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NO UNDERTAKINGS WERE FILED DURING THIS PROCEEDING

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
--- Upon commencing at 9:01 a.m.

     MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone, and welcome.  This is the technical conference for Board file EB-2007-0074, an application by PowerStream.

     I understand there's going to be a PowerPoint presentation by the applicant, but before we get there, let me -- why don't we do appearances?

     First, I will explain how the mics work to anyone who doesn't know.  You'll see there's a green button on your desk.  When that light is lit, that means your mic is on.  If it's not lit, it's off.  I ask you to keep it off if you're not speaking, because they're sensitive, and they'll pick up rustling papers and whatnot.


APPEARANCES:

MR. MILLAR:  My name is Michael Millar.  I'm counsel for Board Staff.  With me is Mr. Christie Clark and Mr. Lee Harmer.

     MS. NEWLAND:  Good morning, Mr. Millar.  My name is 

Helen Newland, and I represent PowerStream.  With me this morning, starting from the left, is Mr. Tom Barrett, Mr. Colin Macdonald, and Ms. Paula Conboy, all of PowerStream.

     MR. MILLAR:  I don't think we're waiting on anyone else, so Ms. Newland, can I pass it over to the folks at PowerStream to take us through their PowerPoint presentation, or did you have anything --


MS. NEWLAND:  But perhaps we could just --


MR. MILLAR:  I'm very sorry.  I didn't know you weren't with PowerStream.  I'm mistaken.

     MR. ELLIOTT:  My name is Dan Elliott.  I'm from the Town of Richmond Hill.  And our interest is just to follow this application through its course.  The counsel has no objection to its application as filed, and we're just eager 

to see this implemented as soon as possible.

     MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  I'm sorry, Ms. Newland.

     MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.


Mr. Millar, we thought we would like to start this proceeding with a short PowerPoint presentation that addresses most of the issues raised by the application, and Mr. Macdonald is going to lead the presentation, if that's acceptable.

     MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.


OPENING STATEMENT BY MR. MACDONALD:
     MR. MACDONALD:  Well, thank you.

     As Helen mentioned, we do have a number of slides, just to go over the process we went through to harmonize our rates.  And we're going to try to anticipate some of your questions.  Some of the questions that we had to address as we went through this probably are your questions as well, so we'll try to do that.


I'd be happy to stop at any time and answer questions from Richmond Hill or from Board Staff.  So please jump in if you have a question.


You'll notice on some of the slides I've put page references.  Those are page references to our application, if you want to refer to the application at all.  Most of the slides do tie in directly to our application.

     So just a reminder of who we are.  PowerStream represents the municipalities of Vaughan, Markham, Richmond Hill, and Aurora.  And in 2004 there was a merger of Vaughan, Markham, Richmond Hill Hydros at that time, with Markham and Vaughan emerging as controlling shareholders, and actually Vaughan with a slight majority ownership.

     In 2005 there was an outright purchase of Aurora, bringing the fourth utility into the fold.  So we have, in 

total, with the four municipalities, about 230,000 customers, which makes us the -- I believe -- about the fourth-largest LDC in the province.

     So the application before us, you know, what are we proposing here, the "before" picture, in 2006, or actually late 2005, there were EDR applications filed for both the Markham/Vaughan/Richmond Hill combination and for Aurora separately, so there were 2006 EDR applications in play.

     So we have two revenue requirements.  We have different distribution rates for each of the four zones, and we have different retail transmission rates and loss factors as well for each of the four rate zones.  So you can see for us it would be a great breakthrough to have one set of rates for all four areas.

     So our "after" picture -- and this is what our application contemplates -- is to have a combined revenue requirement for all of PowerStream, all four rate zones; we'll have one set of distribution rates; and we'll have one set of retail transmission rates and loss factors; and 

we'll start the journey towards rates based on fully-allocated costs.  And I'll talk more about that later in the presentation.  So we feel this is a very logical step in our evolution as a company.

