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Operational Effectiveness

Public Policy Responsiveness

Financial Performance
FFPC 2014 to 2018 Capital Project Summary

5.4.5.2 Material Investments

54.5.2.a.

5.4.5.2.a.i.
5.4.5.2.a.ii.

Capital Project Summary by Parent ID

14-18-001 (System Renewal): Fully Dressed Wood Poles Replacement Program

14-18-002 (System Renewal): Overhead & Pad-Mounted Transformer Replacement Program

5.4.5.2.a.iii. 14-18-003 (System Renewal): Primary UG Cable Replacement and Rejuvenation Program

5.4.5.2.a.iv. 14-18-004 (System Access): Over 50 kV Transformer Station - Renewable Enabling Improvements

5.4.5.2.a.v.

5.4.5.2.a.vi. 14-14-006 (System Access): Elimination of Long Term Load Transfers

5.4.5.2.a.vii. 14-14-007 (Various): 2014 Misc. Small Capital Projects

5.4.5.2.a.viii. 15-15-008 (System Service): Transformer Station - Power Transformer Fire Barrier
5.4.5.2.a.ix. 15-15-009 (Various): 2015 Misc. Small Capital Projects

5.4.5.2.a.x. 15-16-010 (System Service): Financial Information System Integration

14-18-005 (General Plant): Fleet Vehicle Replacement Program

5.4.5.2.a.xi. 16-16-011 (System Renewal): Over 50 kV Tx Station - Station Independent Breaker Replacement

5.4.5.2.a.xii. 16-16-012 (Various): 2016 Misc. Small Capital Projects
5.4.5.2.a.xiii. 17-17-013 (Various): 2017 Misc. Small Capital Projects
5.4.5.2.a.xiv. 18-18-014 (Various): 2018 Misc. Small Capital Projects
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5.2 FFPC Distribution System Plan

FFPC has organized its Distribution System Plan (DS Plan) according to the suggested format contained within
the March 28, 2013 “Chapter 5 Consolidated Distribution System Plan Filing Requirements Guide”. Considerable
additional subsections have been added to expand on relevant topics of discussion, as well as for ease of
reference. This is FFPC’s first DS Plan, and as such there are no available comparisons to any previously filed DS
Plans.

5.2.1 Distribution System Plan Overview

5211 The History of our Community and Customers We Serve

The settlement now known as the town of “Fort Frances”, was the first European settlement west of Lake
Superior. The settlement was established by French Canadian Pierre Gaultier de Varennes et de La Vérendrye,
first commander of the western district. In 1731 he built Fort St. Pierre near the settlement, as support for the
fur trade with native peoples.

In 1817, following the War of 1812 and redefinition of borders between Canada and the United States, the
Hudson's Bay Company (HBC) also built a fort here. Officials named the subsequent settlement after Lady
Frances Simpson, wife of then Hudson's Bay Company Governor George Simpson, who visited the fort many
times. In 1903 the settlement was incorporated as “the Corporation of the Town of Fort Frances”, in honour of
Lady Frances Simpson.

The main employer in Fort Frances up until recently, was a pulp and paper mill which was established in the
early 1900s by Edward Wellington Backus. The mill is now owned by Resolute Forest Products, and currently
employs approximately 250 employees. At its peak operation, the mill employed just over 1,000 employees.

Fort Frances is a town in, and the seat of, Rainy River District in Northwestern Ontario, Canada. The population
as of the 2011 census was 7,952. Fort Frances is a popular fishing destination and it hosts the annual Fort
Frances Canadian Bass Championship. Located on the international border with the United States where Rainy
Lake narrows to become Rainy River, it is connected to International Falls, Minnesota, by the Fort Frances-
International Falls International Bridge. The town is currently the third largest community of Northwestern
Ontario, after Thunder Bay and Kenora. Fort Frances offers many shopping and dining outlets for local and
outlying residents, as well to many tourists.

