they don't, then they need to contribute to the cost of the line. And this is some sort of proxy?

It is not clear to me the connection between the -- the 2,260 relates to the cost of making these homes ready.  Yet in effect what you are saying to the developers is, if you don't make them ready then you are going to have to pay $2,260 as a contribution to the line.

It seems to me there is a disconnect, that the $2,260 amount is completely related to, you know, getting these homes ready, but if they don't get the homes ready then this is the amount that they have to pay for the line?

MR. MANDYAM:  So Elexicon determined the $2,260 as the contribution amount as a reasonable proxy for what would be a very difficult capital contribution to calculate.

So I think your logic stream, if I play it back to you, Ms. Girvan, is:  The capital contribution that a developer that does not install a DER or EV ready home should pay to Elexicon is based on some evaluation model.

Given that the cost is $26 million, 26.6 million, Elexicon looked at the choices it had, in determining what an appropriate value would be for that capital contribution.  And saw that the $2,260 was the most reasonable and best, given the information it had.

MS. GIRVAN:  But it is really not related to the cost of the line.

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.  It isn't -- correct.  I mean, the question could go back, what mechanism would parties look at to determine that value, given that you have a group of developers that are committing to 11,000 homes; expect that some new number of unforecasted developers may come into Brooklin and start developing homes, subdivisions in the next 20 years, what number would that be?  That is just a complex -- part of the complexity in determining what is the capital contribution if you do not make a DER-ready home.

MS. GIRVAN:  So the shortfall, given you are using this proxy, is it to be funded by ratepayers?  All of the Whitby ratepayers?


MR. MANDYAM:  I don't see it that way.  Maybe you could elaborate.

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, you are saying if you build these homes you don't have to pay.  If you don't build these homes, you do have to pay.  But you have to pay an amount that is based on construction -- you know, the rough-ins.  But the differential between the cost of the line overall and what the contributions you're getting from this $2,260 is going to be funded by ratepayers.

MR. MANDYAM:  Right.  So we have a commitment from the Brooklin developers to build 11,000 homes, or between ten and eleven thousand homes.

So that contribution amount, the DER ready homes, that 20 to 30 million dollars, is a committed amount from --


MS. GIRVAN:  Over how many years?

MR. MANDYAM:  It is over 20 years.

MS. GIRVAN:  Over 20 years?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, that's correct.  And there is -- this is not --the total parcel of land, as we understand it, is not solely owned by this group of developers.  So there are other developers that would have to participate in the order.  Participate in the development of homes with DER ready or DER and EV ready, or pay the capital contribution.

So really you will have 10,000 to 11,000, 20 to 30 million dollars contributed by the developer, BLGI.  And then any -- any developers that choose, any other developers that choose not to make DER-ready and EV=ready homes have to pay Elexicon the $2,260 as proposed now, or whatever is set out in the OEB order.  So multiply that by those number of homes and those dollars go right back to Elexicon and offset capital.  They get booked as capital contributions.

So you will have --


MS. GIRVAN:  Over the course of?


MR. MANDYAM:  Over the course of 20 years.


MS. GIRVAN:  20 years?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  And in the meantime --

MR. MANDYAM:  Plus whatever additional dollars that would come in to add on top of the 20 to 30 million dollars.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And in the meantime the ratepayers are funding the cost of the project.

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.  And as we talked about in one response, the Whitby town council, Elexicon went to it and the Whitby town council unanimously approved the total bill impacts and the value of the projects.  They saw that.

MS. GIRVAN:  I understand that.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  CCC number 6, please.  So you didn't really answer the question, and maybe you can clarify.  One of the questions we asked is what are the implications if the benefits aren't realized as promised?

And the answer states that, well, benefits may increase, they may decrease.  But you didn't talk about what are the implications.

So let me just put this to you.  You are asking residential customers to pay in both of these projects 70 million dollars.  And from what I understood yesterday during Mr. Lau's questioning, that residential ratepayers are paying the lion's share of that.  But because especially low volume customers won't benefit from reduced commodity costs, they may not see any benefits.

And I just wondered from Elexicon's perspective, what are the implications of that, especially if the benefits that you have projected the annual 670,000 per year aren't realized?  Is there any mechanism to credit customers if this doesn't turn out the way that you have planned?

MR. MANDYAM:  Thanks for the clarification, restating.  We are just going to caucus for a second, Ms. Girvan.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. THOMPSON:  So thank you for your patience.

We faced a challenge which turns out to the definition of "benefits", and we'd like to be clear that benefits exceed both the reliability benefit that was discussed yesterday and the bill reduction benefit that is on the table and other places in the document.

In several places in the document, particularly in Appendix B-1, page 8, the benefits of the Whitby Smart Grid program particularly are listed, which include cost productions, includes reliability improvements, includes system storm-hardening, it includes a general reduction of energy consumption and associated greenhouse gases, deferral of capital programs, enhancement issues, and on.

What we would like to emphasize is that there is a significant need to update what a distribution system grid is.  We're going to need more automation, we're going to need control the voltage, we're going to need to minimize consumption and minimize losses, reduce system losses, and all of these are elements of this program.

So what we have here is a project evolving the distribution system into what the system needs for high-impact penetrations of DERs.  We have an opportunity to do it at a business case that shows a net benefit.

That benefit is based on proven technology that we know how it works.  We know what it will deliver.  There is some engineering estimating involved and future reliability improvements [audio dropout] energy consumption.  There's engineering involved in what the greenhouse gas reduction is, but those benefits are known and generally manageable.

So this project has a net benefit and has the opportunity to deliver all of these additional benefits which impact the distribution system, impacts the transmission system, impacts the generation system.  A 3 percent across-the-board reduction in generation would eliminate some of the gas plants that are currently in discussion.

These are big numbers, and these are coming.  And the opportunity here is to package this in one package that generally pays for itself and delivers all of these benefits.

So I think it is a mistake to isolate individual benefits and say, what if this benefit doesn't occur, what if that benefit doesn't occur.  The intangibles basically include bringing Whitby into what the system needs to look like in order to move forward.

MS. GIRVAN:  Are you familiar with the PUC project?

MR. THOMPSON:  Yes, I am.

MS. GIRVAN:  Do you know that one of the sort of conditions of their project is no net bill increase for customers?

MR. THOMPSON:  So my approach -- my familiarity with the PUC project is on the engineering side.  So I will defer on what the rate conditions are to the experts on the panel.  But for the purpose of discussion I can take your point.

MS. GIRVAN:  Mr. Mandyam, are you familiar with that project?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  To some degree.

MS. GIRVAN:  With the no net bill increase?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  I believe the PUC stated that their energy savings would offset the capital cost, in essence.  Is that correct?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  But they committed, for example, if there were cost overruns --


MR. MANDYAM:  Right.

MS. GIRVAN:  -- that they would reduce the functionality of some of the project in order to mitigate those cost overruns.

Anyway, I'm not going to -- I don't need to discuss that with you today, but I just --


MR. MANDYAM:  Well, I think one thing I want to go down the path with you, Ms. Girvan, you raised the question of low-income, low-volume customers, and residential customers, and disproportionately paying for the bill, as pointed out by earlier questions.

I will take you back to the argument, or the -- it is an argument, but it is a point of fact that Elexicon is following the cost allocation methodology set out by the OEB.

If there are alternative approaches that more appropriately distribute the costs and the benefits to the appropriate users, then presentations of that should be made in this application to the OEB commissioners.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So that is something you didn't consider?

MR. MANDYAM:  No.  Because Elexicon is following right now the cost-allocation methodology set out in the Board model.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you tell me what customers will be benefiting from the Brooklin project specifically?

MR. MANDYAM:  So initially the customers that will benefit from the Brooklin project are those 700 homes per year that will be DER-enabled and hopefully participating in the Elexicon DER-enabling program, installing DER appliances, getting control of their own electricity consumption, and reducing their bills.  There were the longer --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But there are other -- there are other customers that won't be benefiting from that project.

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.  This is isolated -- yes.  That initial tranche --


MS. GIRVAN:  And [audio dropout] --


MR. MANDYAM:  Oh, one second, Ms. Girvan.  I just want to finish, if I may.

The longer-term going to your area that you were questioning, the longer-term is that the Whitby rate-zone customers will benefit from the infrastructure being deferred.

MS. GIRVAN:  If you actually do defer infrastructure, right?  It is not clear that that is going to happen.

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, it is -- it is clear that if the Brooklin line is implemented with the conditions being asked for, 700 homes per year will have DER-enabled homes.  Some number of those homes will have DER appliances.  12 percent will -- if 12 percent of those homes start having DER in battery storage, infrastructure will be deferred one year.

So your statement is --


MS. GIRVAN:  That's --


MR. MANDYAM:  -- connected to that percentage, and so it is your belief maybe that that percentage won't be achieved.  It is Elexicon's commitment --


MS. GIRVAN:  But as --


MR. MANDYAM:  -- to try to get there.

MS. GIRVAN:  As Mr. Lau pointed out, that is sort of all else everything equal.  But if you haven't increased electrification that may not happen.  You may not defer the infrastructure.

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Girvan, I am conscious that we're wading a little bit into argument, and I just --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  That's fine.  That's fine.  I have made my point.

Could you please turn to CCC number 7.  Oh, I just had a quick clarification.  You talked about 700 homes.  Isn't it closer to 1,000 homes, if you take the annual cost recovered in rates of 27 million?  I think it is about 2.3 million is recovered in rates?  Doesn't that -- isn't that 1,000 homes you need to cover that?

MR. MANDYAM:  The 700 homes is what Brooklin Landowner Group has committed to as far as we were told.  So I am just using that number, what they've said their path of getting to their 10- to 11,000 is 700 homes over 20 years.  That is what I -- that is where I am connecting the 700 or came up with the 700.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Could you please turn to CCC number 7, please.  This is about the developers and how you are saying they wouldn't invest in the absence of funding, and it points me to section B of -- let me just -- of the Distribution System Code Request.

And if we look at section 5 -- sorry, section 5 of Appendix B, I think it is on pages 43 and 44, it is not clear to me why the Brooklin project is unique versus any other project.

MR. MANDYAM:  Sorry, Ms. Girvan I am just going to the page and....43 and 44 of the..

MR. MANDYAM:  Sorry, point what?

MS. GIRVAN:  It is the section five, the Distribution System Code request.

MR. MANDYAM:  You don't understand why it is unique?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Mandyam, your microphone is still on.

MR. MANDYAM:  Oh, sorry.

MS. GIRVAN:  What makes this line any different than any other lines?

MS. CHAN:  Ms. Girvan, perhaps I can start from a high level, in terms of how we have viewed this project as unique.  I believe that I noted yesterday that a few items speak to this, including the customer growth profile of the service territory that we are looking at.

The ability for DER offset of capital investments of infrastructure that wouldn't otherwise be required.  In addition to that, the capacity constraints in our geographical area we're noting and seeing in the future are a few items that are making our situation and circumstances unique, in terms of this request.

Perhaps I can pass it to Mr. Boudhar to speak to the technical aspects.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  From the technical side, Elexicon never seen a project of this scale when it comes to extending a line from one point to another.  Obviously the distance we're referring here is about ten to 11 kilometres from the TS to the point of agreement where we're going to take obviously phase 2 from there as well.

So as mentioned previously, there is two portions to this project.  I am just talking about the first portion, which is extending the line to Ashburn and Columbus from the Whitby TS and we've never seen a project of this scale before.  Usually we don't have developments -- or at least for Elexicon we have never seen developments of this size being developed that far from a point of generation, or a TS in this situation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Could you turn to CCC number 8, please.  Can you explain to me why Elexicon didn't investigate partnering with other utilities or working with PUC, for example, on this development of these projects?

MR. MANDYAM:  So from a directly to PUC, albeit Elexicon is implementing the VVO and [audio dropout] technologies which are similar to PUC's project, really from our engineering and technical side we were, we were informed and our teams have told us that these are proven technologies.

So to the extent that as we form the application we didn't see the need to go deep-dive and discuss the engineering or other technical elements with PUC.

We had -- as Mr. Thompson said, we had -- he is aware of it and -- of the project as were other members.  So there is that facet of it.

As far as other entities and other utilities, in our review and research there weren't any other utilities that would -- were in this particular situation.  And this was really about addressing the specific needs of Elexicon.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Did you consider waiting to see the outcome of the PUC project before embarking on such a large project?

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, did we weigh that?  The short answer is, no, because we had the decision.  We understood the scope of the project from, as I just described.  We decided that, you know, the information was present.

And looking at Elexicon's particular system needs and situation, particularly unique situation that both Ms. Chan and Mr. Boudhar outlined, the Brooklin landowner developer situation...

MS. GIRVAN:  I am talking about the other project.  The Whitby Smart Grid.

MR. MANDYAM:  Right.  They're all integrated though, Ms. Girvan.  The inception of this total package started with, as I have talked about earlier, the Brooklin Landowners Group.  So this is part and parcel with the unique situation with Elexicon.  This is part and parcel of the system needs of Elexicon being addressed.

And so, did we go solicit and wait for the PUC decision to -- or PUC to -- cost-of-service application to be finished?  No.

MR. THOMPSON:  If I could chime in on the -- Andrew, your microphone, please.

MR. MANDYAM:  Sorry.

MR. THOMPSON:  If I could chime in on a technical level.  There wouldn't be any learnings from PUC that would be unique.  Automation systems are all over Ontario.  We know how they work.  VVO systems have been tried and tested, even some as locally as here around this area.  So we also know how they work.

And so wait for PUC to have some sort of result wouldn't give us new information from what we already have.

MS. GIRVAN:  But the similarities are -- it's system-wide, and I don't think we have seen that in other jurisdictions in Ontario.

MR. THOMPSON:  On the automation side we do.  The large-scale VVO and CVR, this would be the largest that I know of, for sure, or these two projects would be the largest I know of.

MS. GIRVAN:  Exactly.  Okay.  Thank you.  Could you please turn to CCC number 9.  I am trying to move along, but I am getting long answers.  I am not objecting to that, I am just saying it is taking a little bit longer than I expected.

So you have talked about, you are looking at approaching the IESO for funding.  Can you explain to me what kind of funding you are expecting or you are seeking from the IESO.

MR. MANDYAM:  It would be in support of our DER enabling program, where -- or if they are up for it, any additional contributions towards the smart grid implementation that they could see maybe connecting to a local distribution system operator model.  Any of those and maybe other ideas that I haven't even thought of or we haven't even thought of, Ms. Girvan.

MS. GIRVAN:  You have no sense of magnitude or anything?

MR. MANDYAM:  No, unfortunately not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  CCC 11, please.  I am trying to understand, you're talking about significantly modernizing your distribution system to facilitate the integration of high levels of DERs.

You say this, but in fact, you haven't really done a forecast of DERs, have you?

MR. MANDYAM:  No.

MS. GIRVAN:  Other than what you have seen from the Brooklin Landowners Group, you haven't -- beyond that you haven't done any forecast?

MR. MANDYAM:  No forecasts, and the Brooklin Landowners Group is a commitment of 700 homes per year to be DER-enabled.  That's the potential.

MS. GIRVAN:  You haven't done any other forecast?

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So I am trying to get a sense of annual capital expenditures, how these projects fit into your annual capital expenditures.  I don't know if I need an undertaking or not.  The two references I would point you to, I think it is probably best to pull up, I think it is Staff -- Staff -- sorry, Staff 5 and CCC 12.

And what I am trying to get a sense of is your annual capital expenditures.  If you go to the second page.  Yeah, we're looking at the Whitby rate zone.  Annual capital expenditures.  So you've got gross across there.

Now, the version that I have, actually, this is an updated version.  So if I look at total gross expenditures, I see 20 million, 19 million, 25 -- you know, in the range between 15 and 25 million per year.

Now, can you explain to me how these projects fit into -- so is there -- are there any other expenditures in 2022 related to these projects?

MR. BOUDHAR:  I'm sorry, any other projects in 2022 related to the -- you mean this Sustainable Brooklin and Whitby Smart Grid?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  Are there expenditures included in the 2022 numbers?

MR. BOUDHAR:  The ADMS portion of the ADMS is included in there.

MS. GIRVAN:  Is included in there?  Okay.  So if we go to CCC number 12, it sets out a projection of capital expenditures for the years 2023 to 2026.

So are the expenditures included in this?  I don't think they are.  So this is your DSP numbers.  But we need to -- in order to get the actual expenditures expected in 2023 to 2026, we need to layer on the amounts related to these projects.  Is that correct?

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay.  We are just going to caucus, Ms. Girvan, for a second.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can I just clarify something?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  What I am looking for is, I am looking for a trend.  I am looking at what you have spent in the past, what you intend to spend in the future.  And I want to be able to see -- see those numbers including the impacts of these projects.

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay.

MS. GIRVAN:  I mean, it could be an undertaking just to basically fill in the -- put an extra line, two lines, I guess, in terms of the annual capital expenditures related to these projects in the context of 2022 to 2026.  It may be in the evidence.  I don't know.

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay, Ms. Girvan.  Yeah, actually, I don't think we need -- we'll just take the undertaking, and let's -- yes, thank you.  The screen is off.

MS. GIRVAN:  And given -- given the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, Julie, can I just jump in?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not sure that the undertaking you're getting covers the whole thing, and I am wondering whether -- what we would like to see, anyway, is the table of forecasts set up in exactly the same way as the table in Staff 5, table 2, so that we can compare apples to apples, so there is no separate Elexicon column, it's divided up properly, and you also have segregated the new spending on these projects.  Can you do that?

So we have a table of past and future, all done on the same basis, and with these additional expenditures identified.  Can you make the undertaking look like that?

MR. MANDYAM:  We'll -- can we just caucus for that, Jay?  We got the understanding?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yeah, just give us a second.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. MURRAY:  While they're gone, I'm just wondering, I imagine you are not almost done.  Have you got a sense of when is a good time for a break?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, I will let you know.  Probably in a few minutes.  I will just go through a few more things.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm not going to be that much longer, but then I have -- then again I have to ask VECC's questions as well, and that is only going to take a few minutes.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.  Because I am mindful I think we were supposed to take a break a little while ago, so --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. MURRAY:  -- anyway -- butut if you are sort of in a line of questioning I will let you finish it, but maybe in the next five, ten, 15 minutes try and, let's have a break.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. DAUBE:  Just on scheduling, if people are thinking about that for later on, I have got 20 at the moment for Brooklin.  I don't think I will be any longer than ten.

MR. MURRAY:  We will hold you to that, Nick.

MR. DAUBE:  Yeah, I --


MR. MURRAY:  Just kidding, just kidding.

MR. DAUBE:  No, no, you can, if it's helpful.  I have just got one set of questions.

MR. MURRAY:  Excellent.  Appreciate that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Lawren, I am happy to take a break as soon as they come back and...

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.  Let's resolve this undertaking first, I think.

MR. MURRAY:  Yes, let's resolve the undertaking.  If there is any follow-up on that -- and Jay and Julie, I just wanted to confirm, you've got -- Julie, you are okay with the way Jay stated the undertaking?

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, I think --


MR. MURRAY:  [Audio dropout] separate --


MS. GIRVAN:  -- the question -- the question that I have is, do we want all of the rate zones which are set out in the Staff IR -- sorry, in my IR on page 2 -- page 1.  No.  Page 2.  Or do we want -- Jay seems to want just Whitby, which is set out in table 2 in the Staff IR.

MR. VELLONE:  That was not my understanding of Jay's request, but --


MR. SHEPHERD:  I would like the tables in --


MR. VELLONE:  You want table 1 and 2, right?  Not --


MR. SHEPHERD:  -- [audio dropout] to be on the same basis as the table in Staff 5.  You can have both of them if you like, Veridian and Whitby.  I don't care.  The --


MR. VELLONE:  Julie, you want both, right?  And then [speaking over each other] --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, I do.

MR. VELLONE:  -- the total -- yeah, so that was my understanding of what was asked for, is you want -- you needed both.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  Jay said delete the Elexicon column, which I think we didn't have in Staff 5, which -- do you need them merged?  That's another --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  Because the Elexicon column has to be allocated --


MR. VELLONE:  Just a sum.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- to the rate zones.

MR. VELLONE:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Let's give the witnesses a few minutes, but I think I understand what's being asked for, at least, between the two of you.

MS. GIRVAN:  I am just looking for total capital expenditures across the franchise area, including the expenditures related to these two projects set out specifically.  That's -- Jay, does that work for you?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, the breakdown is valuable too, but -- like, this breakdown that we see here, as long as it is Whitby and Veridian so we can see what each set of customers is paying.

MR. MANDYAM:  So you guys have been plotting the world, have you?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.

MR. MANDYAM:  Plotting the new world order?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Indeed.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd and Ms. Girvan, we were caucusing around the applicability and ability to produce the broken-out values.  So -- but with that, you know -- so we want to take that away.  But we will take the undertaking, and knowing that the DSP was produced on a consolidated basis, we will do our best efforts to get that.  We believe we can do what you are asking, which is a broken-down VRZ -- Whitby rate zone, sorry, Veridian rate zone, by year, actuals and forecast, with the ICMs listed below the line, so to speak.

We think we can, but we just wanted to have a caucus around whether we could.  So we are taking that away as an undertaking, Mr. Murray.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And we think we can break now.  That is what I said.

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Girvan, just before we leave there, I just want to make sure I understand.

This is for the years 2023 through to 2026.  You guys are looking for the forecast period, correct?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no.  We are looking for the past and forecast.  One table that we can show the Board.  Here's what the past history is.  Here's what the forecast is.  Here's the impact of this, of these ICMs.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. MANDYAM:  We have given Staff 5 which gives the historical up to 2022 -- or, as forecasted September -- yes.  Plan.

MS. GIRVAN:  It doesn't have it in the same format as in CCC 12, which sets out Elexicon, Whitby, Veridian.  I would prefer to use the - -I would prefer to use the table format in CCC 12, but you can include the historical, because it only goes 2023-2026.  You can include the historical.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  Julie, they can't use the table format in CCC 12, because they don't have consolidated Elexicon spending, in the past --


MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, okay, you're right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It would have to be the Staff 5 format.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is that right, Andrew?

MR. MANDYAM:  I think you are bang on, Mr. Shepherd.

MS. GIRVAN:  Which includes both Veridian and Whitby.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  And common spending.

