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Monday, June 24, 2024
--- On commencing at 12:34 p.m.


MR. CASS:  Good afternoon, everyone.  My name is Fred Cass.  I am the presiding Commissioner for this proceeding.  Joining me on the panel of Commissioners is Pankaj Sardana.

Essex Powerlines Corporation has made two applications that have been combined in this proceeding.  The first application, of EB-2024-0022, is for approval of rates effective January 1, 2025.  The other application, EB-2024-0096, is for approval of a deferral account to record certain costs relating to a distribution system operator pilot project.

We are here today for a transcribed presentation and technical conference relating to the second of those two matters, the proposal for a deferral account.

The plan is that when the Applicant has finished its presentation, we will move directly to the technical conference questions.  The Commissioners will stay on and observe the technical conference and, if the Commissioners have any questions, we'll ask them at the end.

I think at this point I would ask if Board counsel, James Sidlofsky, has any logistical matters that he might want to address.  Then we will do the land acknowledgment, then we will take appearances.

Mr. Sidlofsky, over to you.
Procedural Matters


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Cass.  As Mr. Cass mentioned, the technical conference is going to be taking place in front of the panel of Commissioners hearing the case.  It's being transcribed, and the transcript forms part of the record in this proceeding.  As with the presentation you're about to hear, the technical conference will also be broadcast, and we will be on air throughout the conference, except for those times, if any, where material that's being treated as confidential is being discussed.

As a general matter, although at this point I am not aware of any requests for confidentiality, I am going to remind parties that intervenor representatives seeking access to confidential material are required to execute the board's form of confidentiality undertaking in accordance with the board's practice direction on confidential filings.

As I mentioned so far in this proceeding, Essex hasn't made any confidentiality requests, but if we do go in camera, attendance in that portion of the session would be restricted to those who signed the confidentiality undertaking and board staff.  And if Essex proposes that certain individuals not have access to the in-camera session, we can hear from the parties at that time.

If any confidential material is to be referred to and we have to go in camera, then a redacted version of the transcript will be placed on the public record.  The panel's disposition of a confidentiality request at a later date may affect the form of the transcript that will be placed on the record.

The other procedural matter I would like to remind parties of is that the purpose of the technical conference is to allow Essex Powerlines to respond to any questions from parties, OEB staff and the panel.  The OEB's rules of practice and procedure provide for technical conferences for the purposes, among others, of reviewing and clarifying an application and the evidence of a party.

Our hearing advisor, Lillian Ing, circulated the schedule for the technical conference and we intend to follow that schedule with regard to the order of questioning.  I would ask you to make your best efforts to keep to your estimated times and consider whether it will be possible to shorten those times where someone else may have covered areas in which you have similar questions.

We haven't scheduled a break because today's session is fairly short.

Finally, just a few reminders about technical matters because this is a virtual setting.  First, I would ask intervenors and other individuals not asking questions to mute their audio and turn off their cameras when witnesses are being questioned by someone else.

Second, while there's a chat function available on the Zoom platform, nothing in the chat platform will be recorded or will appear on the transcript, so that you can send messages to each other or to the group, but they will not be transcribed.

Third, and I believe everyone has probably done this already, we would ask that everyone ensure that the name they have associated with their picture right now is their full name, so that the court reporter can accurately record what's said.

 Finally, for this virtual session, we are asking that you repeat your name and whom you represent, because that will assist the court reporter in transcribing this matter.  That is particularly important if you are stepping in to ask a follow-up question.  I believe that is all.

 I know there's one preliminary matter, and that's the assignment of an exhibit number to the Essex Powerlines presentation.  We can do that just before the presentation begins, and I will leave that to Mr. Cass as the presiding member to confirm that.

 And I think we are now ready to go to our land acknowledgment, and then I will hand it back to you, Mr. Cass, for appearances.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.
Land Acknowledgement


MS. ING:  Good afternoon.  The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishinaabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee and the Wendat peoples.

 This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples. We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.  We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of it.  Thank you.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.  So, as already mentioned, we will now take appearances.  I would suggest that perhaps we start with the Applicant, followed by OEB staff and then intervenors.

 So, if parties could please proceed to enter appearances, it would be appreciated.
Appearances


MR. VELLONE:  Good afternoon.  Thank you, Commissioner Cass, Commissioner Sardana.  Thank you, Ms. Ing and Mr. Sidlofsky and all the parties.

 My name is John Vellone, external counsel appearing today on behalf of Essex Powerlines Corporation, the Applicant and with me today, available to give presentation and answer questions, is John Avdoulos, president and CEO of Essex Powerlines; Jayna Sweeney, vice president, finance and strategy of Essex Powerlines; and Grace Flood, director of finance and regulatory affairs at Essex Powerlines.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Cass, happy to jump in:  James Sidlofsky, staff counsel with the Ontario Energy Board.  And with me today are Tina Li, manager of regulatory accounting at the OEB, Iris Yuen, senior advisor and regulatory accounting and case manager for this application, Sally Rabei, senior advisor in strategic policy, Michael Parkes, senior advisor in application policy and conservation, Margaret DeFazio, senior advisor in electricity distribution, Amber Goher, advisor in electricity distribution, and you have already heard from Lillian Ing, our hearing advisor on this case.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.  And intervenors, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  Mark Rubenstein, counsel for the School Energy Coalition.

MR. GARNER:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  Mark Garner, consultant with the Vulnerable Energy Consumer Coalition.

MR. CASS:  Well, I expect that we are ready to proceed with the presentation.  I realize that there's a document to which an exhibit number needs to be given, that being a copy of the presentation.

 Mr. Sidlofsky, can you help me with the appropriate number to give to this exhibit, please?

 MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I can.  We are going to number it based on the technical conference, so that will be Exhibit KT1.1.
EXHIBIT KT1.1:  Essex Powerlines Presentation


MR. CASS:  So I think we are ready for the presentation to proceed, please.

MR. VELLONE:  Thank you, very much.  You made my introduction easy by doing that.

 I am going to turn the floor over first to Mr. Avdoulos and then Ms. Sweeney, to get us started today.
ESSEX POWERLINES - PANEL 1

John Avdoulos

Jayna Sweeney

Grace Flood

Presentation by Mr. Advoulos


MR. ADVOULOS:  Good afternoon.  I want to thank the Panel and attendees right now for consideration in this matter.  And I would like to acknowledge the importance of this project and the innovative nature of solving for what the future of utilities can and will be, and just recognize the work that the Essex Powerlines team has done to help lead the industry in answering some of the questions that we will all be undertaking over the next several years with Essex Powerlines leading the charge.  Jayna, over to you.

MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.  I'm going to share my screen to work through the presentation.  That's not doing what I want to do.

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Sweeney, that worked.  We can see your presentation.
Presentation by Ms. Sweeney


MS. SWEENEY:  I can't see it, though.  That's the problem.  One quick second here.  And that's better for me.  Thank you for the patience.  So, good afternoon, everyone, and thank you for the opportunity to give this presentation.  I'm going to be talking through some of the details behind our application for our deferral account.

So, to begin with a little bit about the project itself, Essex Powerlines received approval and funding through the IESO's Grid Innovation Fund and support for the OEB Innovation Sandbox for its distribution system operator pilot project.  That project is called PowerShare.  The project aims to alleviate known constraints in the distribution system by testing the concept of a local energy market, and what that means is sourcing flexibility locally.  Flexibility can come in the form of generation or curtailment.

The local energy market would engage distribution connected customers to inject energy into the distribution system or curtail load to alleviate local capacity constraints, and this is particularly pertinent in the Leamington area of Essex Powerlines service territory, which has a high concentration of greenhouses that represent a significant load.  Feeders in that area are frequently loaded at greater than 50 per cent, and so any loss of supply at one feeder results in outages that cannot be addressed via another feeder.  One of the activities in the local energy market is paying local DER owners for that flexibility, and those payments could be made at prices higher than HOEP.

Essex Powerlines has signed a Contribution Agreement with the IESO that supports the project and which includes funding from the IESO of up to 50 per cent of project activities and costs.  Included in project scope and in the budget are payments for local energy and capacity.  This means payments for generated energy or curtailment to satisfy local energy constraints in place of energy or capacity being purchased through the IESO administered market.  Included in the budgets are funds to offset 50 per cent of the costs paid for energy and capacity to flexibility providers.

In terms of market design, PowerShare aims to test a DSO model for utilities using a market design for purchasing services for distribution connected customers to meet grid needs.  This is achieved through a matching of bids and offers in a software platform, constraints are identified and requirements are published, pre-qualified flexibility providers bid to meet those published needs.  Bids and offers are matched based on location, quantity and price, in that order, and once a match is made, a contract is formed and the flexibility providers are dispatched to provide energy and capacity at the required time.  Up to 5,000 megawatts of electricity capacity is planned to be procured during the approximately 21 months of the pilot project at the maximum price of $300 per megawatt-hour.