     A bit more context.  It is logical in our minds to combine harmonization with cost allocation, because it adds an element of stability.  You avoid kind of a yo-yoing effect on rates of harmonizing, allocating, and, you know, carrying on a pattern which can cause rates to go up and down.

     We filed our cost allocation study, like all LDCs, earlier this year.  We were delayed somewhat.  What ended up in the critical path was getting load data from Hydro One, which came in the eleventh hour, in almost mid-December.


And we completed our study at the end of the year, and we were in the first -- you may recall that the first two groups of filers actually were collapsed.  So we were in among the first group of filers.  So we were in the January 15th tranche.  So we were able to have the data, then, to start looking at how we might combine cost allocation with reharmonization.

     Throughout this process we took quite some time to talk to our -- all municipalities and talk about the process and talk about the outcomes, including the intervenor here today, Richmond Hill.  We had excellent meetings and good feedback that helped form our decisions on this matter.

     So we ended up filing our application, the one that's before us, on March 7th.  And that was actually after review by our own board of directors.

     So what happened?  We developed a proposal that we felt was in the best interests of all our customers, with fair and reasonable rates and equitable treatment of all our customers.

     Actually, we're quite pleased the way the results worked out for our customers.  With harmonization, the highest residential bill increase -- that's the total bill increase -- is 2.1 percent in Vaughan.  Putting the mix in of cost allocation, which again I'll discuss more later, just makes that 2-1/2 percent.


Residential customers in Richmond Hill and Aurora see rate decreases, most notably in Aurora, and we'll see that in just a moment.

     And the highest general service bill increase was in 

Markham, 3.3 percent.  Again, adding allocation, which we'll talk about later, dampens that a bit to 3.1 percent.


So results are quite good, and we'll discuss mitigation issues.  They're not needed to a great deal, but we'll talk about that later in the presentation.

     So this slide -- I won't go over all the numbers, but this is the effective harmonization alone.  And as I just mentioned, there really aren't too many things that jump out here.


The street lighting in Markham is an issue, but we'll talk about that as well.  So the results are quite good.  And again, as I mentioned, you see Aurora having the largest decrease, particularly in residential rates.

     MR. MILLAR:  Mr. MacDonald, I don't mean to interrupt.

     MR. MACDONALD:  That's fine.

     MR. MILLAR:  Could I ask you to please -- it's just occurring to me now that perhaps you should reference the page you are on when we switch slides, because some people will be reading this from a transcript, and it will be helpful if they could -- if they could know which page we're on.


And that also reminds me, Ms. Newland, perhaps we could mark this as an exhibit.  I had neglected to do that off the top.  So we will call this --

     MR. MACDONALD:  Are you referring to the pages of the 

PowerPoint or the pages of the application?

     MR. MILLAR:  Of the Power -- well, I guess either, but I'm talking about the PowerPoint.  As long as they're able to follow where we are.  So perhaps it's easiest to follow the PowerPoint.

     MR. MACDONALD:  Okay.  So should I go back, or --

     MR. MILLAR:  No, I don't think that's necessary.  We're on page 6 now, which is where the chart -- I think people will be able to follow along.


I'll call this Exhibit KT, for Technical Conference, 1.1.

     EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  2007 RATE HARMONIZATION APPLICATION TECHNICAL CONFERENCE POWERPOINT PRESENTATION
     MR. MILLAR:  I'm sorry to interrupt.

     MR. MACDONALD:  Thank you.  No, please interrupt if there are any questions.

     MS. NEWLAND:  And just, sorry, it's my turn to interrupt.  And just for the record, the Exhibit is A-1?

     MR. MILLAR:  I'm sorry, KT --

     MS. NEWLAND:  KT-1.  And the exhibit is 2007 rate harmonization application technical conference PowerPoint presentation.

     MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.

     MR. MACDONALD:  Thank you.  So page 6 of our PowerPoint is the impact of rate harmonization alone.  And you can see the impacts are quite reasonable.  There is only one problem area in Markham Street, and we'll come back to that.