MR. MURRAY:  So perhaps after all of that if we could have the undertaking summarized for the court reporter because there was a lot of back and forth.

MR. MANDYAM:  On a best efforts basis take Staff 5's table in response A which show -- two tables, one with Veridian rate zone,  one for Whitby rate zone; actuals; and then include forecast 2023-2026, also include the ICMs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  As a separate line.  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Can I understand separate line, Julie just to make sure I have it.  You have system access spending.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  You want to show normal access spending in 2023 in a separate line item for the ICMs?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be undertaking JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1: ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, TO TAKE STAFF 5'S TABLE IN RESPONSE A WHICH SHOWS TWO TABLES, ONE WITH VERIDIAN RATE ZONE, ONE FOR WHITBY RATE ZONE; ACTUALS; AND THEN INCLUDE FORECAST 2023-2026 AND ALSO INCLUDE THE ICMS.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  And perhaps now we will take a break and we will come back at 11:15.
--- Recess taken at 11:03 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:15 a.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Ms. Girvan, please continue your questions.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  I am trying to move along as quickly as I can.

So we looked at the CCC number 5, which sets out -- CCC 12, I'm sorry -- that sets out the forecast of your capital expenditures that arise from your DSP.

And I just wanted to confirm.  I think Mr. Lau talked about this yesterday.  So you did your DSP in 2021 and you then brought -- are bringing these two projects forward, but you haven't -- essentially, you haven't changed your forecast that is set out in the DSP.  Is that correct?

MR. MANDYAM:  No, that is incorrect.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you explain that to me?  I think there was one example of something --


MR. MANDYAM:  I've just got to -- it was SEC 13 explains the -- sorry.  Yeah.  Sorry.  I got redirected.  Yes, SEC 13 provides the variance explanation.  I think it is part B or -- around the -- there it is, part B -- by year, between the DSP and the capital forecast, current capital forecast, or the capital forecast as of the filing and undertaking.  Sorry, the IR.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But the dollars haven't significantly changed?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Not significantly, if we're talking about the rate base.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  If you could turn to Staff number 3, please.  So it says that Elexicon is going to update the 2025 rate riders in the 2025 rate application.

Now, my question to you is, you are seeking an approval now for these projects, and specifically we're talking about the Whitby Smart Grid, certain amount of money.  It is the $41 million.  And what happens if that changes?  So what happens if, let's say, the project costs 55 million?  How will that impact the 2025 rate riders?

MR. MANDYAM:  The 2025 rate riders will be what is approved if the Board -- if the OEB approves the riders and the application as filed, the project cost, I believe, Ms. Girvan, is 43.1 million after the NRCan funding is taken into account.

Riders effective January 1, 2025 will reflect the 43.1 million.  At rebasing in the application for January 1,the rates effective January 1, 2029, Elexicon would be expected to true-up and explain the ICM rider differences, if any.

And so in that regulatory application parties will have the ability, yourself included, to review that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But the answer says:
"Elexicon has recommended the finalization of costs and rate recovery in 2025 to reflect costs and rates more accurately."

MR. MANDYAM:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. GIRVAN:  So I am not sure what kind of adjustment would be in 2025.

MR. MANDYAM:  So the adjustment -- yeah, I'm still -- the adjustments are really the adjustments that are part of the OEB ICM model.  So you have to take into account the demand.  You have to take into account, I believe, the inflation value.  There are some parameters that the ICM models that the OEB sets out have to be updated for that year.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So cost overruns or cost underruns, I guess I would say, won't be reflected in the 2025 rate riders.  It is just updating for the various elements of the calculations.  I think Ms. Armstrong took you through that.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you go to Staff 17, please.  And I --


MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, Ms. Girvan, I am going to bring you back to that previous exchange --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  -- just to make sure I understand it now, because my understanding of the proposal was the way you had originally understood it, to be honest.

MS. GIRVAN:  Me?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.  Which was, update the parts of the model that we don't understand, but also, if you spend ten million dollars less, you're not going to try to put that in the rate rider.  So there would be a kind of prudence assessment update of actual cost at that time.

So Mr. Mandyam, can you -- I don't know if you want to take that away or not, but...

MR. MANDYAM:  You presented -- Mr. Vellone, you presented a scenario that -- underspend.  I was focusing in my response on the overspend that Ms. Girvan had posited.  So we could -- I mean, if we need to we can take it away, but you are right.  If there is an underspend we would -- it's to the customers' benefit that we don't overcharge them, "we" being Elexicon.

MS. GIRVAN:  I think that would be helpful, for you to set out in an undertaking your proposal.

MR. VELLONE:  I think that is probably fair --


MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, we can do that, Ms. Girvan.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  Okay.  If I turn to --


MR. MURRAY:  That --


MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, sorry.  Lawren?

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT2.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  TO PROVIDE PROPOSAL FOR 2025 RATE RIDER INCLUDING CAPITAL COST CHANGES.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  In Staff 17 you were asked:
"Please explain why it would be reasonable for Elexicon Energy ratepayers to subsidize the cost of capital contributions to the Brooklin developers."

And if you go to the answer, you didn't answer that question.

MR. MANDYAM:  Sorry, Ms. Girvan, we were trying to figure out which question that was.

MS. GIRVAN:  D.

MR. MANDYAM:  I thought we did answer it.  B or D?  D?  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  D.

MR. MANDYAM:  I thought we did answer it, in our mind.

MS. GIRVAN:  Go down to D.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  And from Elexicon's perspective at the time, in October of 2022, there was no assurance or understanding whether these costs would be passed through or not by the Brooklin developers.

Now, I believe that subsequently, in the BLGI response to Staff 17, they have stated that they would pass-through the costs.  If I can --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you're --


MR. MANDYAM:  -- find that reference.

MS. GIRVAN:  You don't see -- you don't -- sorry, I have seen it.  You are saying you don't see then as ratepayers subsidizing the developers.  That is your perspective?

MR. MANDYAM:  No.  No, we don't.  And we -- yeah --


MS. GIRVAN:  That's fine.

And just to follow up, there is -- and I can't remember the reference, but a projected in-service date for the Whitby Smart Grid project is 40 -- is -- the amount is for 40 -- oh, sorry.  The projected cost of the Whitby Smart Grid project is 43.1 million and the projected in-service date is quarter 4, 2025.

Is it possible that it won't be in-service in 2025 and may well take until 2026, given it's quarter 2025?  Is that a possibility?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Sorry.  From, I guess, planning and engineering perspective we do our best to get that job materialized in 2025.  I am not sure Q4 or Q3, but our objective is to have that basically installed and -- the year 2025.

MS. GIRVAN:  So it is possible it won't be in-service in 2025?

MR. BOUDHAR:  I can't, I guess, comment on that on the certainty of if it is a possibility or not, I mean, like any other project.  Like I said, mentioning the possibility that it could be materializing before the end of 2025 as well.  So we're trying our best to get that basically installed and ready during that year.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Could you turn to Staff 18, please.  So there are no requirements currently to provide DER-EV rough-ins for new construction, Mr. Lau talked about this yesterday.  I want to understand your proposal.

If this gets approved and the Brooklin landowners or Brooklin developers, you get the exemption and they don't have to pay the contributions, and let's say, I don't know ,two years from now there is a requirement for the DER-EV rough-ins to be put in all new homes in Ontario, I think what you said yesterday and I just want to be clear this is your position that that wouldn't impact their exemption.  Is that correct?   .

MR. MANDYAM:  Ms. Girvan, that is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just quickly going through, I am almost finished my questions and then I have a few for VECC.  So just a follow up on that.  So the Brooklin project is I would call it sort of a one-off, it is a one-time exemption.  Do you have an intention to develop a policy across your franchise area to exempt developers from paying contributions, if they build DER- or EV-ready homes?

MS. CHAN:  Ms. Girvan, we don't have a plan or any plans.  We have noted in our response to the IRs that we are coming to the table with this very unique ICM application, and that this is currently a one-time ask of this exemption.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  If you could turn to VECC number 7.  I am going to ask some questions on behalf of VECC right now.

Okay.  Part I, there is a lot of sections in this.  The number of incremental FTEs to operate the management of the smart grid systems.  And the answer says that Elexicon expects to absorb these costs within rates.

Does this impact the cost side of the equation in terms -- is this an incremental cost that is included in the calculations?  Or are these costs not included in the calculations, the incremental FTEs?

MR. MANDYAM:  Ms. Girvan, the incremental FTEs specifically in VECC 2 --

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. MANDYAM:  -- which point to a benefits calculation.  They're included in the benefits.  Not in the cost.

As far as incremental OM&A costs to operate the Whitby Smart Grid or the Sustainable Brooklin line, there are no costs associated with that.

MS. GIRVAN:  There is no FTE costs?

MR. MANDYAM:  That is correct.  No carrying on FTE costs.  There is FTE costs such as in the ADMS project.  There is capital costs for the project but nothing afterward.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So they're not permanent FTEs being added?

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. MANDYAM:  Sorry, they may be added.  Sorry.  I want to be -- I don't know how I can take that.  I just want to be clear on something.

Elexicon may add FTEs to provide maintenance and operations for the systems after the two projects are in service.  Elexicon is not asking for recovery of those in this application at all.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If we go to VECC number 17, please.  It says that Elexicon has mitigated customer risk of lower than expected benefits by choosing proven technologies to support the Whitby Smart Grid.  Elexicon's choice of volt-VAR optimization and fault location isolation and restoration are tried and tested.

So I think we were talking about this earlier.  Are those particular technologies,  have they been approved by the Board in places other than the PUC?

MR. MANDYAM:  We'd have to take that away.  My short answer is, not that I know of.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Mr. Thompson I think was referring to proven technologies when he was answering one of my questions.  And I just wondered, when you state tried, tested and previously approved by the OEB, is this something beyond the approval of the PUC project?

MR. THOMPSON:  So the degree to which technologies themselves are approved by the OEB, I would say, the projects incorporate technologies.  Lots of those have been through rate filing processes, et cetera, so -- the idea of automation --


MS. GIRVAN:  I'm sorry, Mr. Thompson, it is very hard to hear you.

MR. THOMPSON:  Sorry.  Apologize.  Test test.

MS. GIRVAN:  As long as someone else in the room doesn't have their mic on.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Thompson, I am getting a bit of echo as well.  It is not just Ms. Girvan.  I don't know if your computer is picking up your voice instead of your microphone.

MS. GIRVAN:  Go ahead.

MR. THOMPSON:  Is that an improvement?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. THOMPSON:  Okay.  There was a setting problem resulting from having shut down.

At any rate, I do not know the degree to which the technologies themselves may or may not have been approved by the OEB.  I would be surprised, but the projects that incorporate the technologies are numerous and the technologies themselves, the distribution automation system, the VVO systems, the CVR software are well tested and proven.

MS. GIRVAN:  I guess my question would be, and you probably, I think Mr. Mandyam was going to take it away --

MR. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  -- is, can you tell me which have been previously approved by the Board, other than with respect to the PUC project?  Because it is in the answer.  So I just wanted to have you follow up.

MR. MANDYAM:  To take this undertaking, Ms. Girvan, is a bit of a challenge to go through all the Whitby records to find those, other than PUC that have approved this technology.  I am reticent --

MS. GIRVAN:  But you have stated it.  It has been stated in the answer.  That is what I am questioning.

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Girvan, I guess distribution automation has been on -- in applications almost for as long as I have been practising.  You want us to go through every single case where five dollars was spent on a DA online?

MS. GIRVAN:  No.  It looks to me like those specific technologies, the answer says they have been approved by the OEB and that was my question.

MR. VELLONE:  So volt-VAR optimization, I think someone mentioned the Hydro Ottawa settlement from yesterday, in addition to PUC Distribution.  And FLESIR is distribution automation.  It is a form of DA.  Like, I...

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder whether I can jump in here.  The applicant has said that these had previously been approved by the OEB.  All of the questioner is asking is, give us some examples.  Ottawa, you said yourself, Mr. Vellone, is not applicable because it is a different type of volt-VAR automation.  It is edge management.

And so if there are examples, you have an expert who looked at it.  Give us some examples, other than PUC.

MR. VELLONE:  As long as it is on a best efforts and not intended to be comprehensive.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I don't think -- Julie Girvan can correct me if I am wrong, I don't think it is necessary to have a full list.

MS. GIRVAN:  No.  It is just, you are making a statement that these specific technologies have been approved by the OEB and I was just asking you to back up that statement with examples.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  We have two examples, as Mr. Vellone has -- one second.

MR. THOMPSON:  Sorry, I was looking for the direction of our response.  I know of two other examples using volt-VAR optimization that were projects under the Ontario Smart Grid Fund.

I am not sure that I can put them on the record due to confidentiality, but they're on the website.  We can track that down.  But they're both local here in Ontario where volt-VAR technology was tested.  Some of the engineering assumptions in the report were derived from my involvement in those projects.  In fact, I can think of a third one already that was under that program.

The term -- the applications were all slightly different, but the technology is just capacitors and regulators.  Regulators, of course, are used all over the place.  So it is just a matter of the system.  The system is applied differently depending on what you are trying to do with it.

So full-scale CVR system, CVR itself was tested in one of those projects as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just jump in again?  You are talking about older projects with different types of VVO, but the new technologies that you are going to put in are quite different from the stuff that was done ten, 15 years ago, right?

MR. THOMPSON:  The projects I am talking about are less than five years old.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, yeah?

MR. THOMPSON:  Smart Grid Fund is --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can we have an undertaking to provide details?

MR. VELLONE:  I have no objections to the undertaking being requested, Mr. Thompson or Mr. Mandyam.  It is a fair ask.

MR. THOMPSON:  Okay.  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.

I just have two quick questions.

MR. VELLONE:  I do think it should be marked.

MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, yes, sorry.  I'm just --


MR. MURRAY:  All that effort, Ms. Girvan, and then we were going to go without getting a number for it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT2.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.3:  TO PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC TECHNOLOGIES APPROVED BY THE BOARD

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

So I just want to refer to VECC 14, please.  And VECC 14 actually refers to SEC 20.  And the question is:
"Has Elexicon -- this is in VECC 14 -- has Elexicon shared specific information on this proposal with customers, including the costs and potential bill impacts?  If yes, please provide the outcome.  And have you undertaken any customer consultation with low-income customers regarding the ICM proposal, including the costs of potential bill impacts?"

It refers us to SEC 20, and I don't think you have answered that.

MR. VELLONE:  Can I ask that the screen go back to VECC 14 once the witnesses have a chance to read the response to SEC 20.

Go ahead.  Flip back to VECC 14.  Thanks.

MR. MANDYAM:  So Ms. Girvan, the short answer is, in Elexicon's preparation of the ICM materials, it did not go specifically out to talk to low-income customers or directly present the bill impacts to specific customers to get their feedback.

So Elexicon's answer really reflects what it did perform, which was two things.  One is, it relied on its 2021 customer -- 2020, sorry, customer engagement as part of its 2021 distribution system plan.  We reference it in -- in our preamble in Appendix B, and we also have a -- I can present another citation of two pieces of information that formed -- or gave Elexicon confidence that these investments would be received well or accepted by customers.

Second, it went out to the Whitby town council, and as you know it got unanimous approval from the town council for the projects and the total bill impacts.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you didn't do any specific customer engagement.  Thank you.

Now, just one last question.  Did you -- is it -- I'm just -- I guess this is a question of -- is it normal practice for developers to pay for the incremental costs to construct a DER-, EV-ready home?

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't think Elexicon has --


MR. VELLONE:  Developers as opposed to --


MR. MANDYAM:  -- taken a position to answer that --


MR. VELLONE:  Yeah, developers as opposed to who, Ms. Girvan?

MS. GIRVAN:  Customers.

MR. VELLONE:  Like, ratepayers?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.

MR. VELLONE:  Or customers of developers --


MS. GIRVAN:  Ratepayers.

MR. VELLONE:  -- people buying the house?

MS. GIRVAN:  No.  Ratepayers.

MR. MANDYAM:  I think our answer is, we don't know who, is it normal.  I think that was your question, right?  Is it normal?  So --


MS. GIRVAN:  That's fine.  That's fine.

MR. MANDYAM:  -- yeah --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Those are all my questions.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Ms. Girvan.

Next on the list is Mr. Shepherd from the School Energy Coalition.  The floor is yours.
Examination by Mr. Shepherd:

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Hi, guys.  So I want to start with the interim rate order in this case, and this is just because we need to look at bill impacts, and the easiest way to do it is start with what the bills are before these ICMs.

So could you bring up the interim rate order and, in particular, the GS over 50 rate table.  There.

MR. VELLONE:  That may take a moment.  Just give Mr. Boyle a second, Mr. Shepherd, to pull that up.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Where I am going with this, just so you understand the context, is I want to look at what the schools are going to pay without the ICMs, and then I want to look at all the stuff you want to add on.  And the schools are going to pay about a half-million dollars in just distribution charges this year, and so -- in Whitby.  So I want to look at what more you are going to ask for here.

So you see here -- you can increase the size of that perhaps.  You see here you've got, for a typical -- a typical school is about 100 kilowatts.  It is actually a little small-ish now because they're tending to build them bigger, fewer but bigger, but you have got 121.69 in monthly charge and you've got 375.45 in volumetric charge each month.  Those total about six thousand dollars a year for the base distribution charges.

Then you've got a couple of existing ICM riders, $7.30 a month and 22.51 a month.  And so those add another 360 dollars a year.

And you have got a couple of LRAM charges, which total about $860 a year.

Will you accept those figures subject to check?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Subject to check.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then you've got your regular DVAs.  I am excluding the global adjustment and the other things that are not distribution-related, but your regular DVAs are 12.50 a year.  That is $104.11 a month.  Do you see that?

And so all of those things add up to about $8,400 a year for a typical school.  There is about 60 schools, so that is about a half-million dollars.

Again, will you accept that subject to check?

MR. VELLONE:  Just so we can do the check, Mr. Shepherd, what are you assuming in terms of consumption of the typical school?

MR. SHEPHERD:  100 kilowatt monthly demand.  That is actually on the low side, as I said.  The 100 kilowatt is an old standard, and these days schools tend to be built bigger.

MR. VELLONE:  I am just trying to make sure we can actually do the check.  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the 60 schools that I am using for Whitby is actually -- that may actually include some that are in the process of being built, but given that we're looking at the upcoming period, 60 is probably about right in Whitby.  I mean, the way Whitby is expanding, it could be 100 before this period is over, before you rebase.

So the reason I ask that is because if we go to the ICM models that you filed, what I get is that for the Whitby Smart Grid you are going to -- sorry, for Sustainable Brooklin you are going to ask each school, each of these typical schools to pay an additional 54.63 a month.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Boyle, nothing for you to share.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You can show that if you want.  Anyway it is 53.64 for 100 kilowatt school.  Which is $655.00 a year.  Will you accept that subject to check?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Subject to check.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And for Whitby Smart Grid you are going to ask that same school to pay $104.18 a month or $1,250 a year.  Will you accept that subject to check?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Subject to check.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Those total about $115,000 a year additional costs to schools which I get about 22 and a half percent increase in distribution charges.  Am I in the ballpark here?

MR. VELLONE:  Is it for Sustainable Brooklin or for both, Mr. Shepherd?

MR. SHEPHERD:  For both.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Subject to check I think you're -- your base was in the 500,000 range and this value is 115.  So one-fifth is about 20 percent, et cetera, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Then you are going to add-on a Z factor claim and am I right in assuming that a typical school might end up paying an additional four or five hundred dollars a month for the Z factor claim?  Or sorry four or five hundred dollars a year.  Oh, my God.

MR. MANDYAM:  That I would have to take away.  I don't know that for a fact.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you have your chief financial officer here.  Am I in the ballpark?

MS. CHAN:  I think per what Mr. Mandyam noted I think we would have to check that, take it away and check it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You also have a DER enabling program which you are going to offer this year, and that is going to be an additional increase in rates for the school.  Right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Not necessarily, Mr. Shepherd.  Because to the extent that that is funded from outside sources, it is zero cost to the ratepayers of Whitby.  And --


MS. GIRVAN:  Mr. Shepherd, it is Julie Girvan here.  Could you tell me where in the evidence it talks about the Z factor?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.  Take a look at SEC 4 is one example.  I mean there is lots of places, but SEC 4 I think is the one that I was looking at.  You are planning to file a Z-factor application shortly, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Elexicon has filed it, actually.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, you filed it?

MR. MANDYAM:  I think it has to be filed within a certain period, right?  Notice hasn't been -- maybe notice has been sent, I don't know yet.

MR. VELLONE:  It's been filed, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you give me the EB number, please?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.  I can.  Just give me a moment.  Keep going with your questioning, I will chime in later.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So Mr. Mandyam, you have said that the DER enabling program will have no cost to ratepayers.

MR. MANDYAM:  No, I said it could have no cost.  I don't know that for a fact.  Because I haven't developed it yet, right.  Sorry?

MR. SHEPHERD:  The current plan is to ask the ratepayers to pay something for it, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  No.  If it's all optimal, the current plan would have no costs to the ratepayers.  It would have funded, be funded from sources such as NRCan or other sources like IESO, et cetera.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Isn't the normal practice that NRCan and IESO fund things where you match their funds?

MR. MANDYAM:  That I don't know about.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, take ADMS for example; they're funding 50 percent.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Agreed in that situation.  I am not certain that it is always the case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It doesn't matter.  These additional things that you are planning to do -- and then you have grid of the future which is coming too, right?  That is going to cost money.  There is more stuff coming.  Not just Whitby Smart Grid.  There is more stuff coming, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  I can't say yes or no to that.  I mean, the system plans are to modernize the grid, you are correct with that.

And this project, as you noted, will do some of that, if not a lot of it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So Sustainable Brooklin and Whitby Smart Grid already are a 23 percent rate increase for the schools.  Then you are going to add-on the z-factor and DER-enabling if it costs anything.  And then all of the other modernization up want to do.

Do you have some estimate as to how much all of these things are going to add to the distribution cost, over and above the 23 percent that you have already put on the record?

MR. MANDYAM:  We only have what we've, you know, put on the record, as you say.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you turn up SEC 12, please.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Shepherd, is now an okay time to interrupt?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. VELLONE:  2022-0317 completeness letter issued last Friday.  I just checked the WebDrawer.  There is nothing up there yet.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it was filed in December?