5.2.1.2 Introduction to the Fort Frances Power Corporation

The Fort Frances Power Corporation (FFPC) is a municipally owned local distribution company serving the
residents and customers of the town of Fort Frances. FFPC is currently licensed to distribute electricity within
the confines of the municipal boundaries of town of Fort Frances. FFPC is one of the last local distribution
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companies in Ontario to operate under the principle of “Power at Cost”, which was the philosophy under which
the province was electrified. As such, FFPC operates under a rate-minimization model with a target Return-on-
Equity of zero percent (0%).

FFPC’s distribution system was meticulously designed and constructed accordingly, during a complete system
wide voltage conversion project that lasted from the mid 1970’s until the mid 1980’s. During this time, the
entire distribution system was converted from a 2400 Volt system to a 7200 Volt system. Essentially all of
FFPC's distribution assets were replaced as a result of this initiative. To this day, FFPC owns and operates a very
well built, reliable, safe and efficient electrical distribution system. Due to the entire system being rebuilt over a
relatively short timeframe, FFPC has had the luxury of operating in a “maintenance mode” for the last few
decades. Over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon, FFPC is transitioning out of its maintenance mode into a
capital rebuild mode. The transition is driven by the results of the newly implemented asset management and
capital planning processes, which have given FFPC improved oversight and understanding of the state of its
distribution system.

In 2008, FFPC contracted EnerSpectrum Group to perform a distribution system analysis for loss optimization.
The analysis reported the following conclusions:

“The results from this analysis indicate marginal if not negative implications of any attempts to
rebalance the system by changing individual load phase connections. This is a reflection of the quality of
the work undertaken by operations staff over several years to sustain a well balanced distribution
network.”

“Although additional options for loss reduction were considered briefly (eg. Increasing conductor size),
the costs would greatly outweigh any benefits that would accrue, again representation of a well
designed, constructed and maintained system.”

Fort Frances Power Corporation, System Loss Optimization, EnerSpectrum Group, August 2008

It is also important to note that FFPC also owns and operates a greater than 50 KV transformer station called
“Fort Frances MTS” (FFMTS), which steps down the incoming 115 kV transmission supply to 7.2 kV, which is
suitable for distribution. The station was also built to coincide with the voltage conversion initiative and as such
it was built in two phases during the 1970’s. FFMTS replaced five individual transformer stations that were
located throughout Fort Frances. All five stations have been decommissioned and returned to natural green
spaces. From a replacement cost perspective, the transformer station “Fort Frances MTS” (High Voltage Asset)
represents approximately 20% of FFPC’s entire asset base.

5.2.1.3 Planning Process

FFPC operates under a rate minimization philosophy with the objective of balancing necessary distribution
system maintenance and reinvestment, with providing customers with a safe and reliable supply of electricity at
the lowest possible rates. FFPC has taken a “just-in-time” asset replacement approach, under which assets will
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be replaced on a proactive manner, as they approach their high probability of failure zone of their lifecycle, as
established by FFPC’s asset management process. FFPC'’s strategy is to replace end-of-life assets under planned
and coordinated circumstances, as opposed to under emergency or afterhours circumstances which add
unnecessary risk and expense.

Over the last eight years, FFPC has exerted significant effort in quantifying and characterizing its property, plant
and equipment with the assistance of a Geographic Information System (GIS). FFPC now has a very detailed
asset register that contains both quantitative data such as the age of individual assets, as well as key qualitative
data, such as inspection and condition testing results. This wealth of data has enabled FFPC to project when
individual assets are expected to reach the end of their useful service life, at which time the assets have a high
probability of failure.

The GIS system has become one of FFPC’s most relied upon day-to-day core business systems. The tool has
allowed FFPC to gain improved oversight of its entire asset base at the individual asset level, thereby enabling
data driven decision making for improved long range planning. FFPC’s DS Plan is built on the foundation of data
contained within the GIS tool, and as such the DS Plan has been built based on a “bottom up” approach. This
approach has allowed FFPC to transition from planning projects in general areas such as streets or blocks, to pin-
pointing individual assets throughout the distribution system. As such, FFPC’s budgets are now largely driven by
the needs of individual assets, their lifecycle and replacement cost.