     On slide 7, again, taken directly from our application, this is the impact of applying 25 percent cost allocation, or in other words, moving 25 percent of the way towards rates based on fully allocated costs.  These tend to raise residential rates slightly, but also decrease other rate class.  We have, actually, a picture of this later that shows it a bit more clearly.

     Slide 8 is when we put the two together.

     So slide 8 is a combination of rate harmonization, the 

averaging of the rates, bringing them to a common rate, and 

then just starting this transition to rates based on fully   

allocated costs.

     On slide 9, now that we've seen the results of the 

harmonization allocation exercise, I wanted to go back and 

explain at a very high level the process that we followed.  

I wasn't going to go into all the details but I'd be pleased to answer any questions.

     We followed four or five key steps. 

The first one was to harmonize or average the rates across 

our four distribution zones, as we call them, rate zones.  That includes distribution, fixed and variable; components 

of distribution rates; as well as retail and transmission 

loss factors.

Once that was done we started this transition 

towards rates based on fully allocated costs.  Then this is an important point, and we will come back to this.  Since this application pre-dated the May 1st IRM adjustment, the mechanistic adjustment, we had to apply that to the harmonized rates.  This was filed in March before that happened, so we did the harmonization cost allocation, then we applied that May 1st formula to the rates.

     We also adjusted for the Smart Metered adder, totally in accordance with the Board guidelines for the May 1st 

mechanistic adjustment.  Then as standard practice we 

determined the bill impacts and drafted the tariff sheets.  

What I have discussed is just slide 9 in the PowerPoint presentation.

     Slide 10 is a picture taken right from our application, page 3 of our application.  This is exactly --what I just went through but in a picture form.  As I mentioned earlier, we had two 2006 EDR rate applications. We had one for Markham/Richmond Hill/Vaughan, and we had one for Aurora.  We didn't actually combine the models, we 

combined the inputs to each model in what we called our 

harmonized model, and this is the first single box.

     We used the EDR model and the tax models to 

calculate the revenue requirement in rates and come up 

with our harmonized rates.  We applied the 25 percent cost 

allocation to those new common rates.  And then, as I just 

mentioned, we had to apply that formulaic adjustment, the 

bump up for inflation less the productivity factor, apply 

the Smart Metered adder, or calculate if Smart Metered adder, and that ended up with our proposed rate schedules which are in schedule 8-2.

     It took a while to get our minds around this because 

we had to kind of pre-date the IRM to the May 1st, so kind of put that aside, harmonize, and then apply it 

so that we'd have rates with equal footings to other LDCs.

    Slide 11, and the next number of slides, these 

are questions that we had, and as we went through this 

application, and these are questions we thought you might 

have as well.

     The first one is a bit of a wrinkle, really, or a 

bit of a quirk.  It's revenue-neutrality.

     In theory, an application of this sort, harmonization, 

should be revenue-neutral.  So the revenue requirement 

should stay fixed.  It's just each of the four rate zones 

will contribute differently to the same revenue requirement.  I'll explain in a moment, that's not exactly true in this case.

     Cost allocation.  When you apply cost allocation, the 

results of cost allocation, it's actually the same story.  

It should be revenue-neutral.  In that case, different 

customer classes contribute differently to the same revenue 

requirement.  And in this case the cost allocation impacts 

are truly revenue-neutral.

     The reason our harmonization is not exactly 

revenue-neutral is that we had to bring Aurora Hydro into 

the PowerStream family.  PowerStream, consisting of Markham, Richmond Hill, and Vaughan, has a debt/equity ratio of 60/40.  Aurora, which we brought into the fold in 2005, had a 50/50 debt equity ratio.  We thought long and hard on what to do about this, but we wanted to make one company, one debt/equity ratio.  So there's a slight increase in revenue, .1 percent or $111,000.  That's the result of moving Aurora from 50/50 to 60/40, so it attracts actually a slightly lower return because there's lower equity which gets the higher deemed rate of return.