MR. VELLONE:  December 12th, correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  It was filed after the interrogatories were responded to, right?  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Correct.  I believe that is right, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I am wondering why you didn't tell the Board in this application the impacts, but I guess -- the reason I am can go is because in SEC 12 you said, we don't think you should be adding together the bill impacts for all of this stuff.  Can you explain that?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  The rationale for that statement is that you're using 2023 OEB models to project 2025 costs or '25 bill impacts, and the more appropriate tool is the 2025 models when they come out and which will be filed in the 2024 application by Elexicon.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You're asking the Board to approve the money now, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you don't think the Board should look at the bill impacts?

MR. MANDYAM:  We have provided the bill impacts on a notional basis.

Our qualifier is that these will not be the final bill impacts.  There will be a plus or minus associated with that, that we can't predict but will be evident in the 20 -- in 2024 when the application goes in for 2025.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yesterday Mr. Ladanyi asked a bunch of questions about non-residential customers.  And I of course am asking along a similar vein.

Where in the application or in any of the materials that you have filed have you told the Board or anybody else that you're planning to increase the distribution bills for distribution customers -- for non-residential customers by 25 to 30 percent over the next couple of years?  Where do you say that?

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't think we have said that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You haven't said that.  But it is true, isn't it?

MR. MANDYAM:  We'll have to, you know, a lot of subject to checks that were agreed to earlier.  So from that perspective, you know the Board and parties like yourself will present argument around consolidated views of the evidence that's already on the record.

So the Board does have a view to bill impacts and notional bill impacts across all of the rate classes.  So Elexicon has provided that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So what you are telling me is that you, you, Elexicon -- not you Andrew but you Elexicon -- have not looked at the combined bill impacts on particular rate classes of these proposals.  Is that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  No.  What we're saying is we've presented all of the evidence.  That's point 1.  So that is required, which is rate class, bill impacts, and notional.

We have put in our preamble and our evidence on the record information about the cost, but also the benefits, which, you know, we haven't talked about, and certainly there is a cost side, as you've articulated, Mr. Shepherd.

We have explained the benefits side to that.  We're hoping that the Board -- and we would like the Board to review both aspects of this and, in their judgment, see the benefits and the grid modernization that is before all electricity distributors, be a positive choice that they can approve.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You have nowhere in the evidence told the Board how a school that is paying an extra two thousand dollars a year is going to benefit to the tune of that much, have you?  And then there is no way you could discern that from the evidence, is there?

MR. MANDYAM:  I am trying to -- I am focusing on your second part.  The first part is, yes, you are correct.

The second part, arguably they can apportion benefits from reliability, potentially DER-enablement of these schools, so therefore that consumption that you've talked about and the bill increase is offset by each of the schools that have great -- "great" is maybe too strong -- large rooftops for potential solar and battery implementations, to actually be participants in this Whitby Smart Grid and offset the cost impacts or the bill impacts that you have said.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Schools being built today are doing that already.  They don't need to be convinced by the utility.  They're doing it already.

MR. MANDYAM:  So they are benefiting -- they will benefit from the fact that voltage management will be there, reliability to keep their power, and they themselves are actually reducing their commodity on their own volition.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Exactly.

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So why do they need to pay the utility?  They're --


MR. MANDYAM:  This is a broader policy question you're going into, why do they need to pay the utility, at least in my perspective, and that is a larger -- yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let -- I am generally not going to ask a bunch of questions about Sustainable Brooklin, for reasons I have described.

MR. MANDYAM:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But I do need to ask about one thing that appears to be included in this, and that is that non-residential customers will be asked to pay contributions for the Brooklin line, and I want to understand -- because I had not seen this before -- not understood it before yesterday.

And am I right that a non-residential customer connecting in this north Brooklin area, to the local grid, obviously, not directly to the Brooklin line, but downstream of the Brooklin line, will be asked to pay not just the local cost of the -- their share of the distribution grid as homeowners, as the developers will, but also a share of the cost of the Brooklin line?  Is that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Let me just caucus with the team for a second, Mr. Shepherd.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd, we will take an undertaking to respond to that question.  We have an idea, but we just want to confirm it back when we get all of the parties talking inside Elexicon.

So the undertaking would be for us to explain the process for customer connection of a commercial customer to, A, the Sustainable Brooklin line outside of north Brooklin after the Brooklin line is constructed and in-service, and --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  Let me just stop you, Mr. Mandyam.

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Outside of north Brooklin?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  You could have customers outside of north Brooklin.  Between north Brooklin and, you know, lower Whitby, you could have a customer come in and connect to the line.  I don't know if that is something you were thinking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is not what I was asking about.

MR. MANDYAM:  Okay.  Sorry --


MR. SHEPHERD:  There is a whole big development going on in that area at the end of this line.  If you think of the -- about the geography of that area, there is going to be 11,000 homes in there.  Actually, it's going to be more like 20,000 homes by the time they're finished.

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There's going to be a lot of businesses, there's going to be plazas and parks and schools, all sorts of stuff, community centres, the like, probably a hospital.

And in that area, the residential customers, if the homes are DER-, EV-ready, will not be bearing a cost of the line to get power to the area.  They will be bearing a cost associated with the local distribution lines, right?  Because they'll have -- there will be a contribution from the developers.  But not from the Brooklin line.

And so the question is, in that area, when the school board bills schools and people build supermarkets and convenience stores and the stuff that Mr. Ladanyi was talking about yesterday, those people are going to have to pay contributions too.  And the question is, are those contributions limited to the local distribution costs, or will they include a share of the costs of the Brooklin line?

And the reason I ask that is because the schools don't have to be convinced to be DER-, EV-ready.  They're going to have EV chargers in their parking lots.  They're going to have solar on their roofs and storage in their basement.  You don't need to help them with that.

And so they will be the most DER-ready of any of the people in that area, but I think what you have said is, and they will have to pay for the Brooklin line.

So --


MR. MANDYAM:  We will take that away, yes, to clarify the undertaking.  Thank you for that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO EXPLAIN THE PROCESS FOR CUSTOMER CONNECTION OF A COMMERCIAL CUSTOMER TO THE SUSTAINABLE BROOKLIN LINE OUTSIDE OF NORTH BROOKLIN AFTER THE BROOKLIN LINE IS CONSTRUCTED AND IN-SERVICE..

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Murray, it is 12:05.  I have about another hour.  And this would be a convenient time to break, if you want to have lunch.

MR. MURRAY:  Perhaps we will do that.  We will come back at 12:55.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:06 p.m.
--- On resuming at 12:55 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Shepherd, please continue your questions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Mandyam, this morning -- and I'm trying to understand the interaction between the two projects in this application.

My initial thought is that they're actually like two separate applications that are for convenience being filed together, but then you said this morning that the Whitby Smart Grid project arose out of the discussions about Sustainable Brooklin.

And I wonder whether you misspoke on that, because that doesn't sound like it is consistent with the evidence.  Or maybe I misunderstood it.

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, the exact genesis -- well, let me take you to -- maybe it is good for me to just explain the genesis of the project and connect back to what is on the evidence.  There is an interconnected nature to it, which is the DER enabling of Sustainable Brooklin and the Whitby Smart Grid technologies.

You know, maybe I went too far in saying that the Sustainable Brooklin problem and challenge that Elexicon management was looking for a solution led to directly the Whitby Smart Grid.  It was all -- I wasn't privy to the exact genesis moment, the big bang so to speak, Mr. Shepherd.  But I can, you know, in one of our responses to your interrogatory SEC 22 we laid out the timeline of all of the interactions.

The only thing we didn't include which I will add to is between the line item of September of Q4, 2021 and March 2022, in that January/February of 2022 time frame, Elexicon management looked at the convergence of all of these activities going on around it, Sustainable Brooklin problem to be solved, ADMS, NRCan funding seemingly being approved.  We've got PUC decision, smart grid technologies being approved and proven.  And so through all of that convergence, the convergence of all of those elements the smart grid and the Sustainable Brooklin DER enablement program, sorry, DER/EV quid pro quo program was developed.

MR. THOMPSON:  If I could interject --


MR. SHEPHERD:  The Whitby Smart Grid was conceived in 2020 and you applied for your NRCan funding early in 2021.  But the Sustainable Brooklin wasn't conceived until the end of 2021, is that correct?

MR. MANDYAM:  Sustainable Brooklin -- all of this was 2022, my understanding, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well you applied for NRCan funding April 2021 so that can't be correct.

MR. MANDYAM:  The NRCan funding was a project unto its own, it connected to B, the Whitby Smart Grid in 2022.  That is the convergence I am talking about.

So management had part of its innovation leadership and team were pursuing NRCan funding.

And the Sustainable Brooklin -- what the Brooklin developers were presenting their concerns and issues in 2021, 2019 and it went into 2022.  All of that converged to form the Whitby Smart Grid and Sustainable Brooklin projects in 2022.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.

MS. NEWLAND:  Mr. Shepherd, Mr. Shepherd, it's Helen Newland.  May I interject with one clarifying question for Mr. Mandyam?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MS. NEWLAND:  Andrew, in the response -- I should start my video, sorry, in the response that is on the screen right now, under Q4, 2021 it says:  "Discussions with north Brooklin developers identify high growth forecasts in the region of Durham."


That is not when those discussions began or when those high growth forecasts were discussed, initially discussed or brought to the attention of Elexicon, is it?  It was much earlier in the process, wasn't it?

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't know the answer to that, Ms. Newland.

MS. NEWLAND:  Okay.  Maybe Mr. Cory can address that when he is on the stand later.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, just to follow up on that.  That Q4, 2021 is when the first proposal with respect to trading DERs with the capital contribution was made.  Isn't that right?

MR. VELLONE:  Around that time I believe, sorry.  The witness can confirm that, Mr. Shepherd, just to get that on the record.  That's when the quid pro quo was arranged.

MR. MANDYAM:  If that's --


MR. VELLONE:   Q1, 2022 or Q4, 2021, somewhere around there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The reason I am following this up is, my impression is, maybe we can turn to CCC 6.  Because my impression is these benefits, $673,000, that has nothing to do with Sustainable Brooklin, right?  Those benefits are exactly the same without Sustainable Brooklin.  Isn't that correct?

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so, can you go to SEC 7, please.  And in SEC 7, you talk about the various benefits of the projects collectively.  And I am just looking at that list.  System reliability, conserve energy, total bill impacts, reduce losses, facilitate increase DER penetration to avoid future costly capacity upgrade.  That is the benefits, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And the system reliability, conserve energy, reduces losses, they are Whitby Smart Grid.  They're not Sustainable Brooklin, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And increase DER penetration to avoid a future costly capacity upgrade, that is both, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But that's only to the extent that the DERs are actually installed.  The actual roughing-in doesn't cause that.  It just facilitates it.

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And if I understand correctly, you've already started the ADMS project, right?

MS. ELOSIDA:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thanks.  But -- and am I right that if the -- if Sustainable Brooklin were not approved, but Whitby Smart Grid was approved, you would still go ahead with Whitby Smart Grid?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  The short answer is yes.  Obviously management as you would appreciate, Mr. Shepherd, management would have to look at the decision and obviously read it, but if it was approved as filed -- maybe that is your hypothetical -- yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the benefits to the customers that you have talked about would be the same.

MR. MANDYAM:  The same as what we have put in table 1?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, yes, correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Take a look at CCC 4, please.  So this talks about the two feeders.  And are the -- that cost of 26.6 million for those two feeders, does that include some of the Whitby Smart Grid stuff?  Are these just sort of standard 27.6 feeders?

MR. BOUDHAR:  No, the cost is only for the feeders as stated in the Whitby Smart Grid.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is the reason for that because these feeders aren't directly serving any customers?  They are simply a conduit to get power to the area?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  They are extensions from the Whitby TS to get to the north Brooklin.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if I understand conceptually, this is like you're moving the supply to the area, but it is almost like you are moving the transmission station closer, right, through what's been called an extension cord.  Right?

MR. BOUDHAR:  We're moving, obviously, to supply points only, not the whole station.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no, of course.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you are not planning to, right now, you are not planning to supply any customers along this ten, 11 kilometre line.

MR. BOUDHAR:  At the moment, we don't see any demand coming to those -- to the area where this -- those two feeders are being built.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's farmland, right?

MR. BOUDHAR:  I'm sorry?

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is farmland.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Not all of it.  I mean, it depends on -- define "farmland".  We're going basically up Lakeridge Road and then across Columbus -- two feeders would be getting from the TS up to Ashburn and Columbus.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Let me talk briefly about the grid of the future.  And this is your sort of concept for modernization of your distribution system.  Right?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is the energy transition, the transition away from fossil fuels, is that part of the concept of the grid of the future?  Is that part of what is driving it?

MR. THOMPSON:  It is certainly one of the significant drivers of the high penetrations of DER with respect to [audio dropout] distribution system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so one of the reasons why you want to modernize your grid, to the extent that you do -- I mean, obviously you want to modernize it anyway, right?  But you want to modernize it with the sorts of things you are proposing is because you are expecting a higher penetration of DERs as a result of the energy transition.  Right?

MR. THOMPSON:  For various reasons we are expecting high presentations of DERs, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And part of that is the energy transition?

MR. THOMPSON:  Well, it's not -- there isn't a direct tie to that.  For instance, the rates could be set at such a level that encourages DERs with or without the transition process.  However, published documents are pushing us to believe that there's going to be significant new generation and that it's going to be on these regions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And in fact, Elexicon has been actively involved in the various policy consultations associated with the energy transition, including the framework for energy innovation and things like that, right?

MS. CHAN:  Yes.  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Have you had any discussions with Enbridge about whether they will continue to supply -- in new areas of development in Whitby they'll continue to build distribution into those areas in the foreseeable future?  Have you had any discussions about that, like north Brooklin, for example?

MR. BOUDHAR:  No, we haven't.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So have you had any -- have you at any time suggested to the gas utility that there may be areas where they don't need to put in gas because you can electrify those areas?

MR. BOUDHAR:  No, we have not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that sounds like, then, Sustainable Brooklin is not in support of the energy transition.  It is rather more just to bring power to the area.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd, Elexicon is obligated under its conditions of service to connect customers.

As far as the broader concept of energy transition that you have raised, Elexicon is supportive of energy transition.

The mandate of who is driving the bus on decisions around fossil-fuel energy transition, I think, you know, you have to -- in my head, you have to ask the city planning.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Fair enough.

MR. VELLONE:  And Mr. Shepherd, I think maybe I'm struggling with the conclusion that you drew, because my understanding of the Collie panel scope of work is -- includes considering coordinated planning between electricity and natural gas.

So those recommendations haven't come out yet, as far as I am aware.  So it seems like you are drawing a conclusion about something that hasn't been done when we don't even have a high-level guidance of how it should be done.  I'm just struggling with the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, Elexicon coordinates with Enbridge all the time, right?

MR. VELLONE:  On locates and things like that, sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Not just on locates.  On buildouts to new subdivision.  You have a high-growth area.  Yet you sat down with Enbridge when you started to build out Seaton.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  Not to make any recommendations.  It is just like Mr. Vellone said.  It is just about locates and where we basically are going to connect our system versus their system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So no combined planning?

MR. BOUDHAR:  I am not sure what you are referring to, planning.  Like, what do you mean by planning?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you are both putting infrastructure into the same area for the same customers.  You don't sit down and say, well, okay, we're both going to do this.  Let's work out how to do it properly or what we're each going to do so that we can figure out how we integrate this most successfully?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  In terms of the location of our assets.  Not in terms of planning any efficient energies or any of that.  We're just a local distribution company.  We just provide electricity.  We're not here to make any recommendations to any other utility.

MR. THOMPSON:  If I could jump in, Mr. Shepherd --


MR. SHEPHERD:  When Mr. Thompson put on his -- opened up his mic, you started to echo.

MR. THOMPSON:  I apologize.  I was attempting to answer the comment, and I got --


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's fine.

MR. THOMPSON:  As Mr. Martin-Sturmey presented yesterday, electricity is, generally speaking, summer peaking.  It is driven by air-conditioning.  And natural gas is, generally speaking, winter peaking, driven by heat.  There's some, obviously, residuals in both directions.  Water heaters or lighting load. 

Today's studies on electrified homes, heat pumps, for instance, find that the loads are similar to the -- to an air-conditioner.  There is a lot to be unpacked on that.  It's a fairly general preliminary assumption.

But presuming such a meeting took place between a natural-gas company and electrical company, it is unlikely that any different conclusion would be arrived at.

So your question about is the north Brooklin subdivision, for instance, being designed for electrified homes, I think what you will find is, while still not clearly studied and not clearly defined, there is no expectation of significant challenges.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it sounds like -- and maybe I am reading between the lines -- it sounds like what you are saying is it is too early for -- too early in the transition, if you like, for Elexicon to be saying to the gas utility, look, this new area is going to be electrified homes.  We need less gas in the area.  You're saying that's not accurate --


MR. MANDYAM:  I don't think it's --


MR. SHEPHERD:  -- we're not there yet.

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, I don't think it is Elexicon's position or ability to mandate, as -- your words are kind of driving to Elexicon mandating this area, this geography.  No, that's not?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  What I'm saying is, if you know that an area is going to be highly electrified, then surely you're going to communicate that to the gas utility, aren't you?

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, I think the plan is, as Mr. Boudhar said, Elexicon and other utilities do their planning once projects are approved and they coordinate to minimize opening up the ground or disruption to the area.

So to the extent that when those planning sessions happen after this application is approved, these -- this information that you are talking about will be relayed to all parties:  Bell, Rogers, and Enbridge, I would think.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I understand.

Okay.  I want to turn to this z-factor application, which is referred to in SEC 4, which I had -- I was asking about it because in SEC 4 you said you are going to file in May 2023, but it now sounds like you have already filed.

So I wonder if you can undertake -- because this is not on the WebDrawer yet.  I wonder if you can undertake to file a table of the proposed rate riders in the z-factor application.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  We can do that since it is not on the public docket yet.

MS. GIRVAN:  Mr. Shepherd, it is Julie Girvan here.  I just have a question.  Did you ask earlier for an undertaking to set out the cumulative bill impacts for just the schools?  Or did you ask for that for all customer classes?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I think I asked for just the schools, but I would be happy to get all customer classes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  That would be much appreciated.  Thank you.  If...

MR. MANDYAM:  There was no undertaking, Ms. Girvan, or Mr. Shepherd.  We, subject to check, accepted Mr. Shepherd's listing.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could you provide that, then, for the customer classes?

MR. MANDYAM:  Per Mr. Shepherd's ballparking?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  The impacts of the, the cumulative impacts of everything, in terms of rates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  My understanding is that you don't have numbers.  You have numbers for the z-factor, so we can see that.  But you don't have numbers for the DER enabling program or any of the other grid of the future stuff yet.

MR. MANDYAM:  You are correct, Mr. Shepherd, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, so you don't have to include those.

MR. MANDYAM:  That is why Mr. Shepherd's hit his ballparking, Ms. Girvan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So is there something you can provide Julie, that will help her to understand the cumulative impacts?

MR. VELLONE:  If we focus on residential customers, just to scratch out street lighting and stuff like that?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, of course, thank you.  It is Mr. Shepherd's analysis, but for residential customers, absent any numbers for DER-enabling and whatever the other condition is.

MR. VELLONE:  I need to leave it to the witnesses whether or not it is even possible.

MR. MANDYAM:  We're going to caucus for a second.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Shepherd made a huge set of assumptions based on his understanding of his client base that he then fed our witnesses, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Ashley, if we can caucus for a second?  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MURRAY:  Jay, I just want to clarify, is the broad undertaking that Julie wants, would this replace what would be 2.5, your z-factor request, or is that separate and apart?


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, the z-factor is completely separate.

MR. MURRAY:  I think we need to give that a number --


MR. SHEPHERD:  This is something that has been filed, it is just not visible yet.

MR. MURRAY:  I will try and remember, but we still need to give that an undertaking number because we kind of got sidetracked.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is JT2.5, yes?

MR. MURRAY:  It should be, but we haven't actually given it a number.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. MURRAY:  We will give it when the witnesses come back.


MR. VELLONE:  Just wait until the witnesses come back so they can also jot it down on their tracking list.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. LADANYI:  If I can interject here for a moment, I was not going to ask for a separate undertaking to deal with small commercial and small industrial customers because I am assuming their impact would be similar to the impact of the schools.  Would that be right?

MR. VELLONE:  Without having seen evidence on it, Mr. Ladanyi, I think your assumption is probably pretty bang on.  To the extent your consumption is similar to the schools, the 100 kW, the assumptions Jay used.

MR. LADANYI:  It would have to be an average because they vary in size, as you know, so it is very difficult to ask for anything specific.

But in my argument I will use whatever number you provide Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Tom, what it wouldn't capture is your clients who are GS under 50, which would have a different charging profile.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  Actually, it would be really good if you could in fact have a general, cover all classes.  I don't really care about sentinel lighting, but some of the other things and just cover those things so we can all understand what the actual dollar impact is, because this seems to be coming out in kind of segments, dribs and drabs, shoes dropping and so on.  So let's see the whole thing.

I am very concerned when you made a presentation to the Whitby council, the councillors were not aware of the actual dollar impact on different businesses and different --

MS. GIRVAN:  Tom, you should wait until the witnesses come back.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, fine.

MR. VELLONE:  We are back.

MR. MANDYAM:  We are back, Julie.

MS. GIRVAN:  Mr. Ladanyi is adding to the request.

MR. MANDYAM:  I can respond to his first, which would be --


MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Mandyam, before -- I want to at least get back to where we were.  There was a z-factor application that isn't currently on the public record.  I don't think it was given an undertaking number.  So can you please confirm that you will provide that?

MR. VELLONE:  I think it is just the bill impacts.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I want the table of rate riders.

MR. VELLONE:  Right.

MR. MANDYAM:  We can do that.

MR. MURRAY:  Rate riders.  That will be Undertaking JT2.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  TO FILE THE Z-FACTOR APPLICATION THAT ISN'T CURRENTLY ON THE RECORD, INCLUDING THE TABLE OF RATE RIDERS.


MR. LADANYI:  I don't have to repeat anything.  I think Mr. Mandyam said he heard everything I said.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. MANDYAM:  At least most everything that was probably material.

