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Thursday, March 6, 2025
--- On commencing at 1:03 p.m.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good afternoon.  My name is James Sidlofsky, and I'm counsel with the Ontario Energy Board in this matter.  We are here today for a virtual technical conference on the Essex Powerlines request for a new deferral account and subaccounts, pursuant to section 78 of the OEB Act, related specifically to Essex Powerlines PowerShare Distribution System Operator Pilot Project.

This is actually a follow-up to the earlier technical conference in this proceeding, and I'll give a bit more information about that in a minute.

This accounted will be used to accrue commodity costs that exceed the cots of power for any kilowatt hours procured by Essex through the PowerShare Pilot Project, and disposition will be sought based on the guidance provided in the Conservation and Demand Management Guidelines for Electricity Distributors.

Just as a bit of background, the OEB approved a powershare deferral account in its decision and order of August 29, 2024, in OEB File No. EB-2024-0096.  In December of 2024, Essex Powerlines filed a second update to its reply submission in its 2025 distribution rates case, in which it requested two things:  First, to withdraw its entire request for 2025 powershare DSO Pilot Project capital additions; and, second, to amend if necessary the terms of the powershare deferral account approved in EB-2024-0096.

That second part of the request involved a proposed reduction in the cap that was previously approved, from $350,000 to $255,000; second, Essex Powerlines is requesting to change the end date of the powershare deferral account from March 31, 2026, to February 28, 2025.

In Procedural order No. 4 issued on February 20, 2025, the OEB allowed Essex Powerlines to withdraw its request for 2025 PowerShare DSO Pilot Capital editions.  It also scheduled this technical conference to allow OEB Staff and intervenors an opportunity to seek additional information regarding the request to amend the terms of the PowerShare DVA.  This technical conference will be followed by a settlement conference to give the parties an opportunity to resolve any issues related to that request.

I'll say more about today's session in a moment, but I would like to begin with a land acknowledgement from our hearings advisor, Lillian Ing.
Land Acknowledgement


MS. ING:  I wish to acknowledge this land on which the Ontario Energy Board operates.  For thousands of years, it has been the traditional land of the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishinaabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat Peoples, and it is covered by treaties made with the Crown in the spirit of peace, friendship, and respect.  Today, this land is still home to many Indigenous Peoples from across Turtle Island.  The OEB is committed to building relationships with Indigenous Peoples and communities, based on mutual respect and shared values.  Thank you.
Procedural Matters


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  I'll remind parties that technical conferences do not take place in front of a panel of Board members or commissioners who are hearing the case, but they are transcribed, and the transcript forms part of the record in this proceeding.

This session is also being broadcast and will be on air throughout the technical conference, except for breaks and those times, if any, where material that is being treated as confidential is being discussed.  Due to the fairly brief nature of today's technical conference, we haven't scheduled any breaks at this point.  I'll also note that the settlement conference that will follow the technical conference is not transcribed, it is not public, and it is not broadcast.  That proceeding is confidential.

As a general matter, I'll remind parties that intervenor representatives seeking access to confidential matter are required to execute the OEB's form of Confidentiality Undertaking, in accordance with the Board's Practice Direction On Confidential Filings.

If we have to go in camera, attendance would be restricted to those who have signed the confidentiality undertaking, and, if Essex Powerlines 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, a redacted version of the transcript will be placed on the public record, but 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 this technical conference is to allow Essex Powerlines to respond to any questions from parties and OEB Staff.  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 the 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'll ask that you make your best efforts to keep to your estimated times and consider whether it's possible to shorten those times where someone else may have covered areas in which you have similar questions.

Finally, before we go into appearances, just a few reminders about technical matters since this is a virtual setting:

First, I would ask intervenors who are not asking questions to mute their audio and turn of their cameras when witnesses are being questioned by someone else.

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

Third, we 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 is said.

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

On that note, I will introduce the members of OEB Staff who are here with me this afternoon, and I will then move on to appearances.