     There is a schedule on page 15 of our application 

which goes through this in detail for this slide.  I just 

picked the two biggest factors.  The first factor is 

applying this higher debt/equity ratio and the lower 

weighted cost of debt for Aurora decreases income 

before PILs, but there is a move the other way that has 

to do with the retirement of the Aurora promissory note.  When we acquired Aurora, that promissory note was bought 

outright, and that decreased the interest expense and 

increases the PILs amount.

     When those two are netted, my calculation here is 

$112,000.  If you look at the rate application, page 15, 

there are actually a couple of other smaller factors that are in play, but those are the two biggest factors.  But to 

bring it up to the high level, this is not something that we set out to do to try to increase our revenue.  It's strictly a by-product of the model.  And it's a function of moving Aurora to a slightly higher leverage to 60 percent debt, 40 percent equity.

     Slide 12 is a picture of our cost allocation study 

results.  I mean, doing this cost allocation study is a 

great deal of work, and a lot of data collection, but this 

kind of boils it down one slide.

     You see in this slide the two general service 

customers -- or, sorry, two general service classes of 

customers are paying slightly more than their fully 

allocated costs.  If you could draw a line here, 100 

percent, that would represent fully allocated 

costs.

     Here you see that the two general service classes are 

paying more than that.  And every other class is paying 

less.  I'm not sure if subsidies would be the right word, but you see here that that the two GS classes are paying more than their fully allocated cost, the others are paying less, and some, actually, a great deal less.

     When we talk about this transition towards fully 

allocated costs, we're starting that journey towards that 

line at 100 percent.  We chose 25 percent, and I'll explain that in more detail in just a moment.

     That's slide 12.

     Just to be very clear as well on our customer classes, 

in the cost allocation study there's some scenario analysis 

the Board asked for.  And this is on slide 13 of my slide 

deck.

     I just want to be clear in this application that we're 

not making any changes to our customer classes.  You can see there's a time-of-use class.  There are two customers in Markham that are on that rate.  We're not contemplating changing that in any way.

We currently have one large user customer in Vaughan.  That's staying.  We're not making any changes there.  There's a Sentinel class.  Sentinel class is particularly one streetlight on a rural property down a laneway, that sort of thing.  We do have that class, very small revenue and declining, but we're not contemplating doing anything about that right now.  

This application does not contemplate breaking out a 

class or contemplate collapsing a class in any way.

     You can see from the rate impacts, and we'll go 

back to that, there really is no hardship on these classes by any means.

Maybe I should just touch on the time-of-use class.  There are just two customers in Markham.  This goes back to market opening in 2002.  They were on a seasonal rate, like -- not a time of day rate, but a seasonal summer/winter rate.  And we do have a separate tariff on our tariff sheets for those customers, and we're just going to continue that in this application.

In a future application, and based on the Board's direction on cost allocation, we may make changes, but I just want to be absolutely clear that we're not putting that into the mix on the table today.

Okay.  Probably -- maybe it's a bigger question than revenue-neutrality.  Slide 14 is:  Why do we pick 25 percent cost allocation?

We wanted to start the transitional journey towards rates based on fully allocated costs, because it's notionally the right thing to do, and it does create stability.


And as I mentioned earlier, it does help the -- sorry, it does reduce the commercial/industrial rates in some instances without really undue hardship on residential rates, so kind of balances out the rates across the rate zones and across classes.

     Perhaps most importantly -- and once again, it's timing -- we filed our cost allocation study in January.  We filed this application in March.  And the OEB really didn't even have all of the cost allocation studies filed from other utilities yet.  I believe the last date was March 31st.


So we really -- we don't want to get out ahead of Board Staff and Board recommendations on this issue.  So we wanted the Board to have the chance to look at all the studies and make some decisions about the right course of action for the industry.

     So that's the reason why we didn't pick 100 percent, for example.  We wanted to start the transition, but didn't 

want to get out ahead of the Board, and certainly we're anxious to see what the Board's guidance is on this issue.

     And we are not rebasing in 2008, but we have expressed a preference for 2009.  And the forward test-year guidelines do allow revisiting of cost allocation.