With respect to -- with respect to the summation of bill impacts to get our total bill impact, we are able to undertake that for the residential class.  We will do that on a best efforts basis to get, knowing that, you know, we have evidence that forecasts out for years that we don't have rate models, so that is all on a notional basis.  We will put the, for the residential class, the, you know, the ICM projects, et cetera, onto that and give you that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the z-factor.

MR. MANDYAM:  Well the z-factor is...


MR. SHEPHERD:  The request, Andrew, was for cumulative impacts.

And so what Julie asked for is cumulative impacts of everything that is known right now.  Which is the two ICMs.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  We will include the z-factor, yes.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be --


MS. GIRVAN:  You have DVAs in there too, right.  Jay went through a list.

MR. MANDYAM:  We won't go through Jay's list that, is my statement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is existing stuff, so that is going to be part of the impacts anyway.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be undertaking JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO PROVIDE A SUMMATION OF CUMULATIVE BILL IMPACTS, TO SHOW TOTAL BILL IMPACT FOR THE RESIDENTIAL CLASS.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I want to turn, briefly, to the DER enabling program.  Am I right in understanding that -- sorry, what was that?  Am I right --


MR. MANDYAM:  Background noise, that's all Jay, sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Am I right in understanding that the DER-enabling program is dependent on approval of the Whitby Smart Grid?  You're not going to go ahead with it if you don't have the Whitby Smart Grid approved?  Is that right?  You are on mute, Andrew.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd, yes.  At this point, should Whitby Smart Grid not be approved in its entirety, the company will have to really take a hard look at how the DER enabling program is developed and offered to the Whitby rate zone.  So...

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the reason I ask that is because there are alternatives to the Whitby Smart Grid that don't give you the full approval as applied for, but go in that direction.

So for example, you will anticipate that some parties, I think, will propose that the ADMS be approved, but that the other things be delayed until we have more information.

You also have filed on the record a plan that allows you to roll things out more slowly on your FLISR and VVO.

And so I am wondering whether those baby steps as opposed to big change would mean, no, you are not going to do the DER enabling program or you will just have to look at how you roll it out differently.

MR. MANDYAM:  It is the latter probably.  I will just say the management has to review.  You know -- well, we are not going to get into an argument about which -- what's the best approach to delivering the technology or implementing the technology.  I will stop with that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And am I right in understanding that the DER enabling program is not dependent on Sustainable Brooklin?  If Whitby Smart Grid, grid was approved but Sustainable Brooklin was not, you would still go ahead with the DER enabling program, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct.  It is a core portion of that.  It is better with DER-enabled homes in Brooklin, as you would appreciate.  It doesn't need it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Let me just briefly ask a question about ADMS.  And please, please be nice to me here, because I am not an engineer and I had to look up what ADMS meant.

But --


MR. MANDYAM:  We provided that in the glossary, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I know.  I found it.

MR. MANDYAM:  Good.  Good.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But am I right in understanding that ADMS has benefits by itself?  Like, it doesn't depend on the other technologies to deliver benefits; is that right?

MS. ELEOSIDA:  Yes, that's correct.  And I believe we had listed out those benefits in -- let me just find it here.  Appendix B-1.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  And then if you install FLISR and VVO, do those things enhance the benefits of ADMS?  Or are they separate benefits?

MS. ELEOSIDA:  I would -- I would say that it enhances the benefits that ADMS has to offer as a stand-alone application, but I can turn it over to Mr. Thompson to explain what the VVO and CVR benefits would be.

MR. THOMPSON:  If I could offer, Mr. Shepherd -- your mic.

If I could offer, Mr. Shepherd, ADMS is more or less a package with multiple modules inside it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. THOMPSON:  So the Elexicon ADMS application includes a number of modules that have benefit.  Within those modules is the FLISR module and the VVO module, which is -- which is our field implementation.

VVO and --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Hold on.  Sorry, sorry, sorry, I just want to stop you, because that came out of left field, and I just want to understand that.

My understanding was that FLISR and distribution automation were a separate additional cost over and above the 8 million for ADMS.  Is that --


MR. THOMPSON:  Let me clarify that for you.  So the ADMS includes a number of software modules, but the field work, the switches, the regulators and capacitors, the station upgrades and whatever, voltage sensors, everything that's in the field, is what we are calling the FLISR and VVO projects, or sub-projects, if you like.

So the ADMS sub-project is detailed in Appendix B-1 and has three phases.  It was a list of modules there that include things like outage communication, switch order management, load flow analysis.  Those benefits would be accrued regardless of VVO and FLISR.

But the advantages to reliability and the advantages to VVO and, in particular, the foundational work for DER-enabling, that occurs with the other two sub-projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If I understand this technically -- which I don't -- the FLISR and distribution automation component is field stuff, stuff out in the field, stuff on the system.  And ADMS includes a central module, like a management module, to use the information that you get in those field devices.  Is that right?

MR. THOMPSON:  Sort of.  The ADMS itself is made up of a dozen or 15 sub-modules.

So ADMS stands for more or less advanced management systems, mass distribution management systems.  What makes it advanced is that it is integrated.  So a person can go out and buy, like, a VVO software package or a DA software package, but the two don't talk to each other.  So when you integrate them you start to have what is called an ADMS.

And then there is an argument in the field as to how many of these modules you actually have to have before you have an ADMS.

But in the context of the ADMS project that is being developed, there is a significant number of packages proposed.  Those packages in summary would qualify as an ADMS.  But in order to get the benefits of the VVO or the CVR -- really, the CVR is the benefit -- or the reliability improvements or any DER-enabling, you need the field work.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I'm applying for my degree in electrical engineering after this set of questions.

So let's talk about FLISR and distribution automation.  If I understand from SEC 17 and table 19 in the -- in the material -- in the pre-filed material, the reliability benefit associated with distribution automation is that approximately 75 percent of what would otherwise be one-hour or more outages become momentary outages, and this is what you said the other day, right?

MR. THOMPSON:  Right.  For a specific set of outages, which we would consider to be feeder lockout outages, which are the most significant outages on the system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that benefit would happen basically on all the feeders that you install the field equipment on, right?  You are not going to install all feeders all at once.  You are going to do it a bit at a time, right?

MR. THOMPSON:  Well, we're proposing a fairly rapid project.  In the context of reporting, it would look like all at once.  And then, of course, the benefit only occurs on those feeders that have, A, automation, and B, experience a full feeder lockout.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. THOMPSON:  So if a feeder doesn't have an operation that year, it doesn't see any benefit.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood, understood.  But you are talking probabilities here.  You cover a whole area because you know some of them will have outages.

MR. THOMPSON:  That's right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Now, in SEC 23 you talk about a distribution automation pilot.  That pilot is not yet completed, right?

MR. THOMPSON:  So that is correct.  There should be a terminology correction about the word "pilot".  It is not specifically a pilot in the context of an exploration.  It was considered, or the phrase "pilot" was being used to indicate an initial project, a first-step project.

So the project is underway, and otherwise, yes, your assertion is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, so my question was going to be why are you doing a pilot for a technology that is well-known?  So I think you have just answered that.

MR. THOMPSON:  Exactly.  It was a short-term response to a reliability issue.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it was really sort of anticipating
-- you are going to be doing a bunch of this stuff, but this particular situation, these particular feeders, needed a solution right away, and so you did it.

MR. THOMPSON:  I agree with the second half of your statement.  The feeders needed a solution, and we did it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are you expecting that you will be learning things from this first installation?

MR. THOMPSON:  Well, I believe that we learn things all the time.

There isn't anything that was in question about the installation that needed to be learned that hasn't been learned by somebody in the local area already.  This is all proven, known technology.  It has been actively installed for a decade or more.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  Can you turn to -- back to SEC 17 and go to attachment 1, please.

And if you go to page 9 of that, of the attachment, which is page 9 of 9, but it is actually not 9 of 9.

And you will see there, there is a comparison of the -- Elexicon's total cost per customer, 652, to the average of all distributors of 705.  Do you see that?

MR. THOMPSON:  I see the line, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  These questions may actually be for Mr. Mandyam or Ms. Chan.

MR. THOMPSON:  I suspect so.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You can answer if you want, Mr. Thompson, but I have moved to a different area.

So first of all, that 652, what is your forecast for what that will be when this stuff is added in?  This -- these two ICMs?

MR. MANDYAM:  We don't have a forecast for that at this time, I don't believe, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you have a division of that 652 between Whitby and Veridian?  Or if you want you can just undertake to provide it.

MR. MANDYAM:  No.  I was just -- I believe, because this is a triple R reporting, that this is just the consolidated Elexicon value, yes.  So we would report on that [audio dropout]  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But to do the calculation, you have to calculate Whitby and the rest of Veridian, because it is a -- you have two different rate zones, so you have two different cost structures.

MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, Jay, help me understand.  This is total cost per customer.  They only have one management team, one head office.  One HR department.  I just don't understand how the calculation would be done to separate out by rate zones once they merged.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you're saying you don't have this information?

MR. MANDYAM:  I think OM&A is a consolidated value.  Like, it is not like bill impacts by rate zone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So can you update that 652 dollars to include these ICMs?

MR. MANDYAM:  So I am just thinking through this.  You are asking us to update for a 2025 value without a benchmark of what the actual base customer cost per customer would be.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You're asking for approval for the money now.

MR. MANDYAM:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Tell the Board what the impact on your total cost per customer is going to be.

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, yes.  We can do that obviously with... Okay.  We will take it away, actually, one second.  Let's caucus, before I commit to it, Mr. Shepherd, we are going to caucus.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I join the caucus?  Just a thought.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd, we're back.  Thanks for indulging us.  I was corrected in my thinking.

Our understanding is that that total cost per customer is actually derived and not produced by Elexicon, but rather the OEB's econometric PEG benchmark process.

So it is really a number that isn't hours to produce.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They actually supply you with the model so you can produce it for yourself.  Right?

MR. MANDYAM:  That is not my understanding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When you do a cost of service application you are required to file a forecast, an assessment for them all.

MR. MANDYAM:  We're not prepared to file a cost of service.  Elexicon isn't.  So the undertaking to go up and fill in a cost of service model with all of that information that would have to be, as I just think about it, is not something we're prepared to go down.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You have to update the capital costs in the model.  That is all you have to do.

So you are unwilling to do that?

MR. MANDYAM:  At this time, yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You will agree that the result of these ICM applications is that you will be, go from being below the average of all distributors to being above the average of all distributors, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  I can't say that, because, as all benchmarking would determine, you have various players, other elements or entities included in the benchmarking.

Elexicon itself will have its operating situation change in two years.  So it is, you know, may have those -- may be more efficient than in other areas and these costs that are being added are, don't add to a total change in its position of where it ranks in the benchmarking against other utilities.  It could happen.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because the costs of other distributors will also go up 30 percent?

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't know whether they will -- the whole relative position is changing, because every utility has annual expenditures that are different.  You would have to grant us that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So where I am going with this is trying to understand the extent to which Elexicon considered how these projects would impact total cost per customer.  It sounds like you are saying you didn't.

MR. MANDYAM:  What I am saying is, did we -- to the question of did we look at this value and potential impact?  We did what I just described, which is looked at it and looked at it as an output of PEG benchmarking.

We looked at the project costs, and the impact to build.

We looked at the benefits and Elexicon's management saw it prudent to go to the Whitby town council and seek approval and they got approval from that perspective.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So for either your board of directors or Whitby town council, did you tell them that the effect of this was to change Elexicon from being a relatively low-cost distributor to being a relatively higher-cost distributor?  Slightly, in either case?


MR. MANDYAM:  We didn't tell them that because, well, we wouldn't say a sentence like that if we didn't know that that would be the case for a fact and we don't know that, so we wouldn't.  We --

MR. SHEPHERD:  You didn't investigate whether that was true or not?

MR. MANDYAM:  Well, again, Mr. Shepherd, the hypothetical is us comparing -- being compared against several other utilities.  And, you know, that is a hypothetical we can't go down the path of.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You said you're a relatively low cost distributor, right?  As part of your normal presentation to the council.

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't know if we said exactly that sentence.  I don't know that for a fact.  I know we presented the amounts, the cost of the projects at that time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  The 705 in the average of all distributors, what's the source of that?  Is that the PEG model?

MR. MANDYAM:  I believe so, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And do you know whether that's, that includes Hydro One and Toronto Hydro?

MR. MANDYAM:  I don't know.  I would think so, but -- I would think it would just because Elexicon is not in the under 30,000 customer model, but don't quote me on that.  But I think it would, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you know whether it is a weighted or unweighted average?

MR. MANDYAM:  That, I don't know.  I'm sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Does Elexicon have an -- internally, a peer group that it compares its costs to on a regular basis?

MS. CHAN:  Mr. Shepherd, I would say that management at Elexicon does occasionally do benchmarking with or against a number of different utilities in the sector.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you provide us with a list and your most recent comparison?

MS. CHAN:  Well, I am not sure if we have anything kind of in writing.  We certainly discuss it as a management team.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When you discuss things, and you do a benchmark comparison, you don't have something on a piece of paper that can be --


MS. CHAN:  Well, I am not saying that they're necessarily formalized benchmarking exercises.  They could be informal conversations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, sorry, you have a peer group that you use to compare yourself, right?

MS. CHAN:  I wouldn't say it is 100 percent always the same peer group, but we know that there is information out there on the record with the OEB with data, and certainly at times, if we are evaluating certain items, as part of business planning we will look at some of those items through our discussions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I've never -- I'm sorry, I've just -- I have never heard of a utility in Ontario that didn't have a peer group that it used regularly to report to its board of directors and internally at management.  I have never heard of one.  So I can't imagine that you don't.

If you are saying you don't have a peer group, just say so.

MR. VELLONE:  I think her answer stands, Mr. Shepherd.  I know you disagree with it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, I asked a direct question, Mr. Vellone.  Either there is a peer group, or there isn't.

MS. CHAN:  There are utilities that we will look at for comparative purposes, but I can't say for certain that it is always the same utilities that we're always looking at.

So if you are asking for a specific list of utilities we always look at for every single item, we don't necessarily have a fixed list.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you provide the most recent cost comparison with a peer group that you have provided to your board of directors.  Just whatever the most recent one is, whoever the most recent peer group is that you've said to them, this is the peer group we compared ourselves to, and this is how our costs compare.

MR. VELLONE:  With regards to the matters the OEB needs to determine in this application, the two ICM requests, the legal tests related to that request, where -- how is that relevant?  Like, where are we trying to put that?

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you are more expensive than your peers, then obviously it's something the Board has to consider whether it wants to let you spend a bunch more money.

If you are less expensive, the Board will want to consider how much less expensive are you, because that gives you some room to expand your spending while still being a relatively good performer.

MR. VELLONE:  So how is benchmarking evidence on, say, their customer-service department going to help?  Like, they're looking at staffing of a particular department.  They're trying to compare.  Like, how is that going to help?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Vellone, the company compares its costs internally to other distributors, to a peer group of distributors, just like every other distributor, as you well know.

I am asking for that comparison.  If you want to refuse it, go ahead, but you know that will look bad to the Board.

MR. VELLONE:  Yeah, I am not seeing the relevance.  Help pin it down and I can -- I am open to hear.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Lookit, this is not argument.  This is -- I asked a simple question.  There is -- there will be a document somewhere in which Elexicon's costs are compared to a peer group that Elexicon has selected.

I want to see it so that the Board can understand how your costs compare to other utilities that you think are comparable.  If you do not want to provide that, just refuse.

MR. VELLONE:  I believe Ms. Chan said that it doesn't exist, necessarily, in documentary form.  Like...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is that what you said, Ms. Chan?

MS. CHAN:  I am not aware of any written documentation that has gone to the Board as how you have described it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Okay.  So you are saying it doesn't exist.  You are not refusing it.  You're saying if it does exist you would provide it, but you are not providing it because it does not exist.

MS. CHAN:  I am not aware of anything we have given the Board that has the information that you are asking for.

MR. SHEPHERD:  A cost comparison with a peer group.

MS. CHAN:  Like I said, I am not aware of anything like that that we have provided in the past to the Board.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Would you undertake to go back and investigate whether that's the case?  You're saying you are not aware of it.  Maybe other people are.

MS. CHAN:  Can I have a minute to caucus, please?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Shepherd, just, we aren't quite the hour yet. but we are approaching it.  Just want a time check in terms of how much longer you envisage --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I didn't expect this to take as long as it did, Mr. Murray.  This particular one was sort of a setup question.  But I do expect that I will be no more than ten minutes, maybe even five minutes.  I am just going through my notes right now to see what I have missed.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.  Excellent.  So I will let you do that and stop disturbing you.

MS. CHAN:  Mr. Shepherd --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.

MS. CHAN:  -- we can take the undertaking to investigate on a best-efforts basis to see any benchmarking information that we have that has gone to the Board.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  That's JT2.7.

MR. MURRAY:  Yeah, that will be Undertaking JT2.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.7:  TO INVESTIGATE ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS TO SEE ANY BENCHMARKING INFORMATION THAT HAS GONE TO THE BOARD.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can you take SEC 11, please.  And look at the fifth slide of the presentation to Whitby Town Council.  This is the bill impacts, and the -- sorry, I am trying to understand my notes.

The NRCan council is -- the NRCan funding is only going to be four million, right?  Have you applied for more for Whitby Smart Grid?

MS. ELEOSIDA:  At this point we have not applied for more for Whitby Smart Grid.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  By the way, what was the date of this presentation?  Can you tell me?  It is not on the front.

MR. MANDYAM:  I believe it was June 21st, subject to check.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Close enough.

MR. MANDYAM:  On my part.  It is around there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, close enough.  And that fifth slide appears to suggest that you could do this without -- that one option is to do it without FLISR.  Is that right?  Maybe I am misreading it, but that is what I thought it said.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Shepherd, are you on the same slide that is showing on the screen?  Or perhaps the next one?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Maybe the next one.

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, Mr. Shepherd.  That wasn't a separation of the proposal.  That was just a segmentation.  It was thought at the time that management should inform the Whitby Town Council about all of the components and the impacts of all the components.

So it wasn't a proposal as a recommendation that the project should be split up in any way.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because you wouldn't actually do it -- like, the ADMS component gives you some benefits, right, and VVO gives you some benefits.

But you really want the reliability benefits in order to make the whole thing cost-effective.  Is that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  I can say from Elexicon's management perspective you are correct.  It is under the observation that the total package delivers the full benefits, as you are describing.

Now, there is a technology piece of it that Mr. Thompson or others, if they choose to, can add to the record.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Perhaps one of the technical people can technically more knowledgeable people than me or even Andrew can explain, would you do this without FLISR?

MR. THOMPSON:  That actually isn't a technical question, but the technical answer is you can do it without FLISR.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But the loss of benefits is a lot more than the reduction in cost?

MR. THOMPSON:  You would lose benefits if you didn't use FLISR, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, my question was:   The big net benefit comes from the reliability benefits, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Right.  If you look at table 1, that's exactly right, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can you go to SEC 15, please.  And one of the possibilities was to scale back the project, the Whitby Smart Grid and complete it by the end of 2028, right, that is one of the alternatives you looked at.  Right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And if you did that, you wouldn't need an ICM.  You would include it within your existing capital budget.  Is that right?

MR. BOUDHAR:  No, that's not correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought that is what it said.  Using Elexicon's existing capital expenditure allocation.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Sorry.  I am trying to find out where we say that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  A, "using Elexicon's existing capital expenditure allocation."


MR. BOUDHAR:  Okay.  Can we ask for a caucus just to review the material for a second?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. BOUDHAR:  Thanks.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. BOUDHAR:  Sorry for the long caucus, basically on our response, which indicates there with financial option 2, which if you allow me to take you to the evidence we filed in appendix B1, page 49 --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. BOUDHAR:  -- which is basically, I am just going to call this breaking this down further, the current average forecast capital expenditure in the Whitby rate zone is 10 million dollars a year.  Therefore, when comparing to just the average capital or Whitby capital expenditure, this would require Elexicon to defer 90 percent of its current projects and spending.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you could do it, but you wouldn't be able to do all of your other stuff?

MR. BOUDHAR:  That is correct.  90 percent of our Whitby expenditure will have to be deferred.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, if you brought it into service in 2028, given you are rebasing in 2029 you would be in rate base right away anyway, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Your scenario is accurate, if we could do it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let me ask about ADMS, just one quick question that I don't think I fully grasped.

ADMS, some of it is done this year, right?  Is it coming into rate base this year?

MR. BOUDHAR:  Yes.  We're going to see part of the ADMS completed I believe this year.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And some will come in next year, and that will be in rate base next year?

MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, Mr. Shepherd, you mean in service?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  Which means in rate base, because when we --


MR. MANDYAM:  We're not rebasing, no rate base update, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. VELLONE:  No rebasing until 2029, so I think you just mean in service.  I just wanted to confirm.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then although you are saying that this is coming into service in 2025 in this application, the Whitby Smart Grid, in fact you are going to need to be depreciating these assets in 2023 and 2024, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  On the books, from an accounting perspective -- actually, let me caucus about that.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. SHEPHERD:  Lawren just for your information, I have one more question after this.

MR. MURRAY:  How many parts is it?  Is it like a 12-part question?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  Nice and simple.

MR. MURRAY:  Thanks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It will take less than an hour to answer.

MR. MANDYAM:  Mr. Shepherd, sorry about that, but I just had to dialogue on [audio dropout]


So the -- Elexicon's proposal is that all of the Whitby Smart Grid gets put into service with the last piece in Q4 2025 [audio dropout]  The ICM riders take effect January 1, 2025.

The reason we caucused was, there is going to be a difference, because parts of the system and pieces of the asset -- there are going to be differences between the IFRS books and the regulated reporting, because you will have materials, being arguably in use, even though the whole system is not in use.

So there will be some IFRS treatment that will be different than the reporting and regulated work books.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So are you asking for permission from the Board in this application to have your accounting and regulatory books diverge?

MR. MANDYAM:  I didn't think we needed to, frankly.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The Board's principle is that they should be the same, unless you have a good reason not to have them the same.

MR. MANDYAM:  Thank you for that.  We will take that away.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So can you undertake to advise whether you are asking for permission to delay in-service of in-service assets until 2025?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  May I interject here?  Tom Ladanyi for CCMBC.