With me are Darryl Seal, manager of electricity distribution at the OEB; Michael Parkes, senior advisor in application policy and conservation; Amber Goher, advisor in electricity distribution; and Lillian Ing, our hearings advisor, who you already met.

Moving on to School Energy Coalition.
Appearances


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

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  Good afternoon.  Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.

MR. GARNER:  I am Mark Garner, for VECC.  Good afternoon.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  And, finally, Essex Powerlines:  Mr. Vellone, I'll ask you to introduce yourself, and why don't you go ahead and introduce your witness panel, as well.

MR. VELLONE:  Sure.  Thank you, Mr. Sidlofsky.  Good afternoon, everyone.  My name is John Vellone, counsel to Essex Powerlines Corporation.  Together with me today is Mr. Colm Boyle, newly appointed and newly minted partner at the shop.

And, from Essex, I'll introduce John Avdoulos, the president and chief executive officer; Jayna Sweeney, who is the vice-president in finance, I believe; and Grace Flood, who is director of finance regulatory affairs.
ESSEX POWERLINES CORPORATION – PANEL 1

John Avdoulos
Jayna Sweeney

Grace Flood


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And good afternoon, everybody, and congratulations, Mr. Boyle.

I'll just ask if there is anyone else who has joined the technical conference that has not entered an appearance?  Okay.

I think I may have left out Michael Parkes, although I don't think so.  I think I did mention Michael Parkes from OEB Staff.

So, Mr. Vellone, I understand that Essex Powerlines would like to make a brief presentation.  Just before you do go ahead, do you plan to file any material with the OEB?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.  We'll send the slide deck in immediately following the presentation, Mr. Sidlofsky.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thanks.

MR. GARNER:  Mr. Sidlofsky, it's Mark Garner for VECC.  Before we start, I do have a question of process as directed towards Staff.  Usually, Staff is not a party, but, in this case, unusually so, Staff has actually made submissions with respect to the account, that we are now going to enter into and discuss, so it seems to me unusual for Staff to have taken positions and then not be a party as we go into the settlement conference.

I am neither here nor there in some ways on that, but I just would like to clarify exactly what Staff's role is going forward as we go into a conference.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Staff have not been designated a party by...^
^^^ BEGIN TAKE 002

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Staff have not been designated a party by the Board.  That's the only way that we would become one.  As you know, Mr. Garner, OEB Staff do make submissions on cases fairly -- well, regularly, both on, you know, rate cases and on settlement proposals without being a party to either the rate case itself or the settlement conference.  So -- I mean, I can confirm that we have not been designated as a party in this proceeding if that helps you.

MR. GARNER:  That's fine with me.  I'm raising it for clarification.

MR. VELLONE:  I'll volunteer how I think it's working, Mark, and then Mr. Sidlofsky can tell me I'm completely wrong or not.  So, we have a weird afternoon today with a one-hour technical conference.  Staff and the intervenors all get a chance to ask your questions.  We'll get through that.  At some point, we will wind up the transcription.  Our court reporter will leave us.  We will move into settlement universe, privileged and confidential, talk about whatever we talk about.  Staff would then sit in like they normally do.  And I assume, if we are able to reach agreement, Staff would be making submissions at some period after that, as they normally would on a settlement.  Or if we are unable to reach agreement, Staff reserves the right in the party as a process to make submissions on the issues at play.  That's my assumptions on how this is all going to work.  And, Mr. Sidlofsky, you can tell me if I got that completely wrong.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, I mean, that's the way it works in the normal course and we've been given no direction otherwise by the Panel.

MR. GARNER:  I have no issue with any of that and I do understand how it works.  It's just, it does seem unusual that Staff having taken a position and may transit between two different rooms having taken positions, if you know what I mean.  But if the Applicant is comfortable with it, I'm not raising any particular issues with it.

MR. VELLONE:  We're fine with it.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Thank you.  So, as my only preliminary item aside from that preliminary item, we'll assign the Essex Powerlines Corporation presentation Exhibit number KT-2.1.
EXHIBIT KT2.1:  ESSEX POWERLINES CORPORATION PRESENTATION.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And, Mr. Vellone, please go ahead with your panel.