Capacity and energy will first be secured, would first be secured, and then through that bid and offer match, will result in a commitment to generate or curtail.  For that, a participant will receive a portion of the overall payment.  The balance is then earned when the resource is activated to deliver energy or undertake curtailment.

So, Essex Powerlines requests permission to establish a deferral account and two sub-accounts in which to accrue the difference between amounts paid for flexibility that exceed HOEP and project funding.  Specifically one sub-account to track local capacity costs net of funding and a separate sub-account to track local energy costs net of funding and HOEP. If the full 5,000 megawatts are procured and the maximum is paid for each megawatt, the maximum exposure is estimated to be approximately $550,000.  That is based on an estimated average HOEP of $38.70 per megawatt-hour, but would be calculated based on actual HOEP for the hours of operation and settled accordingly.

In terms of progress and outcomes, the DSO local energy market has opened to permit initial bids and offers to test the platform.  Several participants have completed the onboarding process and participation is expected to increase significantly over the next few months.  As expected, the process of sourcing participants has been challenging.  Flexibility providers cannot be participating in any other IESO markets or programs. At the conclusion of the project, of the pilot project, Essex Powerlines requests that amounts be considered for disposition through a rate rider to Essex Powerlines' customers.

So, at this point, I want to provide a couple of examples to step through the proposed accounting.  I will begin with local capacity payments.  In this example, a DER owner commits to make two megawatt-hours per day of flexibility available to Essex Powerlines for a period of five days.  The contracted price is $39.90 per megawatt-hour.  The total payment to the DER owner for that commitment period is the $39.90, times two megawatt-hours per day, times five days for a total of 399.  For those payments, these are the required accounting entries.  First, we would debit 4705, which is cost of power, for the $399 and credit accounts payable to record the payment to the DER owner.  Then, to record recovery of 50 per cent through project funding, we would debit accounts receivable and credit 4705 to reduce by half.  Then we would move the remaining half to the proposed new DVA account with a debit to that new DVA account and a credit to 4705.

For local energy payments, in that example, a DER owner who has contracted capacity into the local energy market is now activated to supply energy.  Essex Powerlines activates the DER owner to deliver four megawatts of energy and the contracted price is $239.40 per megawatt-hour.  The total payment to the DER owner for that energy is then the $239.40 times four megawatt-hours for a total of $957.60.  In this example, we have estimated that HOEP in each of these hours, each of the four hours, was $38.72 per megawatt-hour, and therefore if that same energy were purchased through the IESO wholesale market, it would have cost the $38.72 times four for a total of $154.88.  The accounting entries for this example are, again, a debit to cost of power, 4705 of $957.60 and a credit to accounts payable for the same amount to record the payment to the DER owner.  That would be followed by an entry to record recovery of 50 per cent of the cost through project funding, with a debit to an accounts receivable account and a credit to 4705.  And then leaving the balance of what the power would have been purchased at if we were paying HOEP in the 4705 account, we would move the balance of $323.92 to the proposed new DVA and remove the difference, that $323.92 again from 4705.  That would let us recognize HOEP on the local energy purchase and move the balance to the DVA account.

For local curtailment payments, slightly different example.  In this case, a participant who has contracted curtailment in the local energy market is activated to reduce their load.  Essex Powerlines activates the participant to reduce load by two megawatts per hour over for a two-hour period in the example, the contracted price is $239.40 per megawatt-hour.

Again in this case, the total payment to the participant for that curtailment is calculated at $239.40, times two megawatt-hours times two hours for a total of $957.60.  And the required entries in this case, similar, slightly different:  First, we record the payment to the participant with the debit to cost of power for the $957.60, and a credit to accounts payable, followed by an entry to record recovery of 50 percent through project funding, a debit to accounts receivable of the $478.80, and a credit to cost of power, $478.80.

And then we move the balance, the entire balance now, to the new DVA and reduce 4705, because this is a curtailment example rather than an injection example, or a generation example.

And so those are the sort of three kinds of scenarios that we have used to exemplify what the accounting entries would look like.

And that really is the conclusion of what I wanted to try and present in terms of providing a bit more context and some more details on our current status and our market.

MR. VELLONE:  Thank you very much, Ms. Sweeney.

Mr. Cass, the panel is open for questioning.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.  So, I would turn it over to Mr. Sidlofsky, then, to lead the technical conference part of this proceeding today.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  I am going to turn the floor over to Mr. Rubenstein for the School Energy Coalition, scheduled to go first with questions.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much, for the presentation.  It answered a couple of my questions.

I just want to make sure I understand a couple aspects.  So, just to be clear, as I understand the maximum amount of capacity that can be contracted and paid under the proposal is, I think, 7500 megawatt-hours?

MS. SWEENEY:  So, in running estimates and models leading up to trying to figure out how to do all of this activity, we predicted that we would likely have to secure more capacity than we needed to activate at the time.  So it was estimated, just in running the numbers and working out the math, that we would likely have to secure around 7500, to be able to activate the 5000.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So let me just back up, then:  Is it the 5000 megawatt-hours of energy that is the maximum, and everything is derivative of that number?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So the 5000 megawatt-hours at a maximum payment, I believe, of $300 per megawatt-hour?  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that's what you have in your agreement with the IESO?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That was the project arrangements.  Okay.

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Then additionally, there is the capacity payments.  And you are estimating 7500 megawatt-hours, but it could be more, it could be less?

MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, Mark, just before you go too far, I think you said 5000 megawatt-hours.  And I just want to be clear:  I think the limit is 5000 megawatts, not megawatt-hours, just to be clear on units.  Ms. Sweeney, is that correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. VELLONE:  It is 5000 megawatts and 7500, I think, is megawatt-hours.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, this is where I get confused, because in energy, you usually are talking about megawatt-hours, not megawatts.  So this is where I get confused.

Can you help me?

MR. VELLONE:  You are asking a finance person, not an engineer.  Maybe a different question for her?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, my question really is what is the actual terms of the agreement with the IESO or the project parameters?  And is it 5000 megawatts of energy?  It doesn't seem to me, an energy calculation is a megawatt-hour calculation.  This is what I got confused about, when I read your application.

So maybe, if you can't answer, you can undertake to provide me with an explanation?

MR. VELLONE:  Allow me to help and maybe the witness can confirm, because I have read the agreement with the IESO.  So, the Applicant has entered into a contribution with the IESO, a Contribution Agreement, pursuant to which 50 percent of the project costs for this DSO Pilot Project is funded through IESO funding.

The cap on that is 5000 megawatts of procured capacity, not energy.  And then the energy estimates that I believe you are seeing in the application and throughout are based on Essex's own forecast of need and program operations for the duration that the pilot actually runs.

Ms. Sweeney, can you just confirm that? - because I'm not supposed to give evidence here.

MS. SWEENEY:  I can confirm that.  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  That's very helpful.  Thank you, Mr. Vellone.

So I am looking at the table you provided in page 4 of the evidence that shows what you call your estimated maximum costs.

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And there, I am seeing for local energy costs, 5000 megawatt-hours.  Do you see that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And how exactly have you derived that estimate if the target or the maximum capacity is 5000 megawatts?

MS. SWEENEY:  I am not going to be able to give a very adequate explanation here, to be perfectly frank.  I think that we were calculating that we are going to have a need of 5000 that we need to meet, 5000 megawatt-hours that we need to meet, with the capacity that we are trying to procure in the project.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just so you understand, the reason I am asking this question, I am trying to understand what is actually the max in -- or trying to understand your maximum estimated costs.

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Right?  So, what is the ceiling?  I understand the HOEP aspect, which is a forecast; you are using a forecast, and that changes.  But everything else, I am just trying to actually understand what the maximum is.  And this is where I am having confusion because the agreement, or sort of -- it's a maximum on a capacity basis, but then you have translated it or you have made an estimate towards --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- energy on a megawatt-hour energy basis, and then a megawatt-hour capacity basis.  And I am just trying to understand those two linkages, so I can satisfy myself and my client that those are reasonable -- those actually are maximums.

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And if you would like to take away by undertaking, that's fine.  I am happy, either way, if that's more helpful.

MS. SWEENEY:  John, if you are talking, you are on mute.

MR. VELLONE:  In some technologies, if I move this thing down, it actually unmutes me.  In this one, it does not.  Apologies, all.