So if these assets are operational but not in-service, do they remain in the work-in-progress account and collect return on the work-in-progress account?

MR. MANDYAM:  Using the ICM models, I don't believe -- the only thing that is in the ICM models, if I remember, that are work-in-progress, I think, is interest is calculated as part of that on a formulaic basis, but I don't believe there is other WCA.

MR. LADANYI:  I think you are guessing this.  Maybe we might have Ms. Chan explain how this is going to work, if these assets are -- where would be they for the intervening, let's say two years?  Will they sit in -- what account would they be in?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, just before you go on, Tom, I didn't get the sense that the company was saying that the assets would be completed but not in-service.

My sense was that you were saying that some assets will be in-service in 2023 and some assets will be in-service in 2024, and the accounting rules will require you to include them in fixed assets and depreciate them.  Isn't that right?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes, that's correct.  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, I am under the impression -- again, I could be wrong here, and that is why I would like it clarified -- that for OEB purposes you're going to treat these assets as if they're in work-in-progress.

And for IFRS financial-reporting purposes you were going to treat these assets as -- as actually already being in-service.  That's not what you said?  If that is not, please clarify it.

MS. ARMSTRONG:  I would also add a clarification.  Jay, when you asked for the undertaking you asked that they will be -- it will be the year 2025.  I just want to clarify that the rebasing year is 2029.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no.  But the in-service date for the ICM request is 2025.  I believe that is right.

MR. MANDYAM:  That's correct, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Anyway, I have asked for an undertaking to explain all of this.  Can you do that?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  Perhaps just for the record and the court reporter, if we could just summarize the undertaking one last time, because there was a lot of back and forth.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay --


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I think it was -- go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- the undertaking -- the undertaking is to explain how the IFRS books and the regulatory books will diverge as a result of the actual in-service of these Whitby Smart Grid assets and how you plan to account for them, and what approvals you are asking for from this Board in that regard.

MR. VELLONE:  And Elexicon confirms they will answer that?

MR. MANDYAM:  Yes.  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT2.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.8:  TO EXPLAIN HOW THE IFRS BOOKS AND THE REGULATORY BOOKS WILL DIVERGE AS A RESULT OF THE ACTUAL IN-SERVICE OF THESE WHITBY SMART GRID ASSETS AND HOW YOU PLAN TO ACCOUNT FOR THEM, AND WHAT APPROVALS YOU ARE ASKING FOR FROM THIS BOARD IN THAT REGARD.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then my last question is this.  And this is sort of just a follow-up, Andrew.  You said that the DER-enabling program might be no cost to ratepayers.

I am looking at SEC 10.  And in the -- SEC 10.  And the answer of (a) appears to say that some of it will come from non-ratepayer funding and some of it is going to come from conservation and demand management funding, which I take it comes from ratepayers, right?

MR. MANDYAM:  For sure, Mr. Shepherd, you are correct with that statement.

My statement earlier was the hypothetical that, you know, we could propose -- Elexicon could propose a DER enabling program with no cost.  And certainly that would be optimal.  It is just how good can Elexicon get in getting monies from non-ratepayer sources.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the technical term for that is wishful thinking?

[Laughter]


MR. MANDYAM:  We're going to need Mr. Shepherd and schools' excellent DER enabling to help us out with that.

[Laughter]


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you very much witness, those are all of my questions.

MR. MANDYAM:  You're welcome.

MR. MURRAY:  I believe that brings us to the end of questioning for panel one.  So panel one I would like to thank you for your time and your answers.  You are now excused and I would like to go right back -- right into panel 2 which is from the Brooklin Landowners Group, their representative or representatives.  And I will call upon Ms. Newland to introduce her panel.

MR. MURRAY:  Welcome back, everyone.  Ms. Newland, back to you to introduce your panel.
BROOKLIN LANDOWNERS GROUP - PANEL 1

Matthew Cory
Examination by Ms. Newland:

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Murray.  I have a few questions for Mr. Cory before I make him available for questions from others.

My questions relate to the Brooklin Landowners Group, who they are, and to Mr. Cory and his role with respect to the Brooklin Landowners Group.

We also thought it would be helpful if Mr. Cory were to summarize, briefly, the position of the Brooklin Landowners Group on Elexicon's request for a Brooklin line ICM and an exemption from the Distribution System Code.

I don't imagine Mr. Cory's responses will take more than five to six minutes.

Mr. Cory, you are a principal and owner of Malone Given Parsons; is that correct?

MR. CORY:  That is correct.

MS. NEWLAND:  And you hold several professional designations; is that correct?

MR. CORY:  That is correct.  I'm a professional land-use planner, a professional project manager, as well as professional land economist, and I work for the group in the capacity of the former two, the professional planner and professional project manager.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  Let me move to an overview to providing an overview of the north Brooklin Landowners Group.

What is the group, and when was it formed?

MR. CORY:  Sure.  The Brooklin Landowners Group is a group of developers in the north part of the community of Brooklin and the Town of Whitby, as we know.

In 2017 the group formally retained me as their group manager and group manner with respect to the cost-sharing agreement they struck at that time, but the group had been around since prior to that, prior to that, since 2005.  We were actually -- our firm and myself was retained by the group to help them with management and planning.

This is -- and as group manager, informally before and formally as of 2017, my job is to coordinate, supervise, and administer a vision of their cost-sharing agreement.

I also have to oversee the planning and approval processes related to development of participating developers' lands, as they're affected on the global sense, where there is commonality with the group.

And then finally, I carry out a variety of other duties as directed by the owners, such as reviewing contracts, conducting discussions, in this case with Elexicon, of course, and negotiations with the Town of Whitby and other third-party contractors and any other authority with respect to the development of the participating owners' lands.

So --


THE REPORTER:  Excuse me.  You are on mute, Ms. Newland.  I didn't hear a question.

MR. CORY:  You're on mute.

MS. NEWLAND:  My apologies.  How many landowners comprise the group?

MR. CORY:  Sure.  So there -- we have included a map of the Brooklin Landowners as attachment 3 of Brooklin's supplementary response to Staff IR 12A.

MS. NEWLAND:  Just let me stop you.  Would it help to have that map put up on the screen?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  I was going to ask, Mr. Boyle, if you are controlling the screen, it would be very helpful to throw it up.  I can do that too, but if you are doing that, I would appreciate it.

So it is attachment 3 for Brooklin response of 12A.  Yes.  That is the secondary plan.

MR. BOYLE:  Do I keep going down?

MR. CORY:  Yeah.  You've got to go down a fair bit.  I apologize.  There is a lot of material we attached.  You have got to go way further down.  It may be easier -- yeah.

It may be -- I don't know if it's helpful.  I might share my screen.  If you keep going -- it's actually -- if you are in the PDF it is page 800 -- well, we have a different one.  It is 864.  I see yours only goes up to 405.  It might be quicker if you start at -- click on the bookmark of Staff 15 and then go up from there.

Yeah, two or three pages up from there.  Next one up beyond that.  Oh, too far.  There we go.  That is it.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thanks.

MR. CORY:  Sorry that took so long, everyone.  So what this map shows is -- let me orient it.  I think it is helpful -- I am a planner, after all, and I think it is helpful for everyone to see things.

What you see with all the hatching and numbers are the members of the Brooklin Landowners Group.  The coloured areas of this map that don't have those denotations on it, and specifically the land south of Columbus Road and east of Ashburn, is the existing village of Brooklin.  That has been there for many years, continues to evolve, and that is not where this service is being provided.  This service is being provided to allow the continued growth of Brooklin as anticipated by the region, the town, on to the areas to the north and west.

As you can see, the majority of lands held are held by the landowners.  What you will see when you look at this, if you scroll a bit further down so you can see the legend below it, that would be helpful.  This is going to be pertinent to some of the discussion later.

There are 12, what we would call umbrella developers or developers in the group.  These are development companies that own multiple companies underneath them.  And then underneath them each one typically owns a piece of land that they would take to subdivision under an individual company.

For convenience we have listed them all here, so that you can see the groupings.  But what essentially you have in front of you is 12 umbrella developers, of which there are 30 individual landowners, and as per the discussion throughout today and yesterday, the customer, as defined by the DSC, is a developer who is advancing a subdivision plan.

You can look at each one of these numbered entities here as each one of those.  So what that means is there is approximately 30 future customers in this area, in the north Brooklin area, that are comprised of the group.  So that is the group.

Just a couple other points here.  Each company has a number of parcels.  So each of the subdivisions can have more than one landholding in it.  There is a total of 59 land parcels in those 30 customer subdivision areas.

And then in terms of the Brooklin Landowners Group, the participating landowners group, they represent 48 percent of the total 123 parcels of land in north Brooklin and, to be more discrete, 32 percent of the total of 90 owners in north Brooklin.

The reason that is relevant is because, as you can see on the map, while they do hold the majority and will be advancing the majority of the lands to development, there are quite a lot of owners who are non-participating, and they're under no obligation necessarily to proceed to development unless they choose to.

The one exception is at the north -- just north of Columbus Road, and there is one non-participant who is proceeding to development -- yeah, if you go to the map.  There, right where it says Columbus, the C-O-L-U, that holding there that is not hatched, yes, that is it, that one is a landowner who is not part of the group and is proceeding to development.

So I think that probably summarizes it, Ms. Newland.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  Just one follow-up to that.  With respect to the non-participating landowners, are they non-participating because they don't want to participate?  Because they weren't invited to participate?  Or just because they're not proceeding with development at this time?

MR. CORY:  A bit of a combination of all of those things.  The participating owners are the developers who are wishing to proceed to start delivering the growth that the region and town has planned.

Non-participants are not moving ahead, A), because they don't want to or haven't yet entered into a cost-sharing agreement with the group, and the group's cost-sharing deals with the provision of multiplicity of land uses and costs that affect development overall in this area, being the parks, the sharing of school sites, a number of different factors that no individual developer can provide on their own.

So there is a reason to have developers sharing costs and deliver them as a whole.

Just in summary of the participating owners, I mentioned there is 30 individual.  Five and soon to be six have received draft plan of subdivision approval from the Town of Whitby.  And that is relevant and important because, after receiving draft plan of subdivision approval, that is when a landowner would then proceed towards registration and imminently to request for service from Elexicon to energize homes.

It is not typically until after draft plan approval that that would transpire, for the prime reason that the Planning Act does not allow any developer in this province to go to sale and sell lands until they have received draft plan approval, which also means that most banks -- well, all banks, I should say, will not finance development for any of these holdings until a draft plan approval has been granted typically.

So there is five only, because we're as mainly in the phase 1 lands.  When I say phase 1 I mean phase 1 of development.  And another thing to clarify from the beginning.  There are two phases, as we're discussing it in terms of the Brooklin line, phase 1 being the subject of the ICM application, which takes the line from the TS station at Lakeridge and Taunton up to and across to Columbus and Ashburn.

And then the remaining distribution lines that go through the community, which we're calling phase 2.

There are also three phases of development, which is the sequential outward growth from the existing community of Brooklin through the rest of the community.

The phase 1 landowners are basically on the periphery, touching the existing outer boundary of the community, and they will proceed outwards from that.

So another 16 of those of 30 have submitted development applications to the town, and nine are preparing to advance applications.

So the -- of the non-participants, the only one I am aware of is that one, Mr. Lysyk (ph), who is that property identified earlier has proceeding to development.  None of the other lands that are not held with the group are proceeding, as far as I know at this point.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory, that is helpful.  You may have touched on this but let me ask you.

When electricity service is available in north Brooklin, who will be the electricity customer vis-a-vis Elexicon?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  So as I mentioned, as per the definition of the DSC, a developer proceeding to subdivision would be that customer.  So this is each of those 30 land holding companies on that map.

The anticipation is eventually each one of those would be a customer and would be entering into an offer to connect arrangement with Elexicon.  That is 30 of those companies where, you know, about five of them are imminently and practically ready to have those discussions and energize right now.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  Moving on now to Elexicon's application.  Let me ask you, what is Brooklin's position on that application?

MR. CORY:  So to be clear, Brooklin Landowners Group, we unreservedly support Elexicon's request for an ICM for the Sustainable Brooklin line and for the Whitby Smart Grid.

Obviously it also supports Elexicon's request for an exemption from the application of capital cost requirements of the Distribution System Code in respect of the Brooklin line, but that for our perspective is on the condition that the owners will commit to install or construct DER and EV enabling features, so rough-ins, in each house, for a total of between 23 to 30 million depending on the ultimate cost of those rough-ins.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you.  Do you agree with Elexicon in its application and in its response to questions yesterday and today that an exemption from the requirement to make a capital contribution of $26.7 million approximately is justified by virtue of the commitment of the landowners to invest between 23 and 30 million in DER and EV enablements?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  Absolutely.  But it's been my submission there is also a lot more to it than that.

We've always argued and put forward the case, and that's in some of our responses, that there are fundamental issues of fairness that support Elexicon's request above and beyond the exemption.

So I mean basically, when I look at this and we've looked at this over the last few years, Elexicon's application describes three different facility options.  The brand new Brooklin line, which a new transformer station or TS to serve Brooklin area, which would I presume the construction of a line between the Whitby TS or from the hydro corridor to north Brooklin for that TS station, and/or the utilization of Elexicon's 44 kV hold feeders to north Brooklin area.

As for the application, the TS option and the 44 kV option would not require a capital contribution from the landowners, whereas the construction of the Brooklin line would.

So in our view, Elexicon's decision as to the best solution to bring power to north Brooklin, it should not determine whether or not a capital contribution is required.  And in saying that, we're not disputing that under the various OEB codes this is how it would be determined, and in fact that is how it's always been conveyed to us in the discussions we've had with Elexicon.  But in our opinion that is exactly why an exemption could be granted and should be considered in this regard.

After all, the customers and their respective loads that would be served -- this is the individual subdivision dividers -- under each of these options are the same.  The only difference is the choice of technical solution.

In other words, there is no principled basis, we don't think, for the different treatment.


And the landowners, as noted in some of the evidence that has already gone forward for the OEB today and yesterday, the landowners do not benefit directly from the Brooklin line.

There is 13.8 kV power in the service of the existing community of Brooklin just on south side of Columbus Road.  The landowners, quite understandably, and as did I, expected that power would be available to them from this existing service, or that Elexicon would have had a plan to provide service at the preferred 27.6 kV voltage in similar proximity to development in north Brooklin to facilitate our development.

MS. NEWLAND:  Anything else you would like to add to that?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  Just in terms of fairness and this is the last few points.  Yes.  There is at least -- I mentioned there is other fairness considerations.  There is at least three.  And in my opinion more than that.

But first, Elexicon has stated in one of their responses to the interrogatories that it will probably need to construct a new TS in the Brooklin area in early to mid 2030.

It doesn't seem fair, to us, that the Brooklin landowners would have to fund the cost of constructing a Brooklin line now which if constructed when the new TS is constructed in the future would be funded by all ratepayers.

In this sense, the landowners are pre-paying to for an asset that Elexicon and its ratepayers will require anyway -- ratepayers, of course, including the new residents who will be living in north Brooklin as well.

Second.  While the Brooklin line is not a transmission facility in terms of voltage, as I understand it, from our electricity consultant, being that it is less than 50 kV, it its function is certainly more akin to a transmission facility than a distribution facility, in the sense that it will serve as the backbone, and it has been colloquially called in our discussions the extension cord, to get power to the doorstep of Brooklin, and enabling, that will enable Elexicon to expand its distribution network to new areas that are currently under development or expected to be under development in the near and medium term.

Delivery of the extension cord, so-called, phase 1 of the Brooklin line is achieving availability of power in the preferred service level similar to the service proximity that is currently available in the community immediately to the south of us.

Lastly, the Brooklin landowners, requiring them to pay a total of approximately 40-something-million, this is the 26.65 million of phase 1, plus the cost of phase 2, and this is all prior to an offer to connect, and the internal distribution costs that the owners have to pay within their own subdivisions to have electricity to be delivered to the community, would represent an extraordinary financial burden.

None of the landowners who have secured draft plan approval and who have therefore the capacity to obtain financing for the contribution.

So just to be clear, I am not aware, we are not aware of any other developers or developer groups who have been required to assume such a financial burden to receive a basic and fundamental utility service.

This puts the Brooklin landowners at a competitive disadvantage relative to other developers in the GTA, and absent the exemption, there is a very likely untenable situation for the first developers, where they would need to bear, upon requesting service, the entire burden of the capital contribution with very few units, hundreds of units essentially, and this would result in an exorbitant per home price for those first movers, and the potential unfair and prejudice to those early movers when, that when later developers, including especially the non-participants, could proceed to development and they're beyond the customer connection horizon, they would completely avoid the capital cost contributions entirely.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  That was helpful.  I hope it is helpful to those listening.

I understand, finally, that you have two small corrections to make to responses to the supplementary responses that Brooklin filed.

MR. CORY:  Yes.  Apologies.  In the rush to get things sent into the Board we did make two errors.  On Staff 17-B, we note that the cost of LED lighting is included within the two thousand dollars per unit of the rough-ins, plus HST, which is how you get to the 2,260.

That is not the case, in the sense -- it is not stated exactly correctly.  When we were looking at the costing of what we could provide in terms of innovation, included the rough-ins.

When we were asked about LED lighting, the landowners' response was, we're doing that anyway, so it was not appropriate, really, to include it in the costing, so we did not include it.

So just to be clear, the workup to 2,000 does not include LED lighting, although it is acknowledged that is happening anyway, even though it is not required by building code.

The second one is on Staff 20.  And this is just to correct in some of our responses, I think it was erroneously noted -- yeah, on the second bullet point there you can see it says only three of the participants in the group have received draft plan approval.  That is incorrect.  It is five.

And we just got committee approval for a sixth two nights ago at Whitby council.  They would imminently have draft plan approval in by the end of the month.  So soon to be six.

Those are -- and I apologize for those errors, but we made those -- addressing them to correct those.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.

Mr. Murray, that is it for Mr. Cory's responses to my questions.  He is available to questions from others.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Ms. Newland.  I believe first on the list is Mr. Ladanyi.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Good afternoon, Mr. Cory.

MR. CORY:  Good afternoon, Mr. Ladanyi.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  I think you were listening, so you know who I am.  I am Tom Ladanyi.  I represent the Coalition of Concerned Manufacturers and Businesses of Canada, or CCMBC.

MR. CORY:  Mr. Ladanyi, I just had one quick question.  I was struggling to figure out who your members are, because I know a lot of the trades who build houses and all that are specialized trades, and I couldn't discern if that was part of your group or not.  And I apologize.  I just -- to your question, I do know who you are in terms of the proceedings but not in terms of who you represent.

MR. LADANYI:  I represent a group of 618, mainly small manufacturers and businesses in the Greater Toronto Area. I do not believe that we have any other trades groups included in it.

MR. CORY:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  First I would actually like to understand, what is the Brooklin Landowners Group?  Is this an incorporated entity?  What is it?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  It is.  It is an incorporated entity, but only with specific scope, Mr. Ladanyi.  This isn't individual developers.  The Brooklin Landowners Group is not a developer on its own.  It is an umbrella group that deals with the shared costs of multiple developers.

So it is an excellent question, and it is one that is not quite -- it's not well-understood outside the development and planning realm.

A developers group only works for and represents the common interests and the common costs that all developers experience.  Individual developers in the group are still charged with, on their own, doing their own development application, seeking their own subdivision approvals, and paying for all of the fees and costs they have to pay, including an offer to connect to Elexicon.

MR. LADANYI:  And you are not one of those developers.  You are actually a consultant to them; isn't that right?

MR. CORY:  That is absolutely correct.  I am a consultant both for the group and occasionally and typically as a land use planner, moving things through the development approvals for the individual developers as well.  Not always.  They have different planners, occasionally.  But I am the group manager and the group planner for the group and where the group interests are concerned.

MR. LADANYI:  So there was this discussion so far a lot about the 26.7-million-dollar contribution, and I am just trying to understand.  So should I divide the 26.7 million dollars by the 30 developers who you say are customers?  So I would then get roughly $890,000 per developer?  Is that how I should do it, or is there some other way once you divide this contribution?

MR. CORY:  No.  I think -- well, first and foremost, the service that we're providing, the phase 1 is to power up the entire community, because one of the discussions early on with Elexicon was not just to meet the landowners' needs, the ones that are in this group.

It was to build a line that would give enough power for the full buildout of the entire community as planned for by the town and the region, meaning --


MR. LADANYI:  No, I understand that.  I am just asking about the cost responsibility of the individual 30 developers.  They couldn't all --


MR. CORY:  Right.

MR. LADANYI:  -- each one be responsible for the total amount.  It must be divided in some way.  Is it proportional to the amount of land they own?  How is it divided?  How is that 26.7 --


MR. CORY:  Right.

MR. LADANYI:  -- million divided, if you were to pay a contribution?

MR. CORY:  So I will be honest.  It hasn't been fully decided amongst the group yet, because it does depend on the final offers to connect and whether or not obviously an ICM application gets approved.

Typically, the costs are shared, but as you can appreciate from what I was discussing earlier, if a developer hasn't received draft plan approval, they're not going tomorrow to a bank to get financing.  So then you have the first movers having to front-end, essentially, and finance the entire capital contribution with collections on the others.  And the mechanisms for that are limited in what we can do as a group, which is always why the preference is to deal with some kind of cost-sharing or cost being dealt with in this through Elexicon.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, such as --


MR. CORY:  So it -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. LADANYI:  Go ahead.

MR. CORY:  No, go ahead --


MR. LADANYI:  It's a good segue to my question.  As I understand this, the issue here for the developers is the timing of the cashflow, and if I can get -- I can explain the sequence as I understand it, and maybe you can correct me, that developers first buy the land, and then they hire a planner like yourself to lay out, essentially, the streets and subdivisions and so on, which you are experienced in.

And then that they would go out and seek a draft plan approval, and in the meantime they will contact their municipality for sewer and water services.  They would contact Enbridge for gas service, and they would contact in this case Elexicon for electricity service.  Would that be right?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  With one -- just a couple of clarifications.  You have almost got it perfect.

The developers -- and I just want to make something clear here, because I think it is misunderstood a lot.  Developers don't buy land and then make a proposal to just move ahead with it.  The region and town have to designate in their official plans as per the directions of the province to direct where growth is going to occur.