MR. VELLONE:  Thank you.  Mr. Boyle, do you want to try to share the presentation, I think.  And, Ms. Sweeney, do you want to walk the folks through it?

ESSEX POWERLINES CORPORATION - PANEL 1.

John Avdoulos.

Jayna Sweeney.

Grace Flood
Presentation by Ms. Sweeney


MS. SWEENEY:  Good afternoon, everybody.  Jayna Sweeney, Essex Powerlines Corporation group.  I'm going to provide an brief summary of this status, or this reason of events that led us up to this conference today.

So, we can go to the next slide, Colm, if you don't mind.  Thank you.  So, November 25, 2024, the IESO convened the grid innovation fund team at the IESO, convened a meeting with Essex Powerlines, and we confirmed with them verbally they would be sending a newly revised contribution agreement that would be different than the one that we had been working on.  On November 29, 2024, the IESO provided an initial draft of the resized contribution agreement to Essex Powerlines that included changes to the end date of the contribution agreement; the end date of the PowerShare DSO Pilot Project and a reduction in the PowerShare DSO Pilot Project funding.  The project was shortened to conclude trading after phase 1.

Next slide, please.  Between November 29 and December 13 of 2024, Essex Powerlines and the IESO worked through edits to the draft contribution agreement that had just been presented.  On December 13, 2024, Essex Powerlines signed the final updated contribution agreement.  Also on December 13, 2024, Essex Powerlines filed an update to its reply submission to bring forward the changes to the contribution agreement.

Next slide, please, thank you.  On December 16, 2024, the IESO counter-signed the final updated contribution agreement with an effective date of December 13th.  On December 17 of 2024, Essex Powerlines provided a further update to its reply submission, withdrew the request for 2025 capital additions and provided a copy of the updated contribution agreement.  The total amount in the DVA up to February 28, 2024, is $27,420.

And so, on the final slide there is a table --


MR. BOYLE:  Sorry, just a quick question.  Is the February 28, 2025?

MS. SWEENEY:  It's 2025, I'm sorry, that's my error.  2025.  Thanks.  I lost a year there somewhere.

So, then on the final slide, just a summary of the sort of categories here.  So, for the 2025 net capital additions at the application stage, the amount was $150,304.  At that same time, at the application stage, the PowerShare DVA requested was for $554,525 and was requested for a duration beginning February 19 of 2024 through March 31 of 2026.  The PowerShare DVA was approved to an upper limit balance of $350,000 and for a duration period of July 1, 2024, through March 31, 2026.  The requested amendment that was submitted based on the new contribution agreement for 2025 capital additions -- net capital additions, that request has been withdrawn.  The PowerShare DVA balance was requested to be set at the amount in the contribution agreement with an upper limit of $255,000.  And for a duration period of July 1, 2024, through February 28, 2025.

And that sort of summarizes the process so far and the status of where we are right now.

MR. VELLONE:  The Applicant is available for questioning, Mr. Sidlofsky.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Vellone.  We will move on to Mr. Rubenstein of schools.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Sorry, I went through the slide quite quickly.  What is the current balance of the account?  I think you said $27,000?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes, $27,420.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And is that the final balance or is there amounts that still could be booked to the account as of February 28?

MS. SWEENEY:  Final account.

MR. VELLONE:  Final -- is it subject to audit, Ms. Sweeney?

MS. SWEENEY:  Certainly.

MR. VELLONE:  Sure, I think that is the only proviso.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I just have a couple of questions based on what you were saying.  So, as I understood from the letters that went back and forth in December and January and what you've said today, there was some expectation that the contribution agreement would be adjusted to, I think, remove at the time the battery energy storage project?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then, I think based on your information today, on the 25th of November in a meeting with the IESO, they told you they were going to present you with an amended contribution agreement, and presumably at that time told you that the project would wind up significantly earlier than originally expected, right; Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask -- I mean, that and the balance are quite different than what was forecasted, quite different than what you expected based on the revised cap that you had sought.  So, can you help us understand what happened?