FFPC has also incorporated the OEB’s principles for good planning with a focus of achieving performance
outcomes as per the renewed regulatory framework for electricity. As such, FFPC is committed to Customer
Focus, Operational Effectiveness, Public Policy Responsiveness and Financial Performance. Throughout this
submission, FFPC aims to demonstrate the functionality of its asset management and capital planning processes,
that underpin delivering value to customers.

FFPC’s planning objectives are to deliver on the following performance outcomes over the 2014 to 2018
planning horizon and beyond:

e Customer Focus
0 To provide services in alignment with customer preferences and needs
e Operational Effectiveness
0 Keep pace with distribution system deterioration through reinvestments as determined by
FFPC’s asset management process
0 Minimize future rate instability by smoothing the age profile of distribution asset classes/groups

o

Support the achievement of customer and regulatory reliability & service quality expectations
0 Support the achievement of performance measures contained in the OEB’s Distributor
Scorecard
0 Support future objectives of Regional Planning (unknown at this time)
e Support Public Policy Objectives:
0 Support the connection of renewable generation to the distribution system, as well as directly to
the transformer station
0 Support the deployment of a smart grid and the achievement of associated objectives
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0 Support the achievement of conservation and demand management targets
0 Support the mandated elimination of Long Term Load Transfer Arrangements
e Financial Performance:
0 To ensure that financial viability is maintained in consideration of operating under a zero-
percent rate-of-return on equity

5.2.14 Key Elements of the DS Plan

FFPC utilized its newly developed Asset Management and Capital Planning Processes to develop its 2014 to 2018
Capital Investment Plan. Since 2005, FFPC has dedicated tremendous resources towards the development of a
Geographical Information System (GIS). The system has been invaluable for building the foundation of this data
driven DS Plan. The system was heavily relied upon for the lifecycle analysis of essentially all assets owned,
including General Plant assets. Lifecycle sustaining capital reinvestments account for $2,775,966 or 78.8% of the
total $3,522,205 capital investment need identified for the 2014 to 2018 planning period. FFPC conducted
detailed asset category specific lifecycle needs analyses to determine expenditure requirements. The detailed
analysis summaries are included as part of the DS Plan throughout Section 5.3. It is very important to note that
FFPC's entire distribution system, including its greater than 50 kV transformer station, was rebuilt from the mid
1970s to mid 1980s, and as such FFPC operated in a “maintenance mode” for several decades, with relatively
low requirements for capital reinvestments. Many assets owned are now aging and will be approaching the end
of their useful service life over the course of the 2014 to 2018 planning period. The oncoming wave of aging
assets has prompted FFPC to transition from its maintenance mode to a capital rebuild mode, to keep pace with
the disproportionate high volume of assets posing high risks of failure.

FFPC’s asset management process has established a total asset replacement cost of $24,379,821 for all existing
assets managed, based on FFPC’s current cost structure (relative to 2013 pricing). Based on FFPC’s adopted
useful life values for each asset category, the average annual reinvestment needed to keep pace with asset
deterioration is $618,169. The overall % remaining useful life (relative to FFPC’s adopted UL and replacement
cost) of all assets owned is 41.4%. FFPC’s long term objective is to maintain a 50% “Remaining UL” profile where
possible, to smooth long term spending requirements in the interest of long term rate stability. As such, FFPC’s
optimal annual capital reinvestment rate is $618,169, which is necessary to sustain the lifecycles of all assets
managed, thereby keeping pace with asset deterioration. FFPC recognizes; however, that its’ Greater than 50 kV
Transformer Stations is made up of a small number of high priced assets that require sporadic long term
investments. FFPC has therefore adjusted its optimal annual reinvestment rate, to only include costs related to
necessary Transformer Station reinvestments over the planning period, as identified through the asset
management process (lifecycle analyses). As such, FFPC’s optimal annual reinvestment rate is $568,857 and
FFPC has targeted an average annual reinvestment rate of $555,193. The actual average reinvestment rate is
approximately 2.5% lower than the optimal; as FFPC is targeting overall cost reductions of 2.5% attributed to
improved planning and asset oversight. The following table summarizes FFPC’s assets, Useful Life Assessments,
Investment Boundaries and Capital Budget Allocations for all lifecycle sustaining reinvestments:
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FFPC Asset Summary, Useful Life Assessment, Investment Boundaries and Capital Budget Allocations