I think we will accept the undertaking, Mr. Rubenstein, because the questions you are getting at are more engineering assumptions than finance assumptions.  So I think Ms. Sweeney, together with her team, can derive a better answer than her, on the spot, here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am going to do two things here.  I will assign that undertaking, JT1.1.  Would it be possible, Mr. Rubenstein, to just give a succinct description of that for the reporter?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Always challenging.  To explain how Essex derived the estimated quantity of local energy of 5000 megawatt-hours and capacity of 7500 megawatt-hours from the maximum capacity that can be funded, of 5000 megawatt-hours -- or sorry, 5000 megawatts.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Is that clear to Essex?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes, it is.
UNDERTAKING JT1.1:  TO EXPLAIN HOW ESSEX DERIVED THE ESTIMATED QUANTITY OF LOCAL ENERGY OF 5000 MEGAWATT-HOURS AND CAPACITY OF 7500 MEGAWATT-HOURS FROM THE MAXIMUM CAPACITY OF 5000 MEGAWATTS THAT CAN BE FUNDED

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.

Now, as I read that total number, you are estimating the maximum cost less the 50 percent funding from the IESO and the forecast HOEP, about $555,000 over the pilot-project life.  Do I have that correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that is over 21 months?

MS. SWEENEY:  Roughly, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so my simple math on an annualized basis, that's about $317,000 a year.  Do you take that, subject to check?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm taking just that number, dividing by 21 and then multiplying it by 12.  And my understanding your materiality threshold is approximately $62,000 a year?

MS. SWEENEY:  In our current application, I believe it was closer -- well, it was more than that, but closer to 85 or 87. I can't remember the number off the top of my head.  I don't have it in front of me.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I'm just reading from page 3.  This is at least the materiality threshold that you're using for the materiality criteria where you say, as such, I'm looking at line 18, as such, EPLC is mutually added threshold is $62,126.

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.  That's from our previous cost of service application.  Correct --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the number you're providing me is -- sorry, I didn't want to interrupt.  And the number you're providing me is for the 2025 rates application?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, at least based on the materiality threshold that you're utilizing for the purposes of the eligibility criteria, I get it's about five times, approximately five times the materiality threshold.  Correct?  Roughly speaking?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, do we have anywhere the billing packs for customers of what this will cost?  Did you provide that?

MS. SWEENEY:  I did not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I don't think there is.  Are you able to do that?

MS. SWEENEY:  I did not.  I don't have it in front of me.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, I understand that.  By way of undertaking?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't have it figured out, is what I am saying.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I wouldn't expect you to.  Are you able to provide a bill impact analysis of these amounts?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  What do you want us to assume for cost allocation of the accounts?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What are you proposing?  How do you plan to dispose of it?  Do you have --


MR. VELLONE:  We're asking for approvals of the accounts, but not disposition at this stage, so we didn't come up with a proposal.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, you can include a proposal as part of your assumption.

MR. VELLONE:  We will do our best.  Can we mark that, Mr. Sidlofsky?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We can.  JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE THE COST OF BILLING IMPACTS FOR CUSTOMERS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, in this application you cite the Chapter 2 filing requirements, that these are Chapter 2 for the Filing Requirements for Electricity Distribution Applications, and then set out the criteria for a new deferral or grants accounts.  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And as I understand, those are for cost of service applications.  Correct?  Chapter 2.

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And you're not rebasing until January 1, 2025.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, you're seeking an effective date as of February 19, 2024.  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, at least for the period between February 19, 2024 and December 31, 2024, you'll be under IRM?  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, what is the regulatory basis for the approval of the application, at least between those two periods?  Is it a z-factor, an ICM, is it something and then OEB's non-wire solutions guideline?  What is the regulatory basis for approval?

MR. VELLONE:  For clarity, Mr. Rubenstein, the application has been joined with the cost of service application, and they're asking for a different effective date.  That was the --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, sorry, you're not relying on a z-factor, an ICM, or the non-wire solutions guideline?  I'm just trying to understand.  There's a period -- I understand they have been combined, but for the period before the effective date of your Cost of Service application when you're under IRM, what is the basis for the OEB to approve the new account?

MR. VELLONE:  It is not a z-factor.  It's not unexpected.  It's not -- there's not incremental capital being requested here, so it's not an ICM.  The basis is what was filed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, assuming the account is created and it's effective February 19, 2024, is there any amounts that would be, as of today, that would have been recorded?  It's a bit unclear.  You talked about it at the beginning of your presentation that you're, I think, testing.  I'm just unclear where we are in the life cycle of the project.

MS. SWEENEY:  We have, as I tried to explain earlier, done some small trades to test the platform and make sure that everything is working as expected and sort of following the process through so that we are very clear on what's required in the settlement procedures that we would need to undertake.  We have incurred some costs to date, around $3,500, in trades itself.  That's not total project costs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much.  Now, I understand the basis of the project, its evolution was the IESO's Grid Innovation Fund, OEB Sandbox joint call.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And as I understood, they were seeking high level pilot projects to better understand DER technologies.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able to provide a copy of the proposal that you ultimately ended up filing with the IESO or the basis of what was approved?

MS. SWEENEY:  Unless it's to be kept confidential, I believe we can.

MR. VELLONE:  We'll mark that as an undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING JT1.3:  TO FILE A COPY OF THE PROPOSAL FILED WITH THE IESO


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, as I understand, there were a number of projects that were approved and that were funded, at least 50 percent by the Grid Innovation Fund.  I'm trying to understand -- can you help me understand, specifically, what benefits do Essex Powerlines customers specifically receive from this project as opposed to the broader learnings that the IESO or the sector may have from this pilot project?

MS. SWEENEY:  So, the benefits that will accrue to Essex Powerlines customers will be in the form of future ability to provide greater reliability as economic development and electrification increase demand and the constraint that we're already seeing in areas like Leamington continue to increase or become more prominent, we're going to need strategies to address that in the future.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, would it be fair to classify that as the benefit they get is the learnings for -- it's learnings, the company is learning that could pay dividends in the future?  And maybe to help you, as opposed to are you deferring an investment over this period because of this project?  Is there reliability benefits, quantifiable reliability benefits, during this period, during the pilot period?

MS. SWEENEY:  I would argue that it's fair to characterize it as learnings, and no, there is no specific capital investment being deferred during this pilot project, but this will equip us with the tools and the knowledge to be able to say, if this were scaled, then those benefits certainly would be available in concrete terms, in terms of capital deferral and certainly increase reliability.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And is the expectation when you're talking to potential participants that this is a pilot project, it may end in 20, 24 months, so this is going to be a longer term mechanism?

MS. SWEENEY:  It's clear that it's a project, that it's a pilot.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I think we talked about how you were required, as I believe, to sign a Contribution Agreement with the IESO?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide a copy of that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING JT1.4:  TO FILE A COPY OF THE CONTRIBUTION AGREEMENT WITH THE IESO.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, as I understand, the deferral account is covering the payments made to participants, but obviously there are broader costs to undertake the project.  Correct?  That are not being captured in this.

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And who is paying for those costs?

MS. SWEENEY:  They are being -- well, Essex Powerlines is paying for those costs, net of funding.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that's the 50 percent that the IESO is also paying?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Correct, okay.  Now, at any point in your application process with the IESO or any discussions that you may have had with the OEB Sandbox group, did you inform them that you were going to seek to ask ratepayers to fund the remaining 50 percent of the payments to participants?

MS. SWEENEY:  Not in those specific terms.  I would say no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What do you mean by not those specific terms?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't think we ever said out loud we are going to ask Essex Powerlines to pay the other 50 percent.  I think that it was -- the project was proposed and the benefits were discussed.  And I don't think that part was part of the discussion.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, as I understand, you filed the application on February 16, 2024 --


MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- which was either around or at the time of, from what I take from when you began at least testing the PowerShare program.  Why did you file --


MS. SWEENEY:  It was just -- I am sorry, it was just before we started testing the platform.  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Why did you file it so late?  As I understood you were awarded this, I think, in 2022 or late 2021 or 2022.

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So why did you bring the application when you did?

MS. SWEENEY:  I think that is the time that a concern about the cost-of-power component of the project sort of surfaced.  I think prior to that we were very focused on figuring out the market rules and how a DSO could even operate, how it could work.  And that just is the time at which the question arose.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so before that, before you obviously thought about bringing the -- before you prepared the application and submitted it, did you initially expect that the company would fund the pilot?

MS. SWEENEY:  On the cost-of-power side of it, I don't think that it was contemplated.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now is --


MR. VELLONE:  To the extent it helps, Mr. Rubenstein, I think it might be fair to say Essex assumed cost of power would be a flow-through, like it always is.

Is that fair, Ms. Sweeney?

MS. SWEENEY:  Absolutely.

MR. VELLONE:  And that when they looked at the details of how the existing cost-of-power accounts work and the regulatory treatments of those, that's when they realized they had a challenge.  And this application was intended to resolve that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.  Now, as I understand the project, Essex Power -- and this is from going on your web page -- Essex Power is working with a company called, I believe, NODES.  They are also working with Utilismart and Essex Energy Corp., I believe.  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, as I understand, Essex Energy Corp. is an affiliate.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And Utilismart is also an affiliate?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What roles do they play in this project?