MS. SWEENEY:  The IESO convened a meeting where they informed us that they would be presenting us with a revised contribution agreement and that new agreement did bring the end date of the project very closely in line with [audio distortion] when the project was originally slated to conclude, but it was first borne several years ago.  So that really is all that I know.  I mean, they've made that decision and it's within their purview under the contribution agreement to make that change.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Well, so let's step 
^end of take 002
^^^ BEGIN TAKE 003 (MS SWEENEY)under the contribution agreement to make that change.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So let's step back on a few things:  First, obviously, if you have only booked roughly $27,000, the project has much less participation than you had expected.  I think that seems quite obvious.  Fair?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask what has happened?  Why is this the case?

MS. SWEENEY:  Well, there was less trading happening because we didn't trade for the duration that we had anticipated at the start of the project.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sure, but the project as I understand went live in the summer.  My recollection from the technical conference and the --


MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, I mean, and if my understanding based on your -- I believe it was in your letter of January 24, you had forecasted by the end of February to be at, I think, about 1,700 megawatts.

MS. SWEENEY:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So obviously their -- it is not just -- it's quite a significant amount of lack of trading.  And I am just trying to understand why is it so different than what you had expected?

MS. SWEENEY:  Well, in January, where we were working with proponents that had joined the project, we couldn't extend obviously offers beyond February 2, so we didn't pay as much.  Like, the cost of power -- the amount that we paid for power, rather, and for capacity, was not at the upper limit.  And we did not -- trading did not ramp up quickly, and had to end quickly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, how many participants did you end up signing up compared to what was expected?  I am sorry, I am just having trouble understanding exactly what happened here.

From my perspective, the evidence, we had this programming, you know, there was a lot of discussion obviously during the original technical conference, through the settlement -- you know, the signed partial settlement, the submissions on the DVA.  And obviously, let's put aside the IESO for a second, it seems obviously based on the current balance that there was very little uptake in the project, very little trading.

And I am just trying to understand what -- from your perspective, what happened, why is this the case?

MR. VELLONE:  Can I volunteer, Mr. Rubenstein, to ask what I think are probably -- if you will indulge me, fairly leading questions?  But I think it will get to where you are trying to get to --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  -- and then you can ask follow-ups.

Ms. Sweeney, would it be fair to say that on-ramping new participants into this program took longer than anticipated?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Would it be fair to say that some of that effort to on-ramp new participants into this program was challenged by unexpected developments, like the IESO's decision that participants in their provincial demand response program or capacity auction program couldn't also participate in this program, therefore eliminating potential participants?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Yes, I think that's really it, together with the shortened duration, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, Mr. Vellone.

Turning to the IESO's decision, when they told you that they were going to end the program sooner than was originally envisioned, presumably you asked or someone at Essex said, sorry, why are you doing this?  Because obviously the evidence in this proceeding is that Essex has spent a lot of time and energy on this -- developing this program.  And what was their response?

MS. SWEENEY:  We did not ask specifically why.  We did ask if there was an option to continue the project.  They did not offer a specific reason, and we did not ask.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, my understanding of the project with the PowerShare was originally supposed to last, I think, until March 2026.  Do I have that right?

MS. SWEENEY:  That was the amendment that we had requested and were working through.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So what was the original date in the contribution agreement?

MS. SWEENEY:  Oh my gosh, trading was supposed to conclude -- that was the amendment; those are the dates on the amendment that we were working through.  The original project at the time of inception, I may have to take -- check this date, trading was supposed to conclude in 2025, I believe at the end of March or April.  I will have to look it up, for certainty.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so you were seeking to extend it, as I believe, and to align, I guess, with what was in the evidence in this application?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And they said, no, and we are going to actually close it earlier.  And you didn't ask why?  I am just having a hard time understanding that, sorry, from my perspective why that question wasn't posed to the IESO.

Presumably that would have been of interest to you, why they were not interested in that?