Kinectrics Useful

Fiszel Dl FAPIC Al Life Useful Life Assessment Reinvestment Needs Assessment Capital Budget Allocation
0,
Remainin % Remaining Remgnin Average Average Average Average Man';sse?';ent Average
Average FFPC Useful Lifg Remaining | Useful Life Useful Lifg Total Annual Annual Annual Annual Progcess Annual % of Total
B # Category| Component | Type SR Units Age of MIN TUL MAX | Adopted Relative to Useful Life | Relative to Relative Replacement Reinvestment | Reinvestment | Reinvestment | Reinvestment (Step 4) Capital DS Plan
gory p yP Population uL uL Useful e Relative to FFPC To FEPC Cost of Asset Need Based Need Based Need Based Need Based 2014 _p2018 Allocation Capital
(Years) Life (UL) TUL Kinectrics Adopted Adobted Group on Kinectrics on Kinectrics on Kinectrics on FFPC Total Capital (2044 to Expenditures
TUL uL p Min UL TUL Max UL Adopted UL P 2018)
UL Allocation
Overall 1776 Each 21.79 35 45 75 45 23.21 51.58% 23.21 51.6% $ 5,850,761 $ 167,165 $ 130,017 $ 78,010 $ 130,017 $ 679,638 $ 135,928 19.3%
Fully Dressed
1 | Wood Poles Cross | Wood | N/A 20 40 55
Arm
Steel | N/A 30 [ 70 |95
Overall N/A 50 |60 |80
Fully Dressed
2 | Concrete Poles | Cross | Wood | N/A ey - R
Arm
Steel | N/A 30 [ 70 |95
Overall N/A 60 60 80
Fully Dressed
8 | steel Poles Cross | Wood | N/A 20 |4 ][5
AM | el | A 30 [70 |95
OH OH Line Switch (Expressed as o o o
4 sets of 3 Phase Switches) 35 Each | 24.34 30 45 55 45 20.66 45.90% 20.66 45.9% $ 254,409 $ 8,480 $ 5,654 $ 4,626 $ 5,654 $ 32,500 $ 6,500 0.9%
5 | OH Line Switch Motor N/A 15 25 25
6 | OH Line Switch RTU N/A 15 |20 |20
7 | oH Integral Switches N/A 35 45 60
Primary 224.2 km 33.77 50 60 75 60 26.23 43.72% 26.23 43.7% $ 676,409 $ 13,528 $ 11,273 $ 9,019 $ 11,273 $ - $- 0.0%
Conductor
8 | OH Conductors Secondar
Conducto? 114.8 km 28.00 25 35 40 40 7.00 20.00% 12.00 30.0% $ 1,033,603 $ 41,344 $ 29,532 $ 25,840 $ 25,840 $ 50,000 $ 10,000 1.4%
9 | OH Transformers 629 Each | 28.79 30 40 60 40 11.21 28.02% 11.21 28.0% $ 2,751,265 $ 91,709 $ 68,782 $ 45,854 $ 68,782 $ 491,617 $ 98,323 14.0%
10 | oH shunt Capacitor Banks N/A 25 30 40
1 medesers N/A 25 40 55
Overall 2 Each 38.00 30 45 60 58 7.00 15.56% 20.00 34.5% $1,930,575 $ 64,352 $ 42,902 $ 32,176 $ 33,286 $ - $ - 0.0%
Power .