So if, perhaps, the Board had given guidance on cost allocation between now and then, which is quite likely, we could perhaps do a further transition to rates based on fully allocated costs.

     And just to reinforce again, this exercise of applying this portion of cost allocation is revenue-neutral, so it doesn't change the total revenue requirement for all of PowerStream.

     Another question, perhaps, would be about the fixed variable split between -- on distribution rates, the fixed portion and variable portion.

     I want to be very clear here as well that harmonization, by necessity -- this is slide 15 -- by necessity changes the fixed and variable rates for every class in every rate zone, because everybody's moving to this new common rate, so things move up and down, depending on where the starting point is.

     Overall, bottom line, the fixed and variable portions do not change more than 3 percent, either direction.  And I wanted to be very clear as well that we didn't tinker with the numbers or do anything to try to, you know, for example, have higher fixed rates which might be to our advantage.  We just followed the 2006 EDR, the harmonized model, and we took the output.  We didn't make any adjustments or any tweaks to the data.

     And also, it's important to note that the 25 percent cost allocation, this doesn't change the fixed/variable splits at all.  It's strictly the harmonization.  And it's, again, bringing it to a high level.  Everyone's at a different starting point.  You bring everyone to the same 

common rates.  Some go up, some go down, for both fixed and variable charges.  So we took the model output, and we didn't play with the numbers at all.

     Slide 16 is taken from our application once again, page 26.  And we had a couple pages on mitigation strategies, and we followed the Board's guidance in the 2006 Handbook, what we refer to now commonly as the 10 percent rule, which is on total bill.

     So as we saw in the earlier tables, residential, GS, time-of-use, large user, and US seller, unmetered scattered load, which is like Rogers Cable and Mediacom signs, that sort of thing, those are well, well below the 10 per cent, in terms of total bill impact.


We only had two, I guess, small sore thumbs.  One was in the Sentinel class, Sentinel lights, which is the lights out on a driveway or at a farm, that sort of situation.  We exceed the 10 percent, but the amount is very small dollar-wise.  So a customer like that would see an increase from about 12 to $14 total bill -- that's including the energy -- per month.

     And, you know, this is -- as our service areas urbanize, this kind of situation is disappearing, and it's only $7,500 in revenue now, so it's not a -- sorry?  $7,500 in revenue right now, and seems to be declining.

     The other issue was Markham street lighting.  And actually, they solved their own problem with -- actually, Mr. Elliott actually gave us the idea, which we took, and that was, perhaps Markham should look at their commodity pricing.  So we sort of steered them that way, and they got some outside expert help.


So they have moved, I believe, already April 1st to -- their commodity is not RPP.  It's on the spot market.  And since street lighting is almost all off-peak, the pricing is very good, the risk is very low.

     So I don't want to take credit for this on slide 16, but they have actually mitigated -- more than mitigated the increase in distribution rates by moving to the spot pricing for electricity.

     So I don't know what it was, but -- good fortune or something, where the whole picture of harmonizing our four rate zones actually turned out pretty well in the cost allocation.

     MR. MILLAR:  Mr. MacDonald, just one quick follow-up question.  Just to be entirely clear here, I understand you are not proposing any mitigation for the Sentinel light class?

     MR. MACDONALD:  Correct.  That's correct.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. MACDONALD:  Slide 17 is taken from our application once again.  And this is the so-called bottom line.  So this is -- everything I've talked about, it's harmonization of our four rate zones.  It's applying 25 percent cost allocation.  So starting this journey towards costs -- rates based on fully allocated costs.


But here we have also added that 2007 EDR adjustment based on the Board's formula, and added the Smart Meter adder, again, based on the Board's model that came out in January or February, and added that as a TAC.


So this is the -- these are the, you know, the applied four rates.  And I'm not going to show the tariff schedules.  They're in the application.  So we prepared tariffs -- proposed tariff schedules based on this final analysis.

     Last comment, slide 18 is -- actually, our application was silent on implementation because we weren't really sure of the process the Board would want to follow.