MR. VELLONE:  If you would like to ask the IESO questions, you can compel them to come and answer questions.  My client doesn't know.  That was the answer and I don't think it's fair to ask her to speculate about why another party did or didn't do something.  The --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, no.  I am not trying to ask you to speculate.  Sorry, I just want to be clear, I am not asking; I am trying to understand why you wouldn't ask that question.  It seems --


MR. VELLONE:  So I will say there is a termination for convenience, right? - in the contribution agreement that allowed them to terminate it by February 28 if they didn't sign the amendment.  So it would have ended up the same way, either way.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I am not saying they didn't have the legal right to do it.  It seems odd from my perspective, and maybe that's just my perspective, that Essex wouldn't have said, sorry, why cannot -- in a meeting wouldn't say, why are you doing this, why would you not extend this, why are you actually shortening a project that obviously the company had spent a significant amount of time and effort on over a number of years.

And am I correct that your evidence is no we didn't ask, we have no idea why they did this?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes, that's my answer.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And my final --


MS. SWEENEY:  It was unexpected, to be clear.  And so I think that we were -- I would say that the question that was asked was is there a way to continue or have an amendment that lets us continue the project.  And the answer was no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And subsequent to that meeting, there was no further -- no additional information, as you gathered?

MS. SWEENEY:  No, not on that topic.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now just with respect to the -- originally, you sought an amendment to reduce the PowerShare DVA request to $250,000, considering that the cap -- considering that the actual balance is roughly $24,000.

I am correct that the cap at $255,000 is not necessary, correct?  It would be much lower than that?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you, very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.

Let's move on to Mr. Garner.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Let me pick up from there.  So I am a little bit confused as to, now, what is actually being sought because it seems to me what is being sought is actually approval to dispose of at some future time $27,420, and close the account; the account closes subsequent to that.

Is that really the thing?  So maybe help me with that.  Maybe it's John -- Mr. Vellone, you have to help me with that.  But help me for what is the relief being sought here.


MR. VELLONE:  A reduction to the upper limit on the PowerShare DVA and a reduction --


MR. GARNER:  But why is that needed?

MR. VELLONE:  Is it needed?  We were trying to mirror what was done in the contribution agreement as closely as we could.  And we reduced the term on the PowerShare DVA.  We don't have audited balances, Mr. Garner, so we are not asking for a disposition of this amount now.  We would come back later.  So we're just trying to adapt the account --


MR. GARNER:  So -- yeah, thank you.  And so let me throw it back to you, the way I am hearing it.  It's not that we think we are going to be seeking more than –

^^^ 003

^^^ BEGIN TAKE 004.

MR. GARNER:  So -- yes, thank you.  So let me throw it back to you the way I'm hearing it.  It's not that we think we're going to be seeking more than $27,420; it's just that, until we actually resolve everything, we want a cap in order to cover anything that might be in excess of $27,420.  Is that right?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes, that's right.  And we didn't know in December, when we were filing this with the OEB, what the dollar amount at the end of February would be.  That's relatively new information for us.  We're sharing it with you to be transparent.  So we didn't know where it would land.

MR. GARNER:  Right, fair enough.  Right.

MR. VELLONE:  So, back in December, when we came up with the 255, that just mirrored the changes to the contribution agreement, which is what we knew at the time.

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  Okay, that's understandable.  So the next question then would be:  Is there something out there that you would expect the balances to be significantly different?

Are there invoices or something?

Is there something yet to land with the utility that they still have to review, that they have not, as opposed to they have got things but they have to be audited?

MR. VELLONE:  I'll turn it back over to Ms. Sweeney.

MS. SWEENEY:  No.  This is what I would expect the balance to be or near this.  It does need to be audited still, but there are no outstanding invoices that I am expecting.

MR. GARNER:  There is no outstanding work and other things that needs to come in?  Okay.  Thank you.

And again, John, this may be more for you, too.  Because the Board, as I take it, hasn't rendered a decision -- and I know you've withdrawn the 25 amount, et cetera -- there were submissions made in there about, by Staff actually -- and this was why I was asking the question about the role of Staff in this one -- about post 2025, 2026, 2027, 2028.  And they made a submission to the effect that, well, if you need to do that, you would need to get new approvals and you would need to do some sort of -- get another account because this account expired, et cetera, et cetera.