MS. SWEENEY:  Essex Energy is providing engineering support in terms of -- again, you are maybe asking a question that is outside of my area of expertise.  But they provide engineering support to a number of LDCs in the province, and load studies and different work like that.  And they are providing that kind of support.

And also in terms of the appropriate measurement and verification equipment, siting and different things like that.

Utilismart is a software provider to many utilities in Ontario, and they are providing the meter data management system on top of which the software platform rests.  So it relies on the meter data to enable confirmation and settlement of the DSO activities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are they providing any funding, either in actual cash or in kind?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't have it right in front of me, but there is an in kind, I believe, an in-kind contribution from both.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is there a project agreement between all the participants?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't know that there is specifically, no.  But the agreement with the IESO outlines the funding to each of the parties.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I am going to ask, and maybe the answer is it is included in the Contribution Agreement, but otherwise --


MS. SWEENEY:  Perhaps.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- I am looking for two things:  A budget between all the participants, if there's a project agreement and, essentially, who is bearing the costs?  Is that something you could provide?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be undertaking JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING JT1.5:  TO PROVIDE A PROJECT AGREEMENT INCLUDING THE BUDGET BETWEEN THE PARTICIPANTS, INCLUDING WHO IS BEARING THE COSTS.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is Essex Powerlines's shareholder contributing any amount?

MS. SWEENEY:  No, they are not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, the program ceiling of 300 megawatt-hours, is that set out in the agreement with the IESO?  Or is that in the -- yeah:  Is that set out in the agreement with the IESO?

MS. SWEENEY:  It is set out in the budget document.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And how is that determined?

MS. SWEENEY:  Through some consultation with people who know a lot more about it than I do, and who our third-party partner, NODES, has a great deal of experience in operating these kind of markets and providing some input.  And also, with some comparisons to other IESO programs, things like the capacity option, for example, and sort of reasonable limits established therein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, the capacity payments which --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- as I understand, you have, at least on that table that you have provided on page 4, it is $39.90 per megawatt-hour?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that an established number?  Or can that change, depending on --


MS. SWEENEY:  It can change.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So that could be higher?


MS. SWEENEY:  It can change.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, how is the $39.90 forecasted?

MS. SWEENEY:  As a percentage of the $300.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  I believe somewhere, I saw it is about 14 percent.  But how did you make that determination, that that was that amount?

MS. SWEENEY:  I think we modelled some different numbers and ended up with that, as our estimate.  That doesn't necessarily mean that is what we will pay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So ultimately again, when we were talking about the estimated maximum cost --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- that amount may actually increase?

MS. SWEENEY:  The maximum will not.  We have discussed quite a bit internally about how to do that, and between the sort of payment to secure capacity, which is a commitment to be available, and the payment for the energy itself, those two in combination should not exceed the maximum.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So that total is $300, but you can split it in different ways?

MS. SWEENEY:  In ways to meet the needs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But since the quantity of capacity is not fixed --

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- you could ultimately be paying more than what is shown in your table?

MS. SWEENEY:  The numbers in the table are an example to show how it would split between the two.  I do confirm what you are saying that, in theory, yes, it could add up to more than the maximum.  But the idea would be to manage it and be working towards keeping ourselves within the total.

So, still committed to managing the process between paying for capacity and activating for energy so that, in combination, even if we pay for more capacity than we ever activate for energy that, in combination, it doesn't exceed the 300 times the 5000.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.

MR. VELLONE:  Can I just elaborate further?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  So, Ms. Sweeney, if you were getting close to the max and another participant showed up, could you just not sign a participation agreement with them, don't buy the capacity from them?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. VELLONE:  And if you are getting close to the maximum and you are deciding on an energy activation, could you just choose not to do an energy activation?

MS. SWEENEY:  We could, and/or pay -- we don't have to necessarily accept the offer that comes in through the platform.

MR. VELLONE:  I hope that helps, Mr. Rubenstein.  I'm just trying to give you the tools they have.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, that's fine.  That's very helpful.  Could I just ask you a couple smaller questions here.  On page 5 of the application under the disposition heading, starting at line 21, it says:

EPLC additionally requests permission to submit reconciling adjustments that deviate balance should the proposed 50 percent recovery through the pilot funding not be precise and there be some residual balance at the time of disposition."

Could you explain what you mean by that?

MS. SWEENEY:  The only thing I'm focused on with that statement is if HOEP -- is if there's a difference between what HOEP ends up being and what we predict it is -- it's just a timing issue in terms of when we settle versus when we have information.  And if it were, say we settled right at the end of a month, like right on the very last day of a month and we, for whatever reason, and it has happened, that the HOEP value does change, very occasionally past the hour in which it's posted, then there would be some small reconciling amount, and that's really the only reason for that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, I don't know if you provided draft accounting orders.  I'm not sure if what's meant to be the examples are what you intend to be the accounting orders.  Have you filed -- Is there draft accounting orders for the account?

MS. SWEENEY:  No.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that something you could provide?

MS. SWEENEY:  I believe so.

MR. VELLONE:  I think the examples do follow that methodology, Mr. Rubenstein, but they should be formalized.  I agree.

MS. SWEENEY:  If you -- yes, formally.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be undertaking JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING JT1.6:  TO FILE DRAFT ACCOUNTING ORDERS FOR THE ACCOUNT.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And now, the reference to HOEP that makes sense today but may not make sense in a year from now, I just want to make sure I understand.  And so, maybe it's a comment less, if that should be -- if you could make sure the accounting order refers to what would happen post presumably May 1?

MS. SWEENEY:  MRP?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  2025, yes.  Now, lastly, as I understand as part of the contribution agreements generally, you're required to provide milestone payments to the -- sorry, milestone reports to the IESO before they'll provide you with reimbursement.  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Have you provided any milestone reports to date?

MS. SWEENEY:  We have not, but actually milestone 1 is getting submitted tomorrow, as it turns out.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that something you could provide?

MS. SWEENEY:  To be perfectly honest, I'm not sure if we're allowed to do that, but I can find out under the agreement.  John, do you have a thought on that?

MR. VELLONE:  We'll take the undertaking and if we need to mark it confidential, we'll do that in the undertaking.

MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  We'll have to double check.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING JT1.7:  TO FILE ANY MILESTONE REPORTS PROVIDED TO THE IESO TO DATE.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, my last question is:  What do you plan to make public, either milestones report or any other information, what do you plan to make public to customers as a result of this?  What type of reporting or lessons learned or information do you provide?  Is this a pilot project that is being funded by rate payers and also funded by provincial rate payers, do you plan to provide?

MS. SWEENEY:  I think that there are requirements under the funding agreement to provide certain reports, which I am certain will be -- I'm not certain.  I imagine will be public.  Beyond that, we have our regular sort of communications cadence and, through this process, you know, our rate payers have had an opportunity to understand, or at least begin to understand, the pilot project, and we will certainly be sharing our learnings broadly in terms of how to effectively operate a DSO market and our market rules will be shared so that they can be used elsewhere.  That's one of the desired outcomes, is that people understand how it works and use what we're learning here in other circumstances.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand.  At a high level, I understand your intent of the discussion to share information, but, I mean, I'm being a little bit more specific.  Are you planning, outside of anything you must provide to the IESO, is there something you plan to provide to the public, maybe the OEB, with respect to actual learnings, specific learnings, specific outcomes, documentation that you plan to provide?

MS. SWEENEY:  I'm not sure I have a more fulsome answer than what I've provided, except to say that obviously anything that we're sharing, we would be sharing all of our lessons learned.  There are formal reporting requirements for all that stuff and that will be provided, as well as the market rules will be available for other people to use.  That would include the OEB obviously.  And in terms of communication beyond that, we would plan our standard communications in terms of progress and activities.  We engage with -- we have engaged with our shareholder communities with some onsite presentations and meetings in terms of discussing opportunities to participate in the project and in the program and have discussed with numerous people in that sense.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much for your assistance.  Those are all my questions.

MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Rubenstein.  Let's move over to OEB Staff.  Just before staff goes ahead, Mr. Garner, you're here.  Were you planning on asking any questions?

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Yes, I had a couple and I do apologize because I don't think -- somehow I fell off the loop for the timing of this thing.  I have only two very short ones, if you would like me to jump in.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Why don't you go ahead.  Sure.
Examination by Mr. Garner


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So, Ms. Sweeney, I had two questions.  One, you were talking about how this project deals with specific issues, like the greenhouse loads that you're having around Leamington, and I was just wondering, greenhouses typically fall into what rate class for Essex?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't know specifically.  I would guess --


MR. GARNER:  Could you undertake to do that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Certainly.