So if one of my owners, say, bought lands outside of that area -- it is called a settlement area boundary -- they don't have any rights to develop.  Even if they wanted to go ahead, they could not go ahead.

And conversely, if they're within that settlement boundary, there is an onus on the lands to develop from a planning perspective and certainly from this province's perspective.

And there is a -- there is a many, many -- like, the Planning Act, there is the Places to Grow Act.  There is a lot of legislation that drives all that.

So when there is a developer who owns land in an area that is a settlement area, and more importantly one that's been planned by the region and then the town and their official plans and then the secondary plan, they are then enabled.  They can -- it's only at that point when all that planning has proceeded that they could even request and start a subdivision application.

And the only other clarification I wanted to give you, Mr. Ladanyi, is that once the development application is commenced, typically, and always, the municipality is the one who circulates all of the agencies and utilities with the application so that they're aware of it.

In typical circumstance, we would rely on that circulation to then tell us whether or not -- what the requirements are, from a connection -- a service connection, whether it is Enbridge, whether it is Canada Post, whether it is Elexicon in this case.

In this instance, though, we decided to approach Elexicon even before all of that occurred just to confirm that power would be available when we needed it.  And those discussions commenced in basically 2018 and 2019 at the time.

So we elected to ask earlier to make sure that we wouldn't -- we didn't want to run into a surprise at the very end of the development process when people are expecting to move into their homes and then realize they can't be energized, right?

MR. LADANYI:  So for this development has the municipality contacted the agencies you mentioned, for example, Canada Post, and also --


MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  They have?  The municipality itself handles sewer and water, doesn't it?

MR. CORY:  No.  The region in this case of Durham --


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MR. CORY:  -- provides sewer and water service.

The local connections -- so I don't want to use too many terms here because we have trunk and distributing and everyone -- every agency uses a different term.  But trunk services for sewer and water are provided by the Region of Durham, and then the local municipality, once the developer constructs them and turns them over, conveys them to the municipality, will ultimately own and operate everything except the direct service connections to the houses so the ones in the local streets.

So the region -- that's why the region and the town lead on the planning side and determine where growth will go, because they have to do their own master planning that goes out sometimes 50 years, to anticipate where infrastructure is required and make sure that it is planned for and accommodated in time for when growth is going to be delivered.

MR. LADANYI:  So when a developer gets all of these approvals, the developer starts putting in these services.  Sometime before they build the houses.  They put in sewers.  And I guess the roads and -- do they install gas?  Or does Enbridge install gas?

MR. CORY:  So the developer typically never installs the trunk services, the big pipes and the big wires that can convey everything.

Although they can.  Especially if the region and town have limited capacity, there's front end agreements that are often entered into where developers will, to speed things up and get things going, undertake to build those things on their behalf and get what development charge credit.

So in the planning side, developers, the main levy, the main taxes that are charged for developers are development charges.  Those charges are calculated to account for all of the things you were just talking about, the sewers, sewer pipes, water, everything, and the costs related to that.

So if a developer front-ends, in the planning world and the municipal world those costs, they would expect to have a credit when they go to pay their development charges in recompense for that.

MR. LADANYI:  So the sewers and water mains and streets will be built by the developers, would they?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  At the local level everything, storm water management ponds.  At least the park lands, not necessarily the facilities in the parks.  The school sites.  The commercial --


MR. LADANYI:  Gas pipes.  Would you lay gas pipes in streets?  You mentioned trunk.  I'm talking about in the actual street.


MR. CORY:  The developer delivers everything in the street, including the local electricity distribution, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  There is something called joint trenching or as many of the services as possible are put in the same trench at the same time to save costs, is that right?

MR. CORY:  That's correct.  Except for the water and sewer.  They go in the centre of the road.

MR. LADANYI:  In the centre of the road, exactly.  But it all done at the same time so you don't dig up the road too many times?

MR. CORY:  Correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  So you will be installing the electricity services, won't you?

MR. CORY:  At the local level.  In the subdivisions.  Yes, the local distribution like within the subdivision is buried.  In this case, so because there is no electricity available at 27.6 kV, the preferred service, we have the phase 1, which is the subject of this application.  That again, as we have done with other things, the developers approached Elexicon and said what's the timing, and there is a mutual agreement that if we took on the design and potentially even the construction  -- that hasn't been fully decided yet -- we could expedite that and get it going to Elexicon's standard.  So we're undertaking the design there.

Phase 2, which is essentially the same as phase 1 but within the community of Brooklin, and it can be modular, it doesn't have to be all built at once, or the feeder lines that go along the public right-of-ways so they're not within anybody's subdivision.  They're bringing the final leg of power to the front door of developers; that could also be subject to the developers front-ending and building it.

But the only thing that developers typically expect to have to do when they do an offer to connect and they're doing development is the internal.  On the local roads it is buried, as you say, within the subdivision distribution of electricity.  Not the stuff on the main roads.  Not the spine, so to speak, that is delivering power to as a system thing to the front door of the lands.

MR. LADANYI:  Before I focus on the electrical grid, which I am going to get to in a minute, has Enbridge asked for a contribution?

MR. CORY:  No, they have not.  And we've been in discussions with Enbridge similar to those with Elexicon.

They have identified that they have to do improvements, including a trunk, to deliver more gas to this community.

And I was listening to the questions on Enbridge and whether or not there was a discussion there.  In my experience Enbridge will build their lines regardless of what people say or think.  They have their own system planning.  They tell us what we have to do.

And, but, no, they have some plans in place to deliver and they have identified where, and we have been working primarily on locating where those trunks will be.  And they have a couple of individual stations they have to do and they're working with us to ensure they have the land available to deliver those stations.


But there's been no request of any kind for a contribution to do that.  That is something they're absorbing as an investment, I suppose, and a cost of delivering service to new customers that will be recouped once those customers connect.  That is my understanding of what they're doing at Enbridge.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  So for electricity, you actually are installing the services and lines, the actual conductors in the street at your cost.  Then you will later on turn it over to Elexicon and get a credit for it.  Is that how it works?

MR. CORY:  That's most likely how it will work.  That has not, as has been noted, there is no written agreement, although we have been seeking that for some time.  But ultimately right now the only thing we have hard committed to is doing the design for the entire system.

So who ends up constructing it we're pretty neutral to, other than quicker is better, because we're well behind where we need to be from the province, town, region everyone from the developers' perspective in delivering homes here.

This community is supposed to fully built out by 2031, and typically the communities -- any community, in my experience -- takes about 20 years from start to end to build out, just because you can't do it all at once and there is a whole host of reasons.

There is a very urgent need in the province, of course, through Bill 23 and their Build Homes Faster Act has expressed that.

Whitby has a pledge.  They're supposed to do now, it is a commit to deliver 18,000 homes by 2031 from the provincial government.  So there is a lot of pressure to get this done.

So our perspective is, we will cooperate and work with everyone wherever possible to help deliver that and if it is faster for Elexicon to order the equipment ultimately and construct it, we're happy for that to occur.

If it is faster for us to work with them to do that and hire contractors, we're happy for that to occur, subject to the proper arrangements and agreement.

MR. LADANYI:  I understand from studying the subject for other proceedings, not for this one, is that each home on the street has a level 2 EV charger that higher capacity system has to be designed to accommodate this.  Have you taken into account the possibility that each home will have an EV charger?

MR. CORY:  I can't answer that specifically, although our electrical consultant MQ Energy who is doing the design is well aware of the fact that we're pre-building and anticipating having to rough-in everything for the EV chargers.

So I am assuming that they're taking that assumption because they have been told to.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  And that's fine.  The level one charger is kind of a slow charger, so that takes a certain amount of let's say electricity or capacity, if you want to use it.  Level two is a fast charger which takes a lot less time, so people are generally prefer to have a level two charger as far as I understand.

And but you have to have an electrical distribution system designed for it.  So since you don't know, would you take an undertaking to answer whether you are designing the electrical distribution system to have level 2 chargers?


MR. CORY:  I can do that.  I can ask MQ Energy for sure and come back to you on that.

I hazard to say that the -- in my understanding of the system at 27.6 kV the delivery, the spine is that it accommodates that period.

They won't be able to give an answer -- if the answer to what you are asking lies in what the individual subdivisions are doing internal to them, nobody has done that design yet.  Nobody has undertaken that design yet.

So I don't think I am going to get much of an answer out of them other than the spine system can easily accommodate that, and if more circuits are required it is designed to much more circuits on it to deliver more power.

I think that is the answer, but I will check with them and get back to you to see if it is anything different.

MR. LADANYI:  I think the problem might be in fact individual streets, what you are going to bury is going to be underground by the time it is done.

MR. CORY:  Nobody has done that work then.

MR. LADANYI:  At one time it will be.

MR. CORY:  Sure, but if the commitment is there, obviously, to deliver the rough-ins then the commitment will be there to make sure the system in the street can accommodate those chargers.

MR. MURRAY:  Should we mark this as an undertaking?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, please.

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be undertaking JT2.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.9:  BLG TO CONFIRM WITH MQ ENERGY WHETHER OR NOT LEVEL 2 CHARGERS CAN BE ACCOMMODATED IN THE CURRENT DESIGN; IF NOT, WHETHER IT CAN BE DESIGNED INTO THE INDIVIDUAL SUBDIVISION DISTRIBUTION.


MR. CORY:  Just to be clear, Mr. Ladanyi, I apologize.  I am asking I am going to ask MQ Energy who are doing the design for us, and therefore for Elexicon as well, whether or not level 2 chargers can be accommodated in terms of the design work they're doing.  If not in the current design, because that's the spine system they're doing, whether it will be obviously and can be designed into the individual subdivision distribution.  Correct?

MR. LADANYI:  And what I mean, every house on the street.  100 percent houses to have level 2 chargers.

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Not like five --


MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  -- houses out of 20.

MR. CORY:  No, 100 --


MR. LADANYI:  I mean, the issue is every house.

MR. CORY:  Understood.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So you might have heard this morning a discussion of different electrical components which Whitby is calling smart grid.

So I understand that volt-VAR obviously consists of some software that is at some central location, and it also includes a lot of sensors, volt sensors, it includes capacitors, and such equipment.

And would you be installing those?  Or would Whitby be installing those in north Brooklin?

MR. CORY:  Are you referring to the -- I am not an engineer, so I am only going to be able to answer what I can answer here.

But the -- are you referring to the Whitby Smart Grid components?  Or are you referring to --


MR. LADANYI:  Well, yeah, no, you --


MR. CORY:  -- the Brooklin -- the Brooklin line?

MR. LADANYI:  Actually, I am referring to the Brooklin line, but I understand from the evidence so far that Brooklin will be just as smart as the rest of Whitby once this is all over.

[Laughter]

So -- and I want to know --


MR. CORY:  I don't know.  I would have to -- I would have to ask again for -- I would have to ask our design consultants that question.

MR. LADANYI:  So it is not clear to me, anyway, who is going to be paying to make north Brooklin smart.

MR. CORY:  Well, my presumption is -- and I don't know this.  I'm -- because we're overseeing them --


MS. NEWLAND:  Mr. Ladanyi, it is Helen Newland.  I believe we heard from the Elexicon witnesses that the estimated cost of the north Brooklin line did not include the smart grid -- the cost of the smart grid components.  So --


MR. LADANYI:  Right.  Yes.  And I actually understand that.  I think I have an interrogatory on that, and I think they said that smart grid was $790,000 for the north Brooklin line.

But I was much more interested in the smart grid components that are going to be in individual streets in north Brooklin.  They're not going to be just on that feeder line or the extension cord, as Mr. Cory calls it.  For the centrally smart grid to function they have to be on different streets throughout the north Brooklin.

MS. NEWLAND:  Okay.  So --


MR. LADANYI:  That's how these things work.

MS. NEWLAND:  So I think the confusion, at least in my mind, is that the north Brooklin line ends at the intersection of Ashburn and...

MR. CORY:  It is Columbus and Ashburn.

MS. NEWLAND:  Yes, Columbus and Ashburn.  So beyond that -- so your question is downstream of that...

MR. LADANYI:  Right.

MS. NEWLAND:  Okay.  Sorry.  You confused me, Mr. Ladanyi, by your reference to the Brooklin line.

MR. CORY:  Thank you.  And thank you for that clarification.  I think what I can say, Mr. Ladanyi, is the same answer to the other question, that I will ask our electricity consultant how that would work.  But my understanding is that's subject to the design on the individual subdivisions and Elexicon's requirements in that regard, which we would comply with.

MR. MURRAY:  Should we mark that as an undertaking?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, please.

MR. CORY:  I can ask -- I have a series of questions to ask MQ.  I will ask them that as well.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be marked as Undertaking JT2.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.10:  TO CONFIRM WITH MQ ENERGY REGARDING SMART GRID DESIGN ELEMENTS.

MR. LADANYI:  So I don't want to take you to an interrogatory, but in general discussion here -- and, you know, because this will take too much time turning pages.  One of your supplementary responses, you indicated that it will be easier to pass the cost to a visible component such as marble tops in the kitchen, cabinets, or counters to the prospective buyers than EV rough-in and solar panel rough-in.  Is that what you said?

MR. CORY:  Yeah.  If you can just go to the response itself.  I just want to follow along with where you are at in this.

Yes.  Yes.  And that has essentially been the experience of a lot of developers in the group.  When we asked them point blank, if you just made this something optional, as opposed to building in the rough-ins as a standard item, would people opt in for that, their experience has been generally there's very, very little uptake in terms of who would choose the EV chargers over, let's say, a creature comfort in the home, something more tangible, for sure.

I think the problem --


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So --


MR. CORY:  -- lies in altruism, as opposed to immediate return on the investment that they make.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Coming back to kind of where I started with these questioning, so it says you have cash flow.  So once you have got all of the draft plan approval and so on and everything is in place, you start building.

You don't start building homes.  You actually start selling homes.  You actually sell homes before you start building them.  Is that right?

MR. CORY:  That's correct.  You can start selling after draft plan approval, but most developers wait until -- because there is a -- it is called draft plan approval for a reason.  There are usually hundreds of conditions that have to be satisfied prior to registration, registration of the plan being the finalization of the plan of subdivision.  That can take anywhere from six to nine months, which includes all the detailed engineering, the identification of all the utility locates, as you described earlier.

And typically, once the developer knows the plan isn't going to change any more as a result of that, somewhere in that process, that is when they would go to sale, because then they don't have to go back and revisit purchase of sale agreements with individual home buyers.

So it is in around that time.  They build homes at the -- after registration.

And the other side of that is they don't necessarily sell all of the homes once they have draft plan approval prior to building them.  In some cases, if you know, for instance, they have sold most of the street and somebody hasn't boughten a couple of houses, they wouldn't -- they could necessary -- they could build that house in advance of a sale.  There is instances like that.  So there is a fluidity to it.

MR. LADANYI:  The prospective buyers are shown some kind of sketches or pictures of model homes, and then they also get to choose features of the home, the type of appliances they will have, bathroom fixtures, and so on.  Let's start first with gas.

Do they choose what kind of gas, whether they have gas heating or electric heating?

MR. CORY:  No.  Not that I am aware of.  Not in my experience.

And I should say this.  They typically have bought the home before all of those selections go on.  It is after the home has been purchased in pre-drywall, usually they call it, inspection, and there is the design meetings, they decide on the components of the home, and that's well after the sale has occurred even.

MR. LADANYI:  So these are extras then, aren't they?  That's kind of -- they have kind of agreed -- when they purchase the home they agreed to a basic price, and then they meet with the -- with whoever is selling them the home and select something.  Some people want a --


MR. CORY:  Upgrades.

MR. LADANYI:  -- fancy bathroom upgrade.  Some people want countertops.

MR. CORY:  Correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Marble countertops.  Some people want EV chargers, do they?  Or is that EV charger would in this case be there whether they want it or not?

MR. CORY:  No.  Well, in this case the rough-in would be there.  If they elected to have the upgrade for the charger itself, then they could pay for that, and the developer would certainly install it, and it would be a much easier delivery, obviously.

But if the ICM is approved and the developers make the commitment to have a standard, the rough-ins for the EV and the DER, those are coming with the home whether the home buyer wants it or not, which is also why the cost, as we note in one of the responses, is built into the home, because all costs for the home are built into the home, ultimately.

MR. LADANYI:  Except these things that the buyer chooses to add as extras; is that right?

MR. CORY:  Well, they purchase them.  So it ultimately is added to the price of the home --


MR. LADANYI:  In this --


MR. CORY:  -- but at their option.  At the home purchaser's option, not the developer's.

MR. LADANYI:  I have some more specific questions.  Oh, let's go to supplementary response to Staff 17.

MR. CORY:  Okay.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  And particularly -- and you see the response there in D.  And so I won't go into the first few parts.  Let's go to the third paragraph from the bottom.  And it says it would not be possible if they're required to finance the capital across the Brooklin line.

As I understand it, you are not capable of financing this until, what, you sell the homes and you have cash coming in?

MR. CORY:  Well, there's two elements to this.

And the reason we say in here, let me read it again for everyone's benefit.

"This investment will not be possible if the Brooklin Landowners Group are required to finance the capital cost of the Brooklin line."


That is the specific line you are asking about?

MR. LADANYI:  Right.

MR. CORY:  So the point of that is that the home prices are very high right now.  We know there is an affordability challenge in the province.

In our world, the province has made a lot of changes, including with Bill 23, to reduce the cost of things that add up to the home price in the hopes that that will result in affordability, and every one of these costs, and there is a multiplicity of them, add to the home price.

I know on an individual basis some things don't seem to be that big a cost but ultimately cumulatively it adds to the cost.

In the case of in Brooklin, and as I said earlier, if the developers have to pay for the ten kilometres times two, because there is two lines being required of the extension cord, the phase 1 Brooklin Sustainable Brooklin line, and bring power -- forgive me, here, but from a galaxy a far, far away, that provides an exorbitant cost to them that makes them not cost competitive, and certainly the homes will cost more.

Because as I said, every cost leading up to the home price is put into the purchase price.

And the trade-off here and the discussion with Elexicon was, could we rise to the occasion, would we look at -- and certainly the owners believe in as well doing innovation and fostering innovation -- and there was a meeting of the minds, I would say, where, if we all believe that innovation is important and should be invested in and that nobody is doing it and it is not required under the building code, it would set an excellent example for everyone including other developers to have these as standard items put in.

Not that this would be a replicable sequence of events, because I don't know that anybody else has to deliver power from ten kilometres away because of the choice of service type.  But because it was a win-win from the innovation drive from the province, the OEB, Elexicon's perspective, as well as making it just possible to deliver these to homes.

So what that means is that to remain -- to keep costs down to where they have to, if they have to front -- or pay for, make the capital contribution for the phase 1 line, there is no reason from any kind of competitiveness perspective to then add on top of that the cost of the DERs as well into the price of the home.

It's already a burden.  It is already an extraneous and prejudicial cost to the developers.

And then there is also the elements of the cash-flow side of it, Mr. Ladanyi, because there is two elements, right?  There is the prejudice in the first place that, you know, this is an additional cost that would make these homes less cost-competitive and then in the overall market.

But the second is very much the cashflow problem.  Only five out of soon to be six out of 30 of these developers have draft plan approval, they can go get financing.  That is a problem.  And then there is also the non-participants.

There is a thing, a reality that some of the developers could strategically wait out the connection horizon so that they don't have to contribute or pay anything into the capital costs that the early movers would move ahead with.  And that is incredibly unfair and a real -- and it is the nature of this in the first place that we have always struggled with.

To have whoever happens to go first to deliver all of this housing the province wants and the town is planned to be burdened with delivering the system requirement is incredibly unfair, and it is a problem and it is a cashflow issue and it is an unfairness problem and it's an overall competitive prejudice.  That is what is being captured in this response.

MR. LADANYI:  I was just going to ask you technical and practical questions but you mentioned fairness so many times I can't resist this, this next question.

So you think it is fair that, if you have a cashflow problem, do you think that your customers don't have a cashflow problem?  I mean, your -- this agreement really transfers to developers and Elexicon's cashflow problem to the ratepayers.  That is all it is.  Is that fair?

I mean, certainly from ratepayer's point of view it does not seem fair.  This is what we're getting at.  If it is all going to be a discussion about fairness, do you really think it is fair?

Why, for example, a school or a small business have easier cashflow burdens than a developer?  I don't understand that.  And you can -- if you want to debate this some more we can go on, but this is kind of a hypothetical question.

MR. CORY:  Well, I think this is essentially going into a bit of argument, if I dare say, but if you want my perspective on it, I think costs of the system have to be socialized, and you know, it's no different from the costs we bear, in my opinion, on the development side for other things.

Is it fair that taxpayers would pay for growth to happen when we've agreed to bring in 500,000 immigrants a year, they have to be housed, we have to provide housing for them?  They need to have electricity.  It is a very similar discussion in the planning world.

And I am not professing to be an expert because I am not in the Distribution System Code and the Ontario Energy Board Act, but my review of some of the objectives of that act talk about providing the adequacy of supply, of planning properly for electricity needs.  And if that is the way the costs have to be funded to even deliver them, then I do think it is fair.

I think it is fair because we live in a society where the costs are socialized over everyone who bears them, and there are returns, ultimately, from those costs, because we're not building this just to service some developers and then they walk away.  We're building it to realize 14,000 new homes in a community that this province and the town and the region have said they want built.

You know, the costs have to be absorbed somehow and I think conversely, especially if housing affordability is a concern, foisting those costs on to individual homeowners for exorbitantly high housing is also something this province has identified is a problem.

So those are my thoughts.  I don't know if that helps you or not, but that is certainly the perspective we have.  There is an economy of scale.  There is the whole tax base that has to be socialized over, essentially, that is the perspective.

MR. LADANYI:  That is helpful and we will deal with that in argument.  I know I take up too much time, although I started 55 minutes behind schedule.  I should mention that.

Can you go to your response to -- supplementary response to CCMBC number 11.  Oh, actually before we leave ten, please, before we leave ten I have another question for you.

MR. CORY:  CCMBC 10?  Okay.

MR. LADANYI:  The end of CCMBC 10 your supplementary response you filed a spreadsheet showing north Brooklin community EV.  Keep going down to the end of this, ten.  That thing, yes.  Put that on the screen.