And I guess the question to the utility is:  Is there an ongoing activity to this -- I guess it's not a pilot anymore -- this program in 2026 onward, post 2025?

MS. SWEENEY:  No, there is no plan to continue trading as we are in this pilot project going forward.

MR. GARNER:  So, Ms. Sweeney, it basically winds down and there are no more expenditures, both capital and/or OM&A, in '26 to whatever, expected at least right now?

MS. SWEENEY:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  I think those are my questions, although I am going to suggest:  Well, before Staff goes, it may be of benefit after we're all finished our questions and before you release the court reporter, to just give everyone five or 10 minutes maybe in a room to talk and then we can come back rather than have us go back to do things.

But, with that, I think those are my questions for now.  Thank you.  I'll turn it over to Staff.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Garner.  We'll move over to Michael Parkes, senior advisor, Application Policy and Conservation.

MR. PARKES:  Thanks, Mr. Sidlofsky.  Mike Parkes, OEB Staff.  I have just a couple of quick follow-up questions.
Examination by Mr. Parkes:


MR. PARKES:  So you have noted the final balance in the account was $27,420.  Do you have an accounting of the actual capacity in energy in terms of megawatt-hours, that relates to that amount?

MS. SWEENEY:  I do.

MR. VELLONE:  Ms. Sweeney, are you trying to look it up, or is this more convenient for an undertaking?

MS. SWEENEY:  I'm trying to look it up.

MR. VELLONE:  If you can do it quickly, maybe.

Otherwise, maybe we could undertake to respond to that, Mr. Parkes, if that's helpful.

MR. PARKES:  Sure, yes.  Either approach is fine.

MS. SWEENEY:  We can take it as an undertaking.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Then second question --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, just before you go ahead, Mr. Parkes, we'll make that undertaking JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING JT2.1:  FOR THE FINAL BALANCE IN THE ACCOUNT OF $27,420, TO FILE AN ACCOUNTING OF THE ACTUAL CAPACITY IN ENERGY, IN MEGAWATT HOURS RELATED TO THE AMOUNT; TO SEPARATE OUT THE AMOUNTS THAT WERE MADE FROM THE DATE OF THE INITIAL NOTIFICATION TO THE END DATE OF THE PROGRAM

MR. PARKES:  Thank you.  So you noted that November 29th was the first time you had learned that IESO would be ending the program early and reducing the funding available for spending on the DSO resources.  Did Essex make any energy or capacity payments after that date and then prior to the ending of the program, on February 28, 2025?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Again, this may be a question for undertaking, but I'm wondering if you could separate out the amounts that were made from the date of the initial notification to the end date of the program.

MS. SWEENEY:  We can do that.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.

MR. PARKES:  Did Essex adjust or alter its strategy regarding activation or procurement of resources after the November 29th notification from the IESO?

MS. SWEENEY:  No.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Was there any new procurement after that date, or did payments only relate to activation of resources that Essex had already procured prior to the notification from the IESO?

MS. SWEENEY:  I'm unsure.

MR. PARKES:  Sorry, did you say you're unsure?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  I'm wondering if that could also be provided by way of undertaking.

Mr. Sidlofsky, I don't know if you want to give a number to that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, was that a yes, Ms. Sweeney?

MS. SWEENEY:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Sorry.  That will be JT2.2.

UNDERTAKING JT2.2:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THERE WAS ANY NEW PROCUREMENT AFTER THAT DATE, OR DID PAYMENTS ONLY RELATE TO ACTIVATION OF RESOURCES THAT ESSEX HAD ALREADY PROCURED PRIOR TO THE NOTIFICATION FROM THE IESO.


MR. PARKES:  Okay.  I believe those are all my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Parkes.

I believe that's the end of this technical conference.
--- Whereupon the technical conference concluded at 1:40 p.m.
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