MR. GARNER:  To tell us which ones they're falling into so we just have an understanding of that.  And ancillary to that, Essex is kind of an unusual utility in it has these dispersed franchise areas, and I'm wondering if you can tell me if the greenhouse customers that you have are all, or primarily, in Leamington, or if they're also in Amherstberg, LaSalle and Tecumseh?  So, I'm just wondering how widely spread this issue is.  I'm trying to understand, quite frankly, is a DER solution being focused down into the Leamington area for greenhouses or is it in these other, you know, more dispersed franchises that you have in Tecumseh, LaSalle and Amherstberg?

MS. SWEENEY:  So, I'll answer probably in two parts.  First, the greenhouses are -- as far as Essex Powerlines' service territories, the four communities, the greenhouse impact is largely felt in Leamington, yes.  So, it's a Leamington question, but we started the focus there simply for that kind of reason, but certainly I would argue that the DER opportunity in terms of addressing constraints is in all of our communities.  It's just that we started there because we have the most serious and current constraint there.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I'm sorry.  I was under the impression that the constraints were around the greenhouses and that, for instance, Tecumseh, which is quite a different place and quite a ways away, you weren't experiencing the same sort of constraints?

MS. SWEENEY:  We aren't to the same level, for sure, but I would suspect that going forward, years forward, that we would be facing the same kind of constraints.

MR. VELLONE:  Are you able to share some of the experience in the Amherstberg area around growth, residential load growth, in the Amherstberg area perhaps to help Mr. Garner see how different things are driving different changes in different parts of the system?

MS. SWEENEY:  Certainly.  Yes.  And perhaps if it's possible, I could call on John Avdoulos to actually answer that specific question, only because he is very in tune with the kind of -- we've got different kinds of growth factors happening in a number of our communities, greenhouses for sure in the Leamington area.  We certainly have other sort of residential growth and then other economic growth happening in other areas.  So, John, I don't know if you feel like you could help me out there?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Avdoulos, just before you start, I don't want to lose track of what I think is still an undertaking, that was to provide the customer class for greenhouses?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I thought it was turning into a bigger undertaking, but we will leave it at that.  And we will number that JT1.8.

MS. SWEENEY:  Got it.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.
UNDERTAKING JT1.8:  TO PROVIDE THE CUSTOMER CLASS FOR GREENHOUSES.


MR. ADVOULOS:  So, to add to the information with respect to the growth, we do have several different load growth patterns.  Leamington is for sure contributed to by greenhouse and agricultural growth.  There is also considerable residential growth in Leamington.

LaSalle is all residential load growth.  LaSalle is a prominent community where we are seeing houses that are of larger size.  And the forecast is that the LaSalle area will double in the next 10 to 12 years.

Amherstburg is a mix of industrial, commercial, greenhouse and residential.  Greenhouse does have a large impact in the Amherstburg area, as well.  We have recently been approached for a 14-megawatt connection for one greenhouse, which is a considerable size.

And Tecumseh is, again, a mix of commercial and residential.

So, we do have four different load profile and load-growth patterns in the four different communities.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  But I thought the purpose of the DER projects was to really deal with some specific issues that have to do with the type of load you are getting.  So a residential suburb is a typical load for many utilities, but your loads in these greenhouses were -- as you just pointed out the one in Amherstburg coming on -- they are unusual types of load for a utility.

Is that correct?  Isn't that what the DER project is focused around, that type of unique loads that you are experiencing?

MR. ADVOULOS:  It is to handle in general the load growth that we are seeing across the board.  We are being impacted by  even in over and above the industrial, agricultural, residential and commercial, we are being impacted by EV growth.  One of our communities has a high-density EV adoption that is providing an impact to the congestion of the system.

And this project, although a local energy market is part of this project, the other part is the ability to have real-time visibility and grid management capabilities in order to make proactive decisions to balance the system.  And a local energy market is one tool that provides flexibility in order to help balance the system.

Other aspects of that are being able to manage the grid through distribution system automation, which is going to be fundamental for every utility across North America to undertake.  But specifically, the portion of this project that deals with that is the grid visibility portion.  Unless you have grid visibility with near real-time analytics, you can't make those balancing decisions.

So, although yes, the initial project was meant to deal with the agricultural growth, the premise is that, as a distribution system operator, you will require grid visibility no matter what type of load growth you are experiencing.  And you will have to have balancing capabilities, which means it starts with visibility.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I mean, I am focused mostly on What is unique about Essex and the DER in Essex.

You just said something that will -- and one final question on that, that goes to that:  Is there a unique challenge to Essex because of the way it has four diverse franchise areas, with TSes coming in at quite different places?  Is that a unique problem vis-á-vis, let's say, a single-franchised utility?

Is that one of the reasons a DER appeals to this utility?

MR. ADVOULOS:  I think every utility is going to experience similar issues.  We are the first of many, and the leading utility to undertake solving for the capacity  constraints because of the fact that we have lagged over the last 20 years in terms of some of the infrastructure, coupled with the absolute success on the economic development front on both manufacturing and on agriculture.

So 10 years ago, there was only 200 acres of greenhouses.  Currently, there are 2,000 acres and, in five to 10 years, there is going to be 4,000 acres.  So, that amount of load growth is unprecedented, but it's not something that other areas are going to be immune from.  They will experience and, in some areas of Ontario, they are experiencing similar.  We are just the lucky ones that have to deal with it now.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Thank you, for those answers.  Thank you, Mr. Sidlofsky, for asking.  I am done.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, very much.  Now I'm going to move on to Board Staff.  I believe it's Ms. Rabei who is going to be leading off.

MS. RABEI:  Yes.  Thank you, so much.

My first question is referencing EPLC's DVA application, page 2, where it notes that Essex Powerlines has secured the funding through the IESO Grid Innovation Fund.

My first question relates to the funding amounts and the expectations as to which aspects and activities of the project this funding will be assigned to, and how each party will contribute to that.

If you don't have the amounts ready, or if you don't have these commitments ready, is it correct to assume that they will be provided in the Contribution Agreement undertaking?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  My second question is does Essex Powerlines expect that all funding provided from Essex Powerlines for any aspects of the pilot project would be recovered from ratepayers, whether through the base rate or through the use of a proposed deferral account?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, can I seek clarity, Ms. Sweeney?

What about the capital costs incurred?  Were there --


MS. SWEENEY:  Go ahead.  Ask me a different question, John.

MR. VELLONE:  Sure.  Are you seeking recovery for the capital costs that Essex Powerlines contributed for the software element?

MS. SWEENEY:  So activities in the project are going to be conducted like normal distribution activities, insofar as they are in support of current distribution and to the extent that they perhaps extend the use or the applicable use of those activities.

And so they are being -- all work in the project is being considered distribution activity and is being recorded as such, net of the funding.

MS. RABEI:  And are any of the pilot-project funding sources tied to project milestones or third-party participation?  And, if so, what is the status of the project with respect to those requirements?

MS. SWEENEY:  Can you repeat the question, please?

MS. RABEI:  Sure.  Are any of the pilot-project funding sources tied to project milestones or third-party participation?  And, if so, what is the current status of the project with respect to those requirements?

MS. SWEENEY:  So the project is broken up into five Milestones, and the funding requirements are tied.  There are funding requirements tied to each milestone and required reporting for each milestone.

Milestone No. 1 is the undertaking to fully define the market rules and the operating parameters of the project.  And, as I said earlier, that milestone report is being submitted tomorrow.

Milestone No. 2 will follow closely on that, within the next, I will say week or 10 days.  And milestone No. 2 is basically the work on establishing the platform so that we can -- and the testing that we have done, to basically be able to open the market.  So that's where we are right now and, yes, it does involve engaging with third parties and all of that is outlined in the agreement.

MS. RABEI:  Thank you.  And are there any penalties to Essex Powerlines should it not proceed with funding some of the aspects of the pilot project?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't know specifically that there are.

MS. RABEI:  And is it correct to assume that if there are any penalties, they will be provided in the Contribution Agreement that is part of the undertaking?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. RABEI:  Thank you.  My second question references the DVA, page 5.  EPLC requests permission to submit a reconciling adjustment to the DVA balance should the proposed 50 percent recovery through the pilot funding not be precise and there may be some residual balance at the time of the disposition.  The first question is can you please clarify the nature of IESO's post recovery guarantee, specifically for payments to DER participants through the Grid Innovation Fund and specifically if there is a certain maximum dollar amount that the ISO has committed to funding?

MS. SWEENEY:  So there's a couple of parts to your question there.  So, first of all, the comment about recovering any residual balance, that's the question of timing of settlement versus when we actually have accurate HOEP information.  In case there's some timing related impact there, that's all that that's intended to indicate.