MR. CORY:  Right, right, right.

MR. LADANYI:  Could you explain to us what you are trying to show here.

MR. CORY:  Sure.  So we were asked to show what the cost -- Elexicon had asked us when we were in discussions with them, what would be the cost and how much of it would be associated with units for the rough-ins that we would be doing.

So what we're showing here in the first table, you see it is titled, "EV and solar rough-in cost for all low and medium density residential units in north Brooklin."  One thing to appreciate for everybody, there are also apartments and higher density homes being built and obviously I don't think those would have DER, for sure, and may not have EV, although they could.  But for the ones that we were sure we could commit to, which are the lower density homes, that is included only.

So then what you have first is the total of all low density homes in Brooklin.  This is not -- to be clear, this is the participating owners as well as the non-participating owners.  This is the approved plans of the town in terms of how much growth should happen here.

Low and high estimate, because there are density ranges permitted and only when the final development is proposed.  You know, the final amount of houses that are built.  So on the low end it is about 10,081 homes that are essentially single, semi-detached or townhouses.  Street townhouses especially.

Or high estimate it is 11,217 with the estimated cost of $2,000 for the rough-ins, plus HST, which gets you to the 2,260.  That is just multiplying those unit estimates in the far right to give you an estimated cost overall.


And we were also asked to look at what a 20 percent increase would be, ostensibly in case of inflation.  There wasn't really anything more thoughtful from that, other than inflation.

That is the first table.

The second table does exactly the same thing, except for it is only focussing on the participating owners.  So this is the Brooklin Landowners Group who are making this request.

For two reasons.  One, this group has agreed to and can commit to do that, and all of the members of this group have committed to do and trying to get this moved ahead with Elexicon.  I cannot speak for anyone else.  I can't make commitments for anybody else, because they're not part of our group and we don't represent them.

So the question was, for the people in your group who we could commit to, what did that look like?  That is what that calculation is, which is why it is slightly lower than the rest -- than the number above.

So the total estimate with the 20 percent increase ostensibly for an inflation-kind of estimate over a long time frame is 27.3 to 30.4 million in cost for everyone to do it and 23.8 to 25.2, let's say, rounding, for just the participating owners to absorb those costs.

The 20 percent is in there because not all of the developers will be going at once.  It is only, as I said, only five or six have draft plan approval now.  Full buildout of the whole community and all -- even the participating developers will probably take some years.  As fast as humanly possible is the expectation, but practically, it could be ten to 15 years before all those lands are fully built out, and even then some of the higher-density sites, some of the school sites, may not have been developed yet.  The commercial sites will be coming along as well.

MR. LADANYI:  So this morning --

MR. CORY:  Does that explain it, Mr. Ladanyi?

MR. LADANYI:  That explains it.  I'll study this some more.  I have limited time, so I don't want to take too much time.  I am trying to actually not use up all of my time to give other people a chance.

This morning there was a lot of discussion whether the -- when if the Board issues the order, as Elexicon is asking, it will place an obligation on the Brooklin landowners to do this.

So you agree that is an obligation?  And --

MR. CORY:  Yes.  Yes.  And the landowners, in my discussion with them, are prepared to commit to that in whatever contractual form is required by Elexicon, at least again just the participating owners.  I can't speak for the non-participants in the community, but our landowners have agreed to -- if the ICM is approved, they would commit to that.

MR. LADANYI:  So I don't want to give expert evidence.  I am an engineer and an accountant, and I understand where an obligation is made you would have to record this as a liability on your balance sheet.  So that would be a 26.7 million liability on the Brooklin Landowners balance sheet if it is a corporate entity, or you can divide it up between the 30 landowners, but it will be a liability.

MR. CORY:  I am not an accountant either, Mr. Ladanyi, but, no, the obligation would be experienced on individual home construction for each of the individual landowners.

The commitment would be made globally, but the requirement of it was actually on the final developers when they're building, so each of those 30 landowners would have to build that into their pro forma --

MR. LADANYI:  It is a recorded liability.  Exactly.  So when they go and borrow money from the bank, their ability to borrow --

MR. CORY:  They would update their -- yeah.

MR. LADANYI:  -- they would have --

MR. CORY:  Yeah.

MR. LADANYI:  -- to disclose this to the bank.

MR. CORY:  Oh, yeah.  Yes, for sure.  I mean, they prepare pro forma, they call it, which is the summary of costs relative to revenue that they would have to prepare and provide to the banks for financing, and that obligation would be one of the costs that would be identified in --

MR. LADANYI:  So is each --

MR. CORY:  -- an association with the home construction, right?

MR. LADANYI:  So is each home that is fulfilling these requirements just for roughing of solar and EV is built and sold, then the liability would be reduced by 2,260, 2,260, each time?  Is that your -- that is my understanding.  You explain to me if I have got it wrong.

MR. CORY:  Again, I am not an accountant, but I don't -- it's not like a loan.  It is not a liability, as I understand it.  It is a cost that is known, just like a development charge is a cost that is known or the cost of --

MR. LADANYI:  You have to -- but you have to recognize it?

MR. CORY:  It's a -- yes --

MR. LADANYI:  [Speaking over each other]

MR. CORY:  -- but as a cost that isn't experienced until the home is constructed and sold.  So it would be part of the overall cost.  There's -- as you can imagine, there is multiple costs in building a home.  The material cost.  Labour.  Borrowing costs.  All of those things, they all have to be enumerated when financing is sought.  This would just be one of those costs.

MR. LADANYI:  This is all very confusing, in fact, how this is going to work, and it is not clear to me, because I think from a developer's point of view you are going to be actually incurring a serious liability, which you are going to have to carry the individual developers on their books for years -- for 20 years or however long it takes them to sell all of these homes.

MR. CORY:  I don't agree.  I don't think, Mr. Ladanyi, you are looking at it correctly.  As far as I understand things, how financing and construction and home sales work, it is not experienced as a liability on the books.  It is a cost, just like any cost that is carried --

MR. LADANYI:  Well, nobody -- this is an unusual --

MR. CORY:  -- and is no --

MR. LADANYI:  -- this is not a -- I am talking about order of the OEB as requested by Elexicon.  That's never -- OEB, to my knowledge, has never issued an order like this.  So Elexicon is requesting --

MR. CORY:  So it --

MR. LADANYI:  -- something that would oblige you to do something in the future.  So this is what --

MR. CORY:  Right.

MR. LADANYI:  -- this case is about.

MR. CORY:  So, Mr. Ladanyi, perhaps unusual for you, but for a developer, not unusual at all.  There is a number of costs that the municipality, the region, everyone requires that we do and commit to, and those are held on the books and used in calculating the cost of everything.  That is very typical.

MR. LADANYI:  You have never had such an order from the Ontario Energy Board, have you?

MR. CORY:  Not from the OEB, no.  But there is costs that are almost identical from other utilities or from municipalities where they require certain fees or payments and they're known upfront.  You know, there is an obligation upfront.  Whenever you build the home and pay your development charges, that is when you have to deal with it.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  I am almost done, but I -- because I am trying to rush through my things -- my questions.

So can you turn to supplementary response CCMBC 11.

MR. CORY:  Okay.

MR. LADANYI:  This is the response with many letters attached.

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And I won't go through each one of them.

Can you turn to the letter from -- I think it is from yourself, actually.

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, to -- of September 9th, 2021.

MR. CORY:  I see it.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  And if you go to the last page of that...

MR. CORY:  Signature page?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  Signature page, exactly.  Go up a bit.  Item 5.

MR. CORY:  That is -- who is controlling the screen?  I think that is the June 9th letter.  So then he wants the next one down, which is the September 9th letter.

MR. LADANYI:  September 9th.  September 9th.

MR. CORY:  Yeah.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, please.

MR. CORY:  There it is, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So here, in 5, if I can say here --

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  -- it says:
"Elexicon is asked to use more realistic assumptions for a new load in the circuits, revenues from those new circuits, and offsetting costs of those new customers.  Our preliminary analysis is that this could significantly reduce the capital contribution Elexicon seeks for subdivisions, and our advisors (Shepherd Rubenstein) have reviewed the economic evaluation and can provide more detailed comments to Elexicon."

I understand from another letter that was filed, actually, and we rejected this.  But at this point in time --

MR. CORY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  -- you thought that you could include revenues from the new customers in this calculation.  Elexicon has turned it down.  Is that what you wanted to do at that time?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  It is a bit more complicated than that.  If you look at the full contents of the letter, we were proposing a host of things, including a longer connection time frame that I think was part and parcel with that.

Jay Shepherd, who obviously is here as well, prepared this for us at the time.  I never saw a copy of it.  I only know what I was told was in it.  But the basic assumptions were that it was prepared by Jay to reflect more connections over a longer time frame and different assumptions in some of the core economic fundamentals, such as rate -- where the rates would be in the 25-year horizon and some of the other inputs to that.

What Elexicon had provided to us in return was an economic evaluation that was based -- and I think incorrectly -- only on that the Brooklin Landowners Group as a whole, as an entity, would be asking for the capital contribution and offer to connect.  And then their supposition at the time was that because the landowners group didn't have any lands itself and wouldn't bring anything to development, there would be zero connections, so we would have to pay the full capital contribution.

This, entwined with what was being done here in this number 5, was looking at it from actually assuming the individual owners' connections would be brought online and having some of the return that would come from that as well.
 But because -- I think the problem comes down to the timing of the offers to connect and when the infrastructure investment, in this case the capital contribution, is going to occur.

And this goes back to our struggling and exactly why we think an exemption is required, because if you follow the code, the code requires that the service request and the costs are borne by those who request it, who are -- the customer who is an individual developer.

But we would never entertain a conversation where the first mover picks up a bill for $40 million.  And that just becomes farcical, immediately, at that point.

So this is us trying to find something in between.  Clearly it wasn't working at this point, which is why I put this on the record, to show that Elexicon and ourselves had exhausted all options and that the ICM that Elexicon is proposing was the product shortly after this of where we wanted to proceed because it was the only viable option to deliver both the electricity service in a way that was reasonable, and that could be actually achieved, and certainly could be done in the timing of end of this year, if possible, so that homes could be delivered.

So, yes, there was work done at the time, but it was more work to prove that the other things we were looking at could not work and the ICM was the right and only option to go forward with.

MR. LADANYI:  One final question.  I would really like to finish a little bit ahead of my time, although I am obviously behind schedule because the schedule is late.

When you wrote this letter in September of 2021, was it apparent to you that Elexicon was considering having two separate projects and you were at that time thinking of this as one project?

MR. CORY:  No.  It was a fluid conversation, as Elexicon has noted.  We -- the discussions went along the lines of, we obviously were concerned with building the entire system, ultimately, but there was a major recognition that was landed on between ourselves and Elexicon which is that certainly for the Brooklin sustainable line that is the subject of the ICM, we had no benefit for that.  In our opinion it only serves transmission.  Nobody is connecting to that line from this group, for the nine and a half or so kilometres of its lengths to get from the TS to Columbus and Ashburn and the 9 and answer half back for the other pole line.

So the discussion as I said evolved saying how could we digest this.  And certainly I think if you go back up a bit in the letter itself, we do say in point number 1 in that regard that we were looking at suggesting perhaps the backbone feeder, this being what ultimately became what is being called the Brooklin sustainable line, would be treated as a separate project and that Elexicon absorb this cost for those very reasons.

Whereas if the phase 2 components were internal to the subdivision -- well, not in the subdivisions but were in the community area, especially if we could do pole lines on both sides of the road, we could then achieve Elexicon's requirement that everything we do is not be a radial line but it would be looped, for redundancy and security, and we could make it modular, so that it could be much more digestible.  If this developer over here needed power, we could build those two lines to that extent and finance that based on the development that was proceeding.


Whereas you could not incrementalize in any way, obviously, the delivery of the power to the community in the first place.

So because of that, that distinguishing feature of the two, that is why we're asking for this to be considered differently from the rest of the system.

MR. LADANYI:  I hate to ask just one follow-up question.  So if you were operating doing this in an area served by Hydro One, do you think this would have been treated as a transmission line?


MR. CORY:  Well, we have always had the general position that this appears to be a transmission line, from our perspective.  More so, we had asked early on -- because, you know, the amount of growth that was anticipated and planned for here was known since 2013, from the work done by the region and approved by the region at that time.  And I would have expected that a TS station would have been here in time for when development would happen, or the lines would have been delivered.

Now, in reality, my experience was that when we approached Whitby Hydro at the time in 2018 we were told and said you know we're about to do the merger with Veridian, we will become Elexicon shortly, and there will be other options available to us.  So there was an evolution of that as time went on.

So because of the nature of the geography we're in and also just the recent merger, I would say, it is not comparable, essentially, to what you would be dealing with with somebody like Hydro One, where it is a known entity.  They're in a service area.  Nothing has changed in the last five years.  And they don't have -- suddenly have access to a new service level and other technologies that weren't available a year or two before.

So I think -- another reason for an exemption is not least of which the institutional side of it, but I don't know if that is relevant to what the OEB considers or not.  But certainly it impacted our ability and their ability to deliver things.


But, yes, we've always thought this is a transmission line essentially or that some transmission solution should have existed.

The other thing I will note, because it occurs to me as you say this, we also filed and we have provided the most current planning to not repeat the mistakes of the past, where Durham region as of November has now been obligated by the province of Ontario through the growth plan to plan for growth to 2051.  They have identified all of the lands that are currently farmland along this Brooklin line outside of the Brooklin community that aren't in the Green Belt to be identified for settlement expansion and growth.

So in the mid to long-term horizon, this line will have service connections beyond what the current approvals are for growth and it is foreseeable that will happen.

But more to the point, Brooklin overall, north Brooklin, right now there's about 25,000 people in Brooklin itself.  We would be adding something in the order of 40,000 people with the approved growth.  So it is about 65,000 people in Brooklin overall.

Some of those people, I expect, may benefit from having a 27.6 kV line into the community even in the existing community although that is not part of this.  And then certainly all of the intervening lands, which would total another 60,000 plus people, will require electricity services as well.

So this line is right in the middle of that, but ultimately I would still expect, as Elexicon has said, a TS station is ultimately required up in this area.  But their timing I believe is in the early 2030s or beyond, and that's probably the right time for those larger expansion areas that we are now coming to terms with but not obviously for the north Brooklin community to proceed.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  These are all of my questions.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Mr. Ladanyi.

I think now is a good time to take a break.  If we could come back at 3:50 I know there is three more groups to ask questions.  If they could sort of, over the break, try to look at their questions and to the extent they can pare them down as we are a little bit behind schedule and we are looking to finish today.  Anyway, if everyone could come back at 3:50.  Thank you very much.
--- Recess taken at 3:42 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:50 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Welcome back, everyone, to the technical conference.  I will now pass things over to OEB Staff.  Mr. Lau, please proceed.
Examination by Mr. Lau:

MR. LAU:  Thank you, Lawren.

Good afternoon, Mr. Cory.

MR. CORY:  Good afternoon, Mr. Lau.

MR. LAU:  Just a few questions.  So in some of the responses Brooklin provided it stated that some homeowners would prefer the option of tangible/visible benefits rather than intangible and invisible benefits.  And I think in just your conversation with Mr. Ladanyi, the basis for that seemed like it was just your inexperience.

Is there any document or did you conduct a survey that could help us understand that conclusion?  Or is it just experience, just any basis to kind of support that statement?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  I mean, I have been a planner for 20-plus years now, and that is what I have heard all the way through.  The short answer quickly to your question is, no, there wasn't any survey or actual quantifiable evidence that I had for that, but it was -- we asked all our owners, obviously, what's been your uptake and how many people do that.

It is something I am wondering whether or not BILD -- BILD is the Building Industry and Land Development Association, who represents builders everywhere -- whether they have any information on, but I don't know that they do.  They would be the only organization, because developers are notorious for not -- actually, other than anecdotally tracking these things, they're not obligated to by our industry or -- to catalogue them.  But BILD often does surveys, and I don't know if they have anything there at all, but I don't have anything, other than asking the experience from sales offices of all our developers.

Some people who are very altruistic and are very green and believe in that will do it, or if they have an EV.

The only anecdotal thing I've heard, especially on the EV chargers, it is not straight line, but it's very similar to the amount of people who buy an EV -- an electric vehicle in the first place would be the same kind of percentage as you would expect for people who would want to install the charger because they just need it.  Not many people, in my experience, are installing them on a whim or just in case.  Even in my condo personally, I live in a condo in downtown, and there's -- everyone has the possibility and potential to put in EV chargers.  The only people who have done it because of the cost are people who actually have a charging vehicle --


MR. LAU:  Okay.  So that --


MR. CORY:  -- there's no --


MR. LAU:  Yeah, so --


MR. CORY:  Yeah.

MR. LAU:  -- when we come to talk about EVs and DERs, would you say your experience is that they kind of come hand in hand?  If someone is purchasing an EV, they're more likely to install DER, or is it sometimes people will just install DER and not own EV?

MR. CORY:  I am not an expert.  But -- just to be clear on this, but from what I have heard anecdotally, clearly in some of the trending and studies I have seen, more people are willing to buy EVs, or at least hybrids.

And the, you know, the availability of the ability to charge for it is a fundamental thought in the discussion on whether to do it in the first place.

And certainly, the thinking here with the group and in discussion with Elexicon is you want to have innovation, and I have listened to some of the conversation today that the Board has been asking and the Board will have to consider.

And the problem fundamentally, in our opinion and from the landowners group, is that innovation doesn't have guarantees associated it.  That is the whole point.  You are doing something that hasn't been done before, but it is laudable to do it, and there is an obligation to foster that innovation.

And it is something that clearly there is a trending.  There is more EVs being built.  There is more receptivity in evidence in society.  But it is definitely something that we think is essential to facilitate and enable, and it has to start somewhere.

And, you know, we're looking at -- north Brooklin -- I mean -- if I pull back for a second, Mr. Lau, one of the -- here is one of the points I want to make too.  You have the vast majority of existing homes built without EV chargers in them or capability for it, but then you have all of the new tranches of growth that are coming online across what we call the white belt and the greenfields on the northern parts of the GTA.

And what you see is there's a potential to kind of get it right and start an innovation trend from the beginning, and one of the things that was exciting to us in Elexicon's overture to us is that if you at least built in the rough-ins so these things could happen through a whole community, like, every home at least that we could commit to, that sets a heck of a standard and a hell of a benchmark.

Whether or not the building code ultimately requires it, it doesn't today, and you have got to start somewhere to get it done.  And we saw the value of that societally, as well as, I think, from even from a branding perspective, both from the town, the town of Whitby, which is a major stakeholder, of course, in Elexicon, has declared climate change an emergency [audio dropout] on that.

They have also made it quite clear that they want green building standards.  They want to move the needle in that regard.  It aligns with the town's objectives, the province's objectives, the regions to do this.

So we saw the benefits of doing it and saw it as a fair exchange for dealing with a problem we couldn't overcome, which is the funding of this thing and the capital contributions required, given that development takes time, and it is fundamentally unfair to have a few developers pay for the whole community's worth of stuff without the community ever chipping in, ultimately being the rest of the people who build it.

So, you know, I guess I strayed a bit, but going back to your primary question, Mr. Lau, what you are saying was, what do we see as the real uptake we're going to see?  I think fundamentally -- and this is one of the core thoughts -- that in providing the opportunity for it we're going to increase the uptake.  We're going to increase the ease and the feasibility of somebody saying, I am going to buy an EV.  Well, I already have everything set up.  I have just got to buy whatever a charger is, because imagine, I mean, ten years from now there could be level 8 charger or whatever it is, and there would be a different power source and everything.

So even building the EV charger upfront, given the various -- what I have heard as well, given the various technologies and depending on what vehicle you are doing, is not even necessarily a smart move, as opposed to making sure that it is readily available and accommodated.

There is even some vehicles I think now that you can plug in and they put power back into the house from excess that the vehicle needs.  And I think there is a different charger for that, although I am not an expert.  But I am just saying generally the meeting of the minds with ourselves and Elexicon was to do something different and rise to the mandate of the OEB and the Electricity Act to foster innovation and make that a reality here, and certainly set the case, because you have got another, as I said, in Durham region alone and further afield, hundreds and hundreds of thousands of homes that are going to be built, and to set the standard here may actually influence the rest of them and start that trend overall.

And it was just a great opportunity that I think is good for society as much as anything.  It is an important investment to make, if that is -- if the objective of the Board and the province is to move to more -- towards more EV, and certainly on the DER side, more local generation that isn't centralized into something like a co-gen plant or other forms of electricity generation, but in the house itself.

And again, having that conduit that can go to the roof and allow for the easily -- installation of just the panels and then connecting it back into battery storage in the basement, I know is an impediment.  Again, just my own personal experience, my own mother won't do it in her house, because they don't want people ripping up the walls and coming in and doing all kinds of stuff, and I think, you know, if it is already there and you just have to make the decision to do the installation on the roof and run the wiring, it's a much easier decision to make for people, and the likelihood is vastly increased whether they're going to do it -- can I quantify that?  Nobody can, because we're trying to change the way people behave, but that is the nature of innovation in the first place.

MR. LAU:  Thank you, Mr. Cory.  You talked about some upgrade packages that BLG offers some of their residential customers -- or their homeowners.

Could you provide us with some of those package upgrades?  Is that -- or just maybe give us examples of package upgrades that may be available to homeowners?

MR. CORY:  I think I can ask them if they have any they have done typically in other places.  Nobody has got -- because they're just getting draft plan approvals, nobody has proceeded to that.

And as I was describing earlier, you have draft plan approval, and then you work through everything and you get the registration, and whenever they decide to sell homes, that is when they put together -- not even then sometimes, even after they have sold the homes, then they come up with the upgrade packages, right?

I can certainly ask our developers whether they have anything in mind.  But I think it is probably still premature in north Brooklin of what that is going to be.

But I can certainly see if they have -- are you looking for any examples?  Like, even from other communities, or --


MR. LAU:  Yes.  So the idea is I just really want to understand when we're talking about upgrades and I will kind of lead into it, the next question I am basically going to ask is, if the DSC exemption is not granted will a DER rough-in upgrade package be offered?  I just really want to understand you comparing that and what other possible upgrade packages are available.  I want to see the variety of options that will be available to homeowners, and that is it what I am looking for.