12 Transformers Bushing 12 Each | 38.00 10 20 30 44 0.00 0.00% 6.00 13.6% $ 68,351 $ 6,835 $ 3,418 $ 2,278 $ 1,553 $ - $- 0.0%
Tap Changer 2 Each | 38.00 20 30 60 58 0.00 0.00% 20.00 34.5% $1,127,792 $ 56,390 $ 37,593 $ 18,797 $ 19,445 $- $- 0.0%
13 | Station Service Transformer 1 Each | 40.00 30 45 55 45 5.00 11.11% 5.00 11.1% $ 8,544 $ 285 $ 190 $ 155 $190 $ - $- 0.0%
14 | Station Grounding Transformer N/A Each 30 40 40
Overall 2 Each 23.00 10 20 30 29 0.00 0.00% 6.00 20.7% $ 85,439 $ 8,544 $ 4,272 $ 2,848 $ 2,946 $ - $ - 0.0%
15 g;a;ttlg:qDC Battery Bank 2 Each 9.00 10 15 15 15 6.00 40.00% 6.00 40.0% $ 51,263 $ 5,126 $ 3,418 $ 3,418 $ 3,418 $ 10,000 $ 2,000 0.3%
Charger 2 Each | 23.00 20 20 30 29 0.00 0.00% 6.00 20.7% $ 34,176 $ 1,709 $ 1,709 $ 1,139 $ 1,178 $ 22,000 $ 4,400 0.6%
Station Metal
TS & Clad Overall 11 Each | 45.00 30 40 60 62 0.00 0.00% 17.00 27.4% $ 845,844 $ 28,195 $ 21,146 $ 14,097 $ 13,643 $- $- 0.0%
Ms 16 | Switchgear
Removable h o o $ 3.307 o
Breaker 11 Eacl 45.00 25 40 60 62 0.00 0.00% 17.00 27.4% $ 205,053 $ 8,202 $ 5,126 $ 3,418 , $- $- 0.0%
17 | Station Independent Breakers 1 Each | 67.00 35 45 65 69 0.00 0.00% 2.00 2.9% $ 138,411 $ 3,955 $ 3,076 $ 2,129 $ 2,006 $ 150,000 $ 30,000 4.3%
18 | Station Switch 5 Each | 41.00 30 50 60 62 9.00 18.00% 21.00 33.9% $ 68,351 $ 2,278 $ 1,367 $ 1,139 $ 1,102 $- $- 0.0%
19 | Electromechanical Relays 34 Each 36.00 25 35 50 45 0.00 0.00% 9.00 20.0% $ 131,576 $ 5,263 $ 3,759 $ 2,632 $ 2,924 $ - $ - 0.0%
20 | Solid State Relays N/A Each 10 30 45
21 | Digital & Numeric Relays 8 Each 1.50 15 20 20 20 18.50 92.50% 18.50 92.5% $ 56,390 $ 3,759 $ 2,819 $ 2,819 $ 2,819 $ - $ - 0.0%
22 | Rigid Busbars 3 Each | 36.00 30 55 60 62 19.00 34.55% 26.00 41.9% $ 42,719 $ 1,424 $777 $712 $ 689 $- $- 0.0%
23 | Steel Structure 1 Each | 36.00 35 50 90 62 14.00 28.00% 26.00 41.9% $ 136,702 $ 3,906 $ 2,734 $ 1,519 $ 2,205 $ 25,000 $ 5,000 0.7%
Primary Paper Insulated Lead
2e Covered (PILC) Cables e &Y e 7=
Primary Ethylene-Propylene
uG 25 Rubber (EPR) Cables i & 2 2
Primary Non-Tree Retardant (TR)
Cross Linked
2 Polyethylene (XLPE) Cables e 2y 22 £o
Direct Buried
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27 Primary Non-TR XLPE Cables in N/A 20 25 30
Duct
28 Prlmary TR XLPE Cables Direct N/A 25 30 35
Buried