And then your second question was about maximum funding.  Again, it would be in the Contribution Agreement documents and details.  That is the amount that the IESO has committed to fund 50 percent of through the agreement, through the project, is 50 percent of the 5,000-megawatts times the maximum of $300, so that 50 percent of that total.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  So, there is a firm commitment by the IESO to provide 50 percent of the energy and capacity costs in the pilot project?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. RABEI:  Did the IESO prepare to commit to 50 percent of that, or 50 percent the project activities in general?  I'm sorry.

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.  It's both in the sense that there is an overall funding agreement that is the sort of total, but then the budget document outlines the specific components.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  My next question references page 3 of the DVA application, the one referencing the dollar amount that's proposed to be paid and recovery for the funding that's net of HOEP and net of the ISO's 50 percent funding.  And the question is:  Is EPLC's request intended to fund payments for procurement of energy net of recovery through HOEP and net of project funding for any purpose other than meeting the capacity need?

MS. SWEENEY:  No.  Well, it's to any capacity or energy that is procured through the pilot project, so that would include activities such as testing the platform, for example, perhaps, but the general intent of the project is to discover ways to address capacity needs, yes.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  And my last question is referencing the DVA, page 4.  The pilot project will operate in two phases over a period of approximately 21 months and the estimate is that it will be estimated in the project is the activations daily as needed to meet actual constraints.  Can you please specify what are the conditions or criteria that will govern the activation of daily capacity to meet the constraints?

MS. SWEENEY:  That is work that I don't have those specifics in front of me, but the idea is that engineering folks will be monitoring feeder loading, as we do anyways to operate our distribution system presently, and when there is anticipated constraints, they will secure first the capacity and then activate the energy through the platform, the software platform.

MS. RABEI:  If there are criteria for this activation, can you please provide us with a copy of this criteria that you have in place?

MR. VELLONE:  I'm going to jump in quickly.  How does that relate to the narrow DVA request we have here?  And the reason why I'm asking is because this is a joint IESO/OEB pilot program and the development of the rules and the operation of the node software, and the node software participation agreement, and the node software algorithm for settling these could overwhelm this process if you start litigating all of, like, the program design stuff.  And so, I'm just struggling to understand, beyond the caps that she's giving you to get a sense of exposure in the DVA account, why is that relevant to this application?

MS. RABEI:  Sure.  Thank you, John, for this question.  So, we're trying to assess whether the project is going to activate the capacity just to meet the foreseeable need on the system, and it so happens that it's noted here that it will be activated daily, so we just wanted to know if there is actually criteria, seeing that it noted that it will be activated daily as needed, so why the daily activation and not based on a certain constraint?  Why the daily specification?

MR. VELLONE:  So, I think Ms. Sweeney just answered that and said activated daily as needed, so the engineers are going to look at it and only activate it when it's needed.  But do you need literally this much paperwork to get there?  I'm not sure.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  Thank you so much.  No, this addresses my question.  I'm done with my questions.  I will now move it to Mr. Parkes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, can I just follow up on that question.  Is there a protocol or some set of rules?  I mean, John, you were talking about pages this time.  I'm just trying to understand.  Is there a set of protocols?  I know you say engineers will look at it, but that's, I don't want to say subjective, but is there a set of rules of when it will be activated or not?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.  It would have been vetted by the IESO, my understanding is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And is that not something you could provide?

MR. VELLONE:  It's just a lot.  Like, I will say I spent hours reading through everything, and the volumes of data is huge.  It gets into proprietary agreements that nodes have because you have to sign up for that software platform, how that software actually works.  Then Essex itself has market rules in a participation agreement that sits on top of that.  And I will say it is complicated and not very probative for this DVA application.

MS. RABEI:  I have one last question, sorry, before we move to the next section.  Do you anticipate that this --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Ms. Rabei, I'm just going to interrupt you for a second.  Mr. Rubenstein, I just want to sort of close off this exchange between Mr. Rubenstein and Mr. Vellone.  You looked like you might be about to ask another question, Mr. Rubenstein?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm going to consider what John just said.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Thanks.  Sorry, go ahead, Ms. Rabei.
Examination by Ms. Rabei


MS. RABEI:  Sure.  Thank you so much.  I was going to ask if the criteria for activation is different between the pilot project and future deployments?

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't have an answer to that question simply because right now we're only working on the pilot project.

MS. RABEI:  Okay.  Thank you so much.
Examination by Mr. Parkes


MR. PARKES:  Thanks, Ms. Rabei.  Michael Parkes, OEB Staff.  A few questions on the project's potential for Essex to better use non-wire solutions to address distribution system needs, because I think that's sort of an underlying rationale as to why the costs in this deferral account should be recovered from Essex's customers.

First question:  In your DVA application you note that disposition of the proposed deferral account would be sought based on the guidance that's provided in the conservation and demand management guidelines for electricity distributors.  Those guidelines have now been updated and replaced by the non-wire solutions guidelines, but I think most of the content remains.  Was there any specific aspects of those guidelines that Essex thinks are particularly relevant regarding disposition of the proposed deferral account?

MS. SWEENEY:  I would say that we were really looking to the CDM guidelines to give us the parameters of, you know, like materiality and prudence so that we had this sort of -- that we had a path to follow in terms of trying to unpack the work that we were doing in the pilot project with respect to the costs incurred for power.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Thanks.  So, that would include -- there's a piece in the guidelines around need and basically sort of showing how the proposed project would contribute to addressing a distribution system need.

So you would consider that aspect relevant, as well, for this particular project?

MS. SWEENEY:  I would.  I think that the premise of the project is that we know we have feeders in the Leamington area that are loaded at greater than 50 percent.  And then that does represent the need aspect.

MR. PARKES:  Yes.

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  All right.  Thanks.

You discussed how this project might contribute to specific needs a bit more in some of the evidence that was filed in the COS application, so the material investment narrative that you provided for the PowerShare DSO project. So I might just have a couple of follow-ups on a few references in there.

I think I heard from your questioning with Mr. Rubenstein that you don't see this project deferring any specific spending within the current 2025 to 2029 period; it is more about potentially avoiding or deferring spending further out beyond that period.

Have I got that correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.  What I was saying in response to Mr. Rubenstein's question was that this project, at its current -- in its current format and at its current scale, would not be able necessarily to address any -- it would need to scale in order to be able to defer investment.

MR. PARKES:  Right.  Okay.  So, your evidence, it does note one specific infrastructure need, I think, where this scaled-up version of this project might potentially contribute.

You mentioned that you have the one feeder, the M27 feeder, where load exceeds a comfortable level, and you note that that limits your ability to transfer load if there is a failure?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. PARKES:  There is a reference there that there are measures to mitigate these issues, including requesting access to a feeder from Hydro One, but there are some constraints and barriers in that process.

Is it possible to provide a bit more detail on what the mitigation-measure timing and cost might be to address that need, in the absence of the potential NWS solution that might come from the PowerShare project?

MS. SWEENEY:  Certainly, we can do that.  Is that related to this DVA application specifically?  Or is that going to be a question related to our cost-of-service applications?

MR. PARKES:  I think it's relevant now, and that's sort of the -- the rationale for establishing this deferral account I think hinges on, to some respect, on how it may contribute to addressing distribution system needs in the future.

So, if possible, it would be appreciated if it could be responded to as an undertaking as part of this proceeding?

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.  And so that is to explain -- I just want to get the exact gist of the question.

MR. PARKES:  Sure.  So how you would address the overloading on the M27 feeder, what the mitigation measure, timing and cost might be to Essex, just sort of your best understanding of how that need would be addressed at this time?

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Sweeney, before we accept the undertaking and mark it, Mr. Sidlofsky, I just want to make sure I understand.

In a prior exchange with Mr. Rubenstein, he was probing you about the purpose of the pilot.  And I think you agreed with him that it is primarily about learning.

Did I get that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  That is correct.

MR. VELLONE:  Is the purpose of the pilot to specifically address the reliability concern on the M27 feeder?  Or are you just doing it in this area because there happens to be a reliability concern on that feeder?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.  It is the second thing you said.  So this is a pilot.  In this particular project, we aren't necessarily proposing to formalize or continue on.  This is operating a DSO.  The intention of the project is to establish how to do it and what it takes to do it in terms of rules and different things.

I think that we, in order to broaden it to say we are addressing a specific situation, I think that there would need to be -- that would have to come, post-project.

MR. PARKES:  Yes.  I am just looking for evidence that there are real distribution system needs that NWSes might address based on the learnings from this project in the future.  So I was trying to build on that, your reference to the specific case of the M27 feeder, to get a bit more evidence on that need.