     I guess if I could offer some thoughts.  And we're very flexible.  We would certainly want -- not want to have these rates implemented beyond November 1st.  I understand the Board may have some preference to having distribution rate changes done with the RPP changes May 1st and November 1st, because it helps when you're talking to customers.

     So -- and certainly we would hope that we could not go 

beyond November 1st.  However, I did talk to our customer service people before I came here today, and, you know, we could do this sooner.  We need about a month to do the programming in our CIS system, and, you know, we test the rates and make sure everything's working properly.


So based on how the Board deliberates, we could do this implementation sooner than November 1st, you know, something that we could discuss.

     You know, we need time for talking to our customers as well through newsletters, bill inserts, and perhaps other forms.  But just on the mitigation, there's not a lot of sore thumbs.  I don't expect huge issues in the communication.

     Also, we tend to do the rate increases on the 

beginning of the month.  I'm not sure if there's a good 

reason for that or not.  Suppose the decision was July 15th.  We probably wouldn't implement until perhaps September 1st, because we tie it to the beginning of a month.

     I just wanted to let Board Staff know and Richmond 

Hill know we can move as quickly as reasonably possible to get the rates implemented.  I know, obviously Richmond Hill, that's why they're here, or represented. We're mindful of that.

     That's my formal presentation, and we would be pleased to go back to anything or answer any other questions, any of us.

     MR. MILLAR:  Thanks for that.   I think what I would 

propose is we take a very short break.  It's been a very 

helpful presentation, but I'd like to chat with my colleagues here for just five or ten minutes and then maybe we will come back.  We might have a couple of followup questions or we might be done, so why don't we break, let's say ten minutes, and then we'll come back.  Thank you.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1--- Recess taken at 9:33 a.m.

--- On resuming at 9:43 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, everyone.  We're back.


We do have just a couple of follow-up questions.  Mr. Clark is actually the subject-matter expert in this area, so rather than me trying to have him whisper into my ear and then me say it out loud, I'm just going to pass the questions over to him.


So, Mr. Clark?


QUESTIONS BY MR. CLARK:
     MR. CLARK:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  I'm on, I hope.

     I want to go to the issue of revenue neutrality, and I'm going to go to, in your prefiled material, page 15 of 28 of your application, where Table 4-2 is exhibited.

     Now, I understand the impact on PILs when your interest expense comes down.  What I don't understand is, on the third line down, you have "deemed interest expense" of $19,240.  This is not a lot of money, but I'm just trying to understand what happened here.

     I know you changed your debt/equity from 50/50 to 60/40 for Aurora, and I suspect there would be an increase in deemed interest expense there.  But you essentially retired roughly 13 million, I think, of debt from Aurora.


And I apologize for asking this at the last moment, but if you want to take it as an undertaking, that would be acceptable to me, if you, off the top of your head, can't explain the $19,240.


MR. BARRETT:  Hi, it's Tom Barrett.  Yes, basically, we could do further analysis on this, but basically I believe what it is is the fact that we've increased the interest to 60 percent.  The interest portion is now 60 percent.  So you're picking up that.


So what you're losing on the -- the target net income is going down because your higher rate of return is going down.  It's now in the 40 percent, as opposed to 50 percent, but your deemed interest rate, interest is now on 60 percent.  So I believe that's why it increases.

     MR. CLARK:  But would your PILs not reflect that?


MR. BARRETT:  I'm sorry.  I thought we were back on the deemed interest expense line here.

     MR. CLARK:  We are, but does that flow through PILs as well?


MR. BARRETT:  Actually, PILs actually is a little different matter, because there was excess interest.  There 

was originally excess interest, and there is still excess interest after the combination of the two models, or the inputs of the two models.


So the fact that that's gone up a little bit really doesn't have much impact.  The impact is due to the removal of the $923,000 in interest on the Aurora promissory note.


Basically, I have looked at that, and what I determined was that the reduction is consistent with that tax rate and that interest reduction.