If you can either give examples of what they might have or examples of where you may think are possible as an undertaking, that would be helpful.

MR. CORY:  I think, yes, I hazard to say and I can certainly go back to my developers and ask them what their intentions are, but I don't see why they wouldn't provide that as an option.  Certainly I think it is pretty standard to offer it as an option.  But their comments back to us and this is what I said earlier is that there is very low uptake on that.

If you are talking two thousand bucks and that will get you a second sink in the upstairs or a granite counter, they will go that way, unless they actually have an electric vehicle already or they really, really want to put power in their own home for some reason.

MR. LAU:  Yes.  I just want to know the options.

MR. CORY:  Yes.  I think what I can do, we're not going to have a package for this community yet, but I can certainly undertake to confirm with when whether they would continue to offer it as an option for purchase regardless of whether this gets approved.

I dare say they will, but it is an option that is completely at the behest of the home buyer, whether they want it or not.

MR. LAU:  Right.  That is understood.  In addition to that, if you can do that undertaking, could you give us a rough estimate of what percentage that upgrade cost would be to the overall home cost.

MR. CORY:  I can give it a try.  I can try.  I don't know if I can get you that answer because the home cost depends on -- in particular our whole planning system just changed for us on the planning side with Bill 23.  And there's, I don't think anybody knows fully what the home costs are to be honest anymore.

For instance, there is a whole subset of homes that wouldn't even have to pay development charges anymore if they were deemed to be affordable.

So it makes it challenging not because they don't know typically what it is, about you because there was a series of targeted legislative changes in November and December that were literally directed at changing and lowering the home prices and nobody has come to terms with what that fully means yet

MR. LAU:  So if you could just --


MR. CORY:  I will try.  I will get what I can.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be undertaking JT2.11
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.11:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER A DER ROUGH-IN UPGRADE PACKAGE WILL BE MADE AVAILABLE; TO PROVIDE A ROUGH ESTIMATE OF THE COST AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE COST OF THE HOME.


MR. LAU:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is the roof design.  So could you confirm for me right now the current roof design.  It is suitable to carry the weight of the solar panels that you -- that a homeowner would install, correct?

MR. CORY:  There is no current home roof design yet, because they haven't designed the homes.  But I will confirm with them that they would be designing it as such.  I can't imagine they wouldn't, if they're giving rough-ins for the solar panels.  I am presuming of course that the roof will be designed to bear the weight of it, but I will confirm that is the case but I imagine one follows the other.

MR. LAU:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  On that I will mark that separately as undertaking JT2.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.12:  TO CONFIRM THAT ROOF DESIGNS ARE SUFFICIENT FOR SOLAR PANEL INSTALLATION.


MR. LAU:  Yes, thank you.  So in another response that BLG provided, it said it is anticipated that most homes will be constructed with gabled roofs and will have at least one roof side that faces south that can accommodate solar panels.

MR. CORY:  Right.

MR. LAU:  Could you give us approximately how many kilowatts of solar panels can be installed on each roof of the home or unit as kind of referenced in the METSCO as BLG plans to build these homes?

MR. CORY:  It is a tough undertaking, particularly because, again, the homes have been designed.  But I can certainly go back to our owners and see if they can give me some estimate, because they're all developers and a lot of them are builders themselves, or they have a building arm, what the experience is of how much they think can be provided.  I mean, obviously, it depends on this particular house and the nature of the roof design.

MR. LAU:  What we're really trying to understand is you know, it looks like only one side of the roof will be suitable.  There is only so much space.  You put on these solar panels we don't know the size of the roof, the size of the solar panels.  How much in each home you can actually get on there in reality that is what we're really trying to understand and anything you can provide.

MR. CORY:  I think, to be honest, my experience has been a lot of the studies out there in terms of performance of any home is probably a good resource, but I will certainly reach out to our builder developers and see if there is anything they can give us that is more discrete in that regard.

MR. LAU:  Okay.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be undertaking JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.13:  TO CONFIRM HOW MANY KILOWATTS OF SOLAR PANELS CAN BE INSTALLED ON EACH HOME OR UNIT.

MR. LAU:  Okay.  So I had heard when you were speaking with Mr. Ladanyi that the 26.7 million dollars in DER and EV costs will essentially be rolled into the price of the home.  Was that accurate?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  All inputs like everything is a cost that is an input to the home price it is sold for ultimately.  It is a cost that is built into the home price.

MR. LAU:  Just to clarify, because there are two options.  One would be BLG would be responsible for the 26.7 in capital contribution.  Those costs would be rolled into the home and no DER, or the other would be 26.7 in DER EV costs also rolled into the homes and they're DER EV ready.  That is pretty much the two options.  Is that how it is going to look like?

MR. CORY:  Well, yes.  Starting with the first point I made earlier, because of housing affordability concerns and trying to keep the cost of housing down, this is already one of the two, an exorbitant cost.

If A, as I said, there is a cashflow issue and there is a real concern whether we can even fund a capital contribution as a landowner group.  So there is a barrier to even doing it in the near term.

And that can't be lost on the OEB, and on the consideration of this.  But on the second side, to make the cost as competitive as possible and not be prejudiced, we strongly think we can't do both.  And, you know, certainly doing the capital contribution is just a straight prejudice of the cost against other communities for the group.

But if that similar cost was to be put into providing what could be at least said to be a greener home with innovation built right into it, with the DER rough-ins and that, there is a logic to pursuing it and continuing to do it and putting that cost forward in terms of a home price, to at least try to maintain some competitiveness in the market.  That's the thinking.

MR. LAU:  But in either case the home costs will be the same, and the difference is that the DER option will have DER rough-ins which the homeowner may or may not use or may or may not -- would need to incur additional costs to use but the home price would be essentially the same.  Right?

MR. CORY:  From the hydro perspective, yes.  Yes.  But with, I would say, without the rough-ins and without the rough-ins not just from the OEB's perspective or anyone else's that, you know, that is a thing we want.

But also, from the town's perspective, saying it is just a higher priced home at that point and it is competitively discriminatory, essentially, for these owners in this area because of that, because there is nothing other than additional cost being incurred in these homes from their perspective for sure.

MR. LAU:  But --


MR. CORY:  Compared to any other area.

MR. LAU:  It would only look like a higher cost if the plans to use the DER EV rough-in, if they don't it is the same price to them either way, with or without it.  It is a benefit --


MR. CORY:  I guess what I am saying, poorly, is that it is a higher price either way, and the cost is in there either way but in one instance with no offsetting benefit.  That's the point, right?

MR. LAU:  Yes.  That is all of the questions that Staff actually has, so hopefully that gives back some time.  Sorry, Birgit has one question.  So I will pass it to Birgit.  Thank you.
Examination by Ms. Armstrong:


MS. ARMSTRONG:  Hi.  Thank you very much.  I will make it very quickly.  Just something you said a little bit earlier on, that if you get the exemption and the quid pro quo for this ICM that would be set a precedent, and would be an example for any other greenfield development or any other development in this high growth area.

Did I understand that correctly?

MR. CORY:  No.  I think I said actually said two different things in that regard, Ms. Armstrong, and let me clarify if I wasn't clear before.

I was saying getting the exemption would not set a precedent for other people getting such an exemption, I don't think, because I don't think anybody else is trying to deliver power from ten kilometres away.


But what I also said was, providing all the homes that are DER roughed-in for DER and EV, that would set a precedent hopefully in the industry, the development industry, to say this whole community delivered this, irrespective of how it came about.

All the homes in Brooklin are ready with DER and EV because it is innovative and future-looking, and that will hopefully spark more change and additional people picking that up.  And certainly we see it as highly integrative with the Whitby Smart Grid, because the monitoring that comes from that and the responsiveness with regards to if more people pick up DER, the two only are the most effective if they're done together in a lot of ways.

But -- and the truthing and the learning is what we're also doing in this community, where no other community that I know of --


MS. ARMSTRONG:  Yeah.

MR. CORY:  -- is doing this right from the beginning.  So, sorry, I didn't mean to --


MS. ARMSTRONG:  Yeah, no --


MR. CORY:  -- if you don't -- does that help?

MS. ARMSTRONG:  Yeah, no, I understand, and that clarified one of -- part of my question.

The other part of my question is, are you aware of any other instances in the Elexicon rate zone where landowners have tried to get around capital contributions because you feel that they are exorbitant costs, not quite fair, all the fairness arguments you have made earlier?  Are you aware of anything else where a landowner has gone and said, we shouldn't be paying capital contributions for the fairness aspect that you brought up?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  There's other developers, I think, who have made that argument if they're faced with a capital contribution.

But, no, I am not aware of anybody else who's sought an ICM, and certainly not in coordination with Elexicon.

MS. ARMSTRONG:  Not an ICM.  But I am talking about not paying capital contributions, even through other means.

MR. CORY:  Not comparable to this, no.  Nothing like this.  Not where you are delivering power from a far distance away with a pole line.  I am not aware of any other that are comparable like this, no.

MS. ARMSTRONG:  So the particular problem with this particular project is the distance between the TS and the development?  Is that correct?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  Precisely.  And in particular because, you know, as I said earlier, we're doing sequential -- in terms of the real world when you look at those maps, the existing community of Brooklin is literally right south of us.  We would have expected to just continue to extend power from that to power this community.

Because of the discussion that the form -- the voltage of power, the 13.8, is not the preferred way of going forward, it is 27.6 kV instead, and the realization then that there are no lines that supply 27.6 today, and then the only way to get it to us is to go far up Lakeridge and across Columbus.  That is, to my knowledge, a unique situation in all of the Elexicon territory.

And, you know, we would have expected to just extend what was there.  Given that we can't do that, this is why we're having this conversation, yes.  It's -- because, you know, the expectation is you do what you have to do within your own subdivision through the offer to connect to deliver the power, not to have to transmit it to yourself first, if I -- I don't know if I am saying those terms right.

MS. ARMSTRONG:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. CORY:  You know, we also talked about and looked at, and I think it was noted in Elexicon's options, and certainly we had looked at it:  What about the 44 kV lines?  Could those be used and, say, downstepped or something of that nature?

But the other thing to remember here -- and this is part of the discussions early on with Elexicon -- was that it is called north Brooklin for a reason.  There is a South Brooklin as well and a whole tranche of employment lands that the Town has identified quite strongly that employment lands being energized and being able to be shovel-ready is a top priority for them.

And I know that the mayor and the town staff and the council have made it very clear in their official plan, so has the region, and in communications with Elexicon, that they expect that to be available.

And the discussions we had with Elexicon was that the 44 kV lines and the capacity for them needs to be for those kinds of uses and provided to that.

And maybe I should just back up a second.  When I say "employment lands", it is a planning term, because I don't -- I realize not a lot of people understand that.  I don't mean businesses of any kind.  I mean specifically employment lands are those lands that provide for manufacturing, industrial uses, more heavy users of electricity, and explicitly prohibit residential development in their area.  They are exclusively, like, business parks and other things, industrial areas.  That is what an employment land is.

They were saying that they needed that.  And then to complicate matters, we originally were wondering if we could just do a radial feed, just deliver one line to us, and Elexicon for, I think, all of the good reasons they've mentioned here, can't have 20- or 40,000 people on a radial feed, and if somebody hits the line or a tree falls over the lines everybody loses power, which is why they have said they need pole lines on both sides of the road, so that it is a loop system.

MS. ARMSTRONG:  I get it.  Thank you.  I think you answered my question.  Thank you.

MR. CORY:  Okay, all right.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Ms. Armstrong.

Next on the list, Ms. Girvan.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.  Good afternoon, Mr. Cory.  My name is Julie Girvan, and I act as a consultant to the Consumers Council of Canada.

MR. CORY:  Good afternoon, Ms. Girvan.

MS. GIRVAN:  Good afternoon.

I have a quick question.  You said you are a consultant to the developers.  You are not one of the developers?  You are just a consultant to the developers?

MR. CORY:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. CORY:  Yeah, you're right, yeah.

MS. GIRVAN:  Now, so your proposal is that the developers pay zero, in terms of the contribution.  And I was wondering if you had discussions with Elexicon regarding alternatives.

And let's just put one out there.  What about paying half of the contribution?  Did you have discussions with them about that?

MR. CORY:  We had discussions with them about all kinds of alternatives, and those are the main ones that we thought were reasonable were captured in that September, I think it was September 9th letter that Mr. Ladanyi took me to.

We had numerous discussions on various options.  We did have a discussion in regards to paying half, but that was related to just doing a radial feed to -- in other words, one line.  So we said if we have to just deliver power to get it to us, then let's just deliver one pole line with the three circuits that are ultimately required, potential, on it, and string one circuit for the time being, because that is one thing as well that I wanted to clarify.  I don't know how clear it is for everybody.

But we're constructing pole lines that ultimately can take three circuits.  And people have been using it differently, and I am not an electrical expert.  But my understanding of a circuit is the three wires that comprise one circuit going out.  And the pole lines we're talking about can carry three of those.  So there's, you know,[audio dropout] wires in total, but the three circuits comprised of that.

So the only discussion in that regard was, could we just deliver one of those just to get the power out to us, and we were told, no, because looping is required, which I can understand at least, that you can't have that -- similar to a water line, you have to have a looped water line in the development side.  You can't have --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But --


MR. CORY:  -- everybody on one water feed and have it go down.  It is a safety problem.  It's an issue --


MS. GIRVAN:  I understand that.  I just, I am looking at potential solutions to this.  I mean, the problem, I guess, with -- that I would see from your proposal of this, it is all or nothing.

And so I think if you want support and potentially approval from the Board, I am just exploring a potential, you know, other options about not -- not being exempted from the full contribution, but paying some form of contribution.

And I just wondered if that -- that was explored and why you have rejected that.

MR. CORY:  Well, we explored it.  It wasn't rejected because we weren't doing half measures or not.

I mean, I have to say this.  Fundamentally, the landowners don't believe this is a cost we should be absorbing.  This is a transmission cost.  And it does put us at a competitive disadvantage, whether it is a half, or a quarter, or anything else.  There is still a problem with that fundamentally, because it is discriminatory for them, in terms of the house price and what they have to provide.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. CORY:  I am not aware of anywhere else where this is happening, where somebody has to deliver power just to connect the first home from ten kilometres away.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Thank you.

Now, you are committing to make the homes DER-, EV-ready, but you would agree there is no guarantee that DERs or EVs will be installed?

MR. CORY:  No.  No, of course not.  It is up to the homeowner and whether they have -- I would say primarily whether they actually own a EV, an electric vehicle --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. CORY:  -- obviously, because why would you otherwise, but, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  But again, getting back to this, this is unprecedented.  It seems to me it just, it means that the economics just simply aren't there.

MR. CORY:  Sorry, I don't know what you mean.  Economics of what?

MS. GIRVAN:  The economics of bringing the power to those communities.  It is just not there.

MR. CORY:  Well, it has to be there.  There is an obligation to power these communities and deliver the growth this province has identified.  We have to find a solution to it.  Like --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah --


MR. CORY:  -- there has to be a solution.  This is mandated by our government and the laws that it passes.  Like, we have to find a solution to this.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  You have also referred to, along those lines, socialization and how the costs of the line should be paid by ratepayers.  And you said just what you are saying now, this is what the province wants.  This is what the municipality wants.

Did you seek any funding from the province or the municipality to support your project?

MR. CORY:  Funding with the electricity delivery specifically?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. CORY:  We raised it.  Nobody offered anything and I am not aware of any funding that is available for that.

We certainly made overtures to the province -- not directly, but in general, the industry has, and we certainly reached out to the town to say how do we do this.  Help us with this.

But both the province and the municipalities in the development sense have quite a lot on their plate.  And the changes I am referring to, to Bill 23 that have just occurred, have to be considered in context of what is going on here.

Because they have sought to vastly reduce the amount of revenue that comes from development to municipalities, in an effort to reduce the home prices.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. CORY:  So the availability of funds is really embroiled in a much larger conversation at this point in terms of how everything is delivered for housing.  Not just electricity.

MS. GIRVAN:  So in terms of socialization, you are saying that that is important but in fact the end of the day it is the ratepayers of all of the Whitby rate zone that are paying for the capital costs.  So it is not socialization across the province.  It is socialization within the utility, and that is it what you are supporting.

MR. CORY:  Well, we're supporting Elexicon's application.  I am happy for it to be socialized any way it can, but my understanding and I am not an expert in this is that the LDC can only socialize it in the context of what it can do.

I don't know that unless it is a transmission line or a transmission component that Hydro One or others would do and construct -- which we also quested whether or not on this was such a thing -- my understanding is it is not.  If it would be then it would be socialized over a larger rate base for sure.  This is very similar in our world to development charges and specifically area-specific development charges versus development charges that are town-wide.

And you know if there is a discrete cost that is to a specific area, they could be done that way, but typically the base capability of even to move ahead with a development area is a cost that is socialized over the larger community.

So from my planning background and perspective that is certainly the way I look at it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  So you didn't make any specific requests for funding from the municipality or provincial government?

MR. CORY:  No.  We asked for help, certainly, from both.  And it is a help to find a solution to this and it was not specific to give us money.  It was specific to, it was general saying we have to find a solution.  Help us with that overall.  It wasn't --


MS. GIRVAN:  Did you have discussions with the provincial government about the exemption from the distribution system Code?

MR. CORY:  No.  Our landowners -- because you are asking when we were having earlier discussions about whether or not we looked for any help or assistance?  We certainly reached out or landowners did through their contacts and this is second hand information I am conveying, just saying Hey, we have to find a solution here. That was all precursor to the ICM and everything else.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay thank you I am just trying to hurry up.  You have agreed to put the rough-ins in and again this sort of goes to alternatives.  Did you consider offering something more, in terms of your, you as the developers offering something more attractive than simply the rough-ins, like for example Donald was asking you about EV chargers, but what about actual solar panels, what about actual batteries?

Did you consider offering that up as something that you are prepared to provide?

MR. CORY:  Yes.  We did.  We did have that discussion internally with the group.  It was cost prohibitive.  We're already dealing with a cost issue trying to keep the costs down in the housing.

At that point it would be even higher with an even bigger potential market prejudice if people didn't want that and they would rather have a more cost affordable home, it would be I think a lot more risky for any of our developers to commit to doing that everywhere.

And then having to try to sell those homes and --


MS. GIRVAN:  I am trying to see if the developers are providing that and not increasing the cost of the home.

MR. CORY:  Well, that is I think like asking anybody who produces anything to sell it for whatever you want it to be.  That is just not in my experience how the free market works.

They sell the home for what the market is and they build the costs in they have to, to get those back.

MS. GIRVAN:  But -- housing prices climb all the time, don't they.

MR. CORY:  Yes, they do and sometimes developers don't go to sale if they can't sell the home for what the costs are, they wait which is why sometimes --


MS. GIRVAN:  And sometimes they do a lot better, right.

MR. CORY:  Sometimes they do a lot better, that's correct.  That is a free market system we're in and that is the way that works.

MS. GIRVAN:  So I think we had a discussion earlier with Mr. Ladanyi.  You stated that I think it is Board Staff 20, but you don't need to pull it up, that it is unusual.  I think you call it unusual that landowners and developers are required to pay upwards -- you said 41 million dollars, which is I guess the phase 1 and phase 2 costs.

MR. CORY:  That's right.

MS. GIRVAN:  What in your view would be a reasonable amount?

MR. CORY:  The cost to deliver the electricity services within the subdivision itself, the expectation as I said earlier is that power would be at the doorstep and we would just have to do what is typical for most developers throughout the entire greater Toronto area, which is the linear extension, which I think is usually termed an enhancement in the DSC but I am not an expert in that, of service into that subdivision and then they have to, as Mr. Ladanyi was saying, pay for the local cost.

So not even the phase 2 costs would be something that they would have to absorb and we still have to do that after.  Even if this ICM application is approved, we still have to absorb the extraordinary in my opinion cost of the phase 2 costs as well and figure out a way to deal with that which you know the best thought I have heard so far is this longer recovery time frame for that.

But at least that can be done in an incremental fashion.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. CORY:  As opposed to the phase 1 which is all or nothing to get the first house built.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Just ballpark, what would be the average price of a home let's say within the first five years in the area that you are talking about?

MR. CORY:  You know it is an excellent question.  I am not trying to be vague in any way or demure but I really don't know because of all of the changes that have happened.

First, with the mortgage rates and interest rates going up.  Seconds with all of the changes to Bill 23.  And let me give an example.  Prior to all of those changes which all happened pretty much in the last six to eight months, right, I would say, you know, an average home might be a million dollars ,or something like that for a single detached home in north Brooklin.  Town houses might be something in the range of $800,000.

Again, I want to be clear here.  I am a planner.  I am not giving evidence on this, I am just saying this is my own observation.  I am not a real estate expert or a market expert.

They would be in that kind of range.  Now, as one prime example, if a home is sold that is 80 percent less than the average home price -- which our industry has never had to contend with before, by the way, or calculate -- this is the new legislation the government put out.  It is deemed to be affordable.  And a homeowner would not have to pay or a developer would not have to pay development charges, park lands contribution, or some of the other fees that have to be incurred.  And they could potentially sell the home for less to homeowners.

And that is the intents of the bill, obviously.

MS. GIRVAN:  I was just asking ballpark.  Just an average cost of a home, and I think you have answered that for me.

MR. CORY:  That was the average cost of the home eight months ago.  I don't know what the average cost of the home is now, because the whole thing has changed.  Things have dramatically changed in the last eight months, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And let me just look quickly.  Okay.  Those are my questions, thank you.

MR. CORY:  Okay.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Ms. Girvan.  And last on the list is Mr. Daube.

MR. DAUBE:  Hi there.  My questions have been answered.  So I am good.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.  Well, Mr. Cory, I think you are done for the day and, with that, we are done with the technical conference.

MR. CORY:  Thank you, sir.

MR. MURRAY:  For the Elexicon matter.  Just a reminder to both Brooklin and to Elexicon that the answers to undertakings arising from this technical conference are to be provided by the 24th of January.

With that, I will wish everyone a good day and thank you very much.

MR. CORY:  Thank you all, goodbye.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you, all.
--- Whereupon the hearing concluded at 4:30 p.m.
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