MR. VELLONE:  It is quite forward looking, Mr. Parkes, is what I am worried about.  Can we take that on a best-efforts basis?  If it has been done in the context of their cost of service and they have some easy answers, I don't think the Applicant has anything to hide.

I just do not want to drive a bunch of engineering work that may not have already been done for something that is --


MR. PARKES:  Yes -- not looking for any new work.  Just a best-efforts basis as to what you have available, is good.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Sidlofsky, go ahead.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT1.9
UNDERTAKING JT1.9:  TO PROVIDE ANY EVIDENCE SHOWING DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM NEEDS THAT NWSES MIGHT ADDRESS BASED ON LEARNINGS FROM THE PROJECT IN FUTURE.


MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Next question:  Again, within the material investment narrative, there is a reference in there that you will investigate the deferral of large build-out costs during the remainder of the pilot project period.

Can you describe in any more detail what you are thinking there, how the results of the pilot are expected to inform your approach to distribution system planning and consideration of NWSes?

MS. SWEENEY:  What I can say there is that part of what we anticipate to learn from this project is where there are non-wires alternatives or DERs located that could be useful in addressing system needs going forward -- so that part of what we are learning is who finds this kind of project attractive from the participants' side -- we are learning about participants a great deal, so knowing where DERs are located, knowing how they can operate to participate to alleviate a constraint, because just because they exist doesn't mean that they are ready to inject power into the distribution system, either.  Or maybe it means they are totally willing to.  It really is a very unique DER-by-DER question.

And so those are the kind of things that we are going to come away with that will help us to understand where we may be able to use these kind of non-wire solutions to alleviate constraints, and where we may have to either consider broadly, in a broad sense, figuring out how to get more non-wire solutions into different distribution areas, or what kind of investments in other senses may be required to meet needs.

MR. PARKES:  All right.  So, I think I heard from your discussion with Mr. Rubenstein that you are not really sure what form the final report back from the project results might be, beyond the specific reporting requirements that you have to the IESO at the time moment.

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. PARKES:  Is that correct?  Okay.

So, there's also reference in there that you are testing models to determine the cost-benefit analysis of deferring large build out costs and the cost-benefit analysis would be an outcome of the project and would be used to assess the viability of continuing the project after the forecast period.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. PARKES:  So, the OEB has just come out with a BCA framework for addressing electricity system needs.  Do you see that you would likely use that, I guess, as one input in kind of helping you address that question?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.  I certainly think that would be, if not used directly, certainly informing the sort of analysis that we were doing.  That wasn't published at the time that we were creating this project and/or some of the work that we're talking about today, but yes.

MR. PARKES:  Thanks.  A couple last questions.  I'm going to switch gears and topics a bit.  Coming close to a question Mr. Rubenstein asked earlier just around trying to set the overall boundaries of costs within the account.  So, you've done a calculation in there that makes an estimate of sort of the maximum capacity energy costs combined that Essex might be responsible for as $554,000.  Excuse me.  Do you see that as being a hard cap on costs that could be booked in this account or more of a soft cap where you could exceed it but you would be sort of closely scrutinized for prudence as to why and how you would have exceeded that value?

MS. SWEENEY:  I see that as a very good estimate.  The places where there is numbers that we've had to estimate and to just don't have certainty really are mainly HOEP.  And so, as HOEP fluctuates, our planned spend in a project, we know, or our planned maximum.  Right?  We know.  We've got 5,000, up to 5,000 megawatts and up to $300 per.  And so, those numbers are the known knowns, and then what would end up in a DVA account could be impacted by HOEP fluctuating.  And so, we would just have to reconcile those numbers as they occur.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.  Last question on the topic of potential lost revenues.  So, through this project I guess you could get incremental distribution revenue from activating customers or potentially lost distribution revenue from curtailing customers.  Am I correct that the load forecast doesn't specifically have any adjustment or estimate of distribution revenue impacts that might arise from the project?

MR. VELLONE:  There's no load forecast included in this DVA application, Mr. Parkes.  Is that a better question?

MR. PARKES:  Sorry, your COS?

MR. VELLONE:  So, could we ask that the question be asked as part of the COS just to not mix the two up?

MR. PARKES:  Fair.  So, maybe I'll ask the second part, which may make the first part unnecessary, I guess.  You're not proposing any lost revenue protection, similar to the lost revenue adjustment mechanism variance account that the OEB has had in the past for conservation?  You're not proposing any sort of revenue protection of that kind of for distribution revenue impacts associated with this program.  Is that correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  So, I think the first part I don't need an answer to, then, on the load forecast.  Those are my questions and then I think Ms. Yuen from OEB Staff also has a few questions.
Examination by Mr. Sidlofsky


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Just before Ms. Yuen starts, I have a question, and it has to do with timing, so I think I'll throw this in before we get into a few accounting questions.

You've asked for the effective date or the start date of February 19 of this year, this past February 19, for the DVA.  And you also mentioned to Mr. Rubenstein, I think it was Mr. Rubenstein who asked you if any money had been spent so far and you mentioned a small amount on transactions, about $3,500 on test or sample transactions.  And it may be a bit easier for me to understand this once I've taken a look at your contribution agreement, but I'll ask the question now anyway.  I guess I'll make it a multipart question, but did you start spending money on this project on February 19?

MS. SWEENEY:  On the project overall?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MS. SWEENEY:  No.  Prior to that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  I'm wondering about the February 19 effective date, then.  How did you choose that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Because we wanted to -- go ahead, John.  Sorry, you wanted to say something?

MR. VELLONE:  Please go ahead and I'll let you know if I need to chime in, Ms. Sweeney, but very courteous of you.

MS. SWEENEY:  You started.  So, we were preparing the application in February of this year and felt that it was important to ask for an effective date at that time as we were on the cusp of starting the testing and those initial trades, and so that we avoid any implication that we might be requesting to adjust rates retroactively, we wanted to make sure we requested the effective date in advance of us beginning that process.  But the project was -- we were working on the project before that.

MR. VELLONE:  Mr. Sidlofsky, if it helps, that's roughly when the market opened.  They built the market and then that's when it opened and then trades were going to happen, and we didn't know how many trades were going to happen.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Thanks for the context.  And this is -- what I'm getting to is more of the guts of my question, and that is:  Your arrangement with the IESO is that the IESO will cover 50 percent of your costs.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And what I'm wondering is how that's done.  And by that, I mean is $0.50 of every dollar you spend covered by the IESO to a limit, I assume, but is $0.50 of every dollar covered by the IESO from day one, or does the IESO cover all of your costs up to its limit and then Essex bears the costs after that?  So, the reason I'm asking is because I'm trying to understand when amounts would actually be accrued or when you're anticipating the amounts would actually be accrued in this account.  Is it from day one, because the IESO was only covering half the cost of every dollar, or is it when the IESO money runs out and then you start spending your own money?  Can you help me with that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Certainly.  The agreement covers 50 percent of the costs as they are incurred.  And so, it is not a situation where they just pay for everything and then we pay for the balance.  That's not the scenario.  And costs will be reimbursed to us through the project funding based on milestone reports, which will have to be filed periodically and following the specific line items of the budget.  And so, only 50 percent of the costs as outlined in the budget are available for recovery, and it's topic specific.  If that helps.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, I think that does help.   So, it makes sense for me to understand it as from day one, $0.50 of every dollar is being incurred by Essex.  Correct?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Thanks for that.  And now we'll go to real accounting questions.

MS. SWEENEY:  Oh, dear.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Ms. Yuen.
Examination by Ms. Yuen


MS. YUEN:  I have a couple accounting related question.  And my first question is the reference is on page 2 of the Essex application, and Essex mentioned that it will pay up to $300 per megawatt for up to 5,000-megawatt of electricity over 24 months for two project phase.  And the funding will be -- but the funding will be 50 percent compared to an IESO funding.  My first question is:  Please explain how and include what reference price Essex plan to use to pay its participants?

MS. SWEENEY:  What price we plan to pay participants, is that question?

MS. YUEN:  Yes.  What reference price and how?

MS. SWEENEY:  I apologize, I'm not clear what you mean by reference price, but I will offer this:  that in the software platform that we are using to operate the market, we will -- Essex Powerlines will register a need for power, a constraint.  And then participants are able to bid to satisfy that capacity need and then be activated to provide power, or curtail, when activation is necessary.

And so the combination of those two is the price will vary over time.  And we do expect actually that there will be -- price discovery is going to be one of the big outcomes that we learn from this project.  And we would anticipate just generally, if participation increases, that there will be market pressure to reduce prices.

But we are still learning, so we don't have a specific price.  We do know that we want -- we will not exceed the $300 maximum.

MS. YUEN:  Okay.  Thank you.  My next question is:  Has Essex Power paid any participants so far?  If it does, please provide the range in price.