If you look at the excess-interest schedule on the tax model, you can see that at work.  You can also see the fact that there's still about $1.7 million excess interest, which means that our PILs amount is still lower than it would be if it was based on deemed interest, by about $650,000.

     MR. CLARK:  Okay.  That's fine.  Thank you.


Going to what you said about the fixed/variable -- and it's a plus or minus 3 percent change, depending on the situation -- would it be fair for me to assume that that plus or minus 3 percent means that the fixed monthly charge in all situations didn't change any more than plus or minus 3 percent?

     MR. MACDONALD:  That's correct.  Overall, the fixed and variable charges didn't change more than 3 percent.  That's correct.

     MR. CLARK:  Okay.  Thank you.


And one final -- and I do apologize again.  Maybe I should have had some of this typed up and handed to you earlier.  But going to page 5 of 28, you have Table 2-1 at the top of the page and Table-2-2 at the bottom.


At the top, this table is the impact on total bills, and at the bottom, I believe -- and you can correct me -- it is simply the impact on the distribution component of the bill only; is that correct?

     MR. MACDONALD:  That's correct.  Page 5, the first table, 2.1, 2-1, is total bill impacts.  Second table, 2-2, 

is the distribution portion only.

     MR. CLARK:  Now, considering cost of power should be a pass-through and not impact this, I would have assumed absolute dollar values remain the same between the two, but they're not.

     And I have a list of about eight items here I'd like to just list off, and you may want to write these down and think about them and get back to me on an undertaking.


But I feel the differences between these are, basically, one is due to harmonization.  Some rates will go up, some will come down.  No, I don't believe that can happen, because these aren't harmonized.  This is before harmonization, so I'll withdraw that.


But I believe it would be changes to the GST, changes to closing the gap -- you say there there's 25 percent gap closure there.  And, you know, harmonization of your retail transmission rates, and the harmonization of your loss factors.

     And I believe that's the best I could see that would be the reasons for why these are not absolute values equal between the two tables.

     MR. MACDONALD:  Perhaps I'm misunderstanding.

     Table 2-1 is the impact on the total bill when we've 

harmonized and put in our little mix of cost allocation.  So Table 2-1 -- the biggest difference is it includes the average commodity amounts for each customer class.

     MR. CLARK:  Right.

     MR. MACDONALD:  So it's the whole bill.

     Table 2-2 is the distribution portion of the bill without the commodity.  So one would expect Table 2-2 to have higher numbers, because it's just that slice of the bill.

     MR. CLARK:  On percentages, correct, but on dollars, would not the cost of power be the same between the two?  Consequently, the -- let's get specific to make sure we're talking about the right thing.

     For Markham, the residential change is $1.87 on the total bill and $1.61 on distribution only.  Now, I wouldn't think the cost of power would have changed that.


MR. BARRETT:  It's Tom Barrett again, Mr. Clark.


Yes, you are correct, it's due to the harmonization of the loss factor and the transmission.  So the amount of power is different than it was previously.  So not just the distribution rate is changing, but the cost of power is being -- and the GST on it is being impacted by the change in the loss factor, the harmonization of the loss factor, and, as well, the change in transmission rates.

     MR. CLARK:  And then, of course, what we talked about a minute ago with the revenue-neutrality is the impact of the PILs in here as well.


MR. BARRETT:  Well, the PILs would be built into the rates, so that would be reflected in the distribution --


MR. CLARK:  Oh, true, true.  Okay.  That's right.  It would be --


MR. BARRETT:  The difference in the PILs amount would be reflected in the distribution portion on Table 2-2.

     MR. CLARK:  And it also underpins Table 2-1.


MR. BARRETT:  Correct.

     MR. CLARK:  Okay.  Yes, that's fine.  Thank you very much.  Those are my three areas.

     MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think that concludes our Technical Conference, unless there's anything else.  I'd like to thank the applicant for coming in and helpfully going through that presentation with us, and the representative from Richmond Hill for being here as well.

     So unless there's anything else, we'll call it a day.  Thank you.

     --- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 9:52 a.m.
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