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't have the pricing in front of me, but it has only been that testing, to make sure that the software is working so far.  We want to, you know -- it will pick up, and we will have more information.  At this point, we have only paid about $3,500 out to participants.

MS. YUEN:  Okay.  Thank you.  So, my next question is please confirm the cap of the $300 per megawatt price applies to the sum of capacity price and energy price?  If not, please explain.

MS. SWEENEY:  It should be the sum of those two prices.  And, again, we were discussing a little bit earlier that, you know, we will pay a certain portion of the $300 total to secure the capacity, and then the balance up to $300 to secure the actual energy.

I don't know if that answers your question.

MS. YUEN:  Yes.  Thank you.

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.

MS. YUEN:  I have another question:  The reference is in the pages 4 and 5 of the Essex DVA application and in the OEB filing requirement, Chapter 2, page 67.

So, in this Essex application, it asked to -- for one sum account to track the capacity costs, the other is track the energy costs.  And in the Chapter 2 requirement, there is an Essex-specific detail requiring the Applicant, when they ask for a DVA, they have to provide a draft accounting order.  They include a description as well as the manner of which the Applicant, they propose to disclose the account at the appropriate time.

So since the intervenor amount, he already asked for the new DVA, but please also include the proposed disposition manner of the balance of the account.

MR. VELLONE:  We can deal with that as part of the prior undertaking response, and do a draft accounting order that includes all of the requirements, if that's okay with you, Ms. Yuen?

MS. YUEN:  Yes, yes.  Thank you.

My next question is please explain Essex's approach to try the pilot project.  If they request approval for the sum account, they are not approved in this proceeding?

MS. SWEENEY:  If the DVA request is not approved, based on some advice that we have received from Mr. Vellone and based on some internal discussions we have had at Essex, we would have to consider cancelling the project.

MS. YUEN:  Okay.  Thank you.

My last question is:  Please provide any proceeding and/or prior example, and maybe somewhere out of Ontario, for the requested new account that Essex is aware of.


It could be some account similar to the nature of this one Essex is asking for.

MS. SWEENEY:  You are asking if I have any examples of similar --


MS. YUEN:  Yeah, yeah, yeah -- an example.

MS. SWEENEY:  -- account?

MS. YUEN:  Yeah.

MS. SWEENEY:  I don't.

MS. YUEN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is all my questions.

MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am going to pass things over to Tina Li, who has what I believe are the last couple of staff questions.
Examination by Ms. Li


MS. LI:  Thanks, James.  So, Jayna, I wonder if you can pull back the slides again, share the slides with us --


MS. SWEENEY:  Sure.

MS. LI:  -- and we look at the accounting entries?

MS. SWEENEY:  Sure.  One second.  Bear with me for just one second.

MS. LI:  Okay.

MS. SWEENEY:  Apologies.  I am just trying to get this to work again.  There we go.  Can you see that now, Tina?

MS. LI:  Yeah.  Can you bring it to the three slides with the accounting entries, the examples?  Yeah.

MS. SWEENEY:  All right.  Let's just get to office, the commercial.

MS. LI:  Yeah

MS. SWEENEY:  This is the first one.

MS. LI:  That's the first one.  Yes.

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.

MS. LI:  So, yeah, my understanding is that these are the accounting entries.  These three entries are for the capacity.  So you can see that there is no impact to the account, 4705, which is the cost-of-power account --


MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MS. LI:  -- for the commodity.

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MS. LI:  And then if you go to the next one, for the local energy?

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm?

MS. LI:  So, if I look at all three journal entries, I can see that you have three entries go all similar to that local capacity, all goes to that 4705.  But at the end of the day, you know, after three entries, that's the 4705 will have a balance because -- of about $154, in this example --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. LI:  -- which you are presenting the avoided energy costs, as if the expenditure were purchased through the IESO, from the IESO grid.

MS. SWEENEY:  Right.

MS. LI:  Right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. LI:  That's my understanding.  So my question is more like, you know, can you help us understand for this part of the energy, how the variance in this account interacts with the normal variance accounts, 1588 and -89.  Does it also, you know, contribute to, you know -- not contribute -- contribute to, yes, the line-loss variance and the global adjustment settlement, you know, with IESO and also --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. LI:  -- global adjustment balance for the -- in the account 1589?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.  And so it would, yes.  And leaving the balance of HOEP in the 4705 account, that way, the sort of accounting and the settlement process will follow the exact same path as if we were purchasing the energy from the IESO.

And, to add a little bit more to that, obviously any kilowatt hours purchased, any energy purchased through this project would have to be reported to the IESO in our monthly settlement as part of our embedded generation total, so that the appropriate amount of class B global adjustment could be charged to Essex Powerlines, you know, as a -- through the settlement process, as well.

MS. LI:  So basically this, you still -- you need to report, like, during the 21-month-period time that you need to report to the IESO in that e.g., monthly reporting, for the consumption procured for the -- from -- through this platform.  Right?

MS. SWEENEY:  That's correct.

MS. LI:  Okay.  Okay.  And then, because I understand that you talk about that, the reconciling adjustment.  So when you talk about that reconciling adjustment for the residual balance to true up the HOEP, or when the market renewable program is in effect next year, so two of the HOEP or FDC or any other --


MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MS. LI:  -- you know, that energy price --


MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm?

MS. LI:  -- your -- the mechanism of this account is that you -- is to record the true-up adjustment and then recover from Essex rate payers.  Right?  Not recover from the participant?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MS. LI:  Okay.  I think that this is all my questions.  Thank you.

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And that concludes the Staff questions.  I'm going to turn it back to the Panel.  Commissioner Cass?

MR. CASS:  Yes.  Thank you.  I believe that Mr. Sardana has something he would like to ask about, and then I may also have a question or two.  But I'll turn it over to Mr. Sardana first.
Questions by the Board


MR. SARDANA:  Thank you, Mr. Cass.  Ms. Sweeney, thank you for your presentation.  I found it quite helpful.  I just have one question, and I am glad to hear that you mentioned price discovery, because that's music to my ears in a market.

But prior to starting this project or even during the course of this project, did staff undertake any reliability studies to come up with values of, you know, lost load or the value of reliability?  What I'm trying to get at is, you know, you've got some contracted prices here.  Are those underpinned by some kind of reliability studies to say, well, that's really the value of our load, what our customers are looking for in reliability terms, or is it the case that this project, one of the learnings that you mentioned will be one of the, you know, to inform you on how customers value reliability?

MS. SWEENEY:  The latter.

MR. SARDANA:  Okay.  Thank you.  Mr. Cass, that's really all I had.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.  I do have a question or two.  Just to help you understand where I'm going with these, they relate to the timing of an OEB decision on the deferral account request.  I'm just trying to get an understanding of what might be driving a timing need in the near future.

OEB Staff asked some questions about whether any participants had been paid yet under the program.  The response, as I understood it, was only for testing, but it will pick up.  So, that caused me to think, well, what is going to happen and when to make it pick up?  I was wondering is the applicant holding off on picking up market opportunities until the board reaches its decision?  The answer that it will pick up didn't really suggest that.  It suggested that the Applicant is waiting for something that's going to happen in the market to pick up.

Anyway, with all that background, I was just wondering if you could just help me a little bit about the timing of what you're expecting to happen, and why.  Thank you.

MS. SWEENEY:  Thank you.  We are not necessarily holding off on engaging participants in the market pending this decision, but it has turned out we made the application in February, for whatever reason, the participants have been slower -- it has been a longer process than we thought to get participants to this stage, and that's been lucky in a number of ways, because it has allowed us to do some good testing for low cost, all of us, and now we are really well positioned in a couple of different ways.

So, first because we have fully tested the platform and we feel very confident that we have access to the right meter data and that the process of bids and offers has been thoroughly tested and is confirmed and we've gone through that iterative process of, you know, trying it and making sure that everyone is going as planned.

On the participant specific side of the question, it has taken us longer.  It is quite a set of market rules and contract documents to onboard a customer to the platform, and we have gone through that process successfully with several participants and they are now really, just now, ready to engage fully with the market.  And then we have more participants coming right behind them.  And so, we're just, like, right there and the timing just happens it be kind of right now, just as it turns out.

MR. CASS:  That's helpful.  Thank you.  That's all I have by way of questions.

MS. SWEENEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. CASS:  So, Mr. Sidlofsky, I assume that means we're finished for the day, unless there is anything else that you had on your mind?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I have nothing else on my mind, sir, but that's it from Staff.  I'll just thank our reporter, though, and that's it from us if you would like to close things down.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  Thank you to all the participants, and we look forward to hearing the outcome of the upcoming settlement conference.  I realize there's undertakings to be answered in the meantime.  In any event, thank you for your participation today and that concludes today's proceedings.
 --- Whereupon the proceedings concluded at 2:31 p.m.
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