29 | Primary TR XLPE Cables in Duct 30.7 km 27.07 35 40 55) 40 12.93 32.32% 12.93 32.3% $ 931,695 $ 26,620 $ 23,292 $ 16,940 $ 23,292 $ 180,537 $ 36,107 5.1%
30 | Secondary PILC Cables N/A 70 75 80
31 | Secondary Cables Direct Buried 3.8 km 28.00 25 35 40 35 7.00 20.00% 7.00 20.0% $ 68,366 $ 2,735 $ 1,953 $ 1,709 $ 1,953 $ 10,000 $ 2,000 0.3%
32 | Secondary Cables in Duct N/A 35 40 60
45 | Network overall N/A 20 |3 |50
Transformers R N/A 20 35 40
Pad-Mounted Single Phase 215 Each 27.70 25 40 45 40 12.30 30.74% 12.30 30.7% $ 2,218,967 $ 88,759 $ 55,474 $ 49,310 $ 55,474 $ 368,761 $ 73,752 10.5%
34
Transformers Three Phase 38 Each | 20.05 25 | 40 45 40 19.95 49.87% 19.95 49.9% $ 808,033 $ 32,321 $ 20,201 $ 17,956 $ 20,201 $ 147,163 $ 29,433 4.2%
35 | Submersible/Vault Transformers N/A 25 35 45
36 | UG Foundation 170 Each 27.52 35 55 70 80 27.48 49.97% 52.48 65.6% $ 814,956 $ 23,284 $ 14,817 $ 11,642 $ 10,187 $- $- 0.0%
N/A 40 60 80
37 | UG Vaults Overall
Roof N/A 20 (30 |45
38 | UG Vault Switches N/A 20 35 50
39 | Pad-Mounted Switchgear N/A 20 30 45
40 | Ducts 23.5 km 27.95 30 50 85 80 22.05 44.10% 52.05 65.1% $ 322,801 $ 10,760 $ 6,456 $ 3,798 $ 4,035 $- $- 0.0%
41 | Concrete Encased Duct Banks 19 km 33.46 35 55 80 80 21.54 39.16% 46.54 58.2% $ 712,998 $ 20,371 $ 12,964 $ 8,912 $ 8,912 $- $- 0.0%
42 | Cable Chambers 5 Each 20.40 50 60 80 60 39.60 66.00% 39.60 66.0% $ 35,000 $ 700 $583 $438 $583 $- $- 0.0%
S 43 | Remote SCADA N/A 15 20 30
1 Office Equipment Unknown | Each Unknown 5 10.0 | 15 15 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $ 60,000 $ 12,000 $ 6,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 15,000 $ 3,000 0.4%
ELUCCI:(keSts& 7 Each 8.00 5 10.0 | 15 15 2.00 20.00% 7.00 46.7% $ 801,000 $ 160,200 $ 80,100 $ 53,400 $ 53,400 $ 328,000 $ 65,600 9.3%
2 Vehicles Trailers 2 Each 26.00 5 125 | 20 20 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.0% $ 75,000 $ 15,000 $ 6,000 $ 3,750 $ 3,750 $ 75,000 $ 15,000 2.1%
Vans N/A 5 7.5 10
3 Administrative Buildings 1 Each 45.00 50 625 | 75 75 17.50 28.00% 30.00 40.0% $ 550,000 $ 11,000 $ 8,800 $ 7,333 $ 7,333 $ 65,000 $ 13,000 1.8%
4 '(‘ggf]‘:;'gr;mp’o"emems 1 Each | 5.00 20 | 20020 |20 15.00 75.00% 15.00 75.0% $ 86,122 $ 4,306 $ 4,306 $ 4,306 $ 4,306 $- $- 0.0%
gtﬁlt&?ggs 2 Each 39.0 50 625 | 75 62 23.50 37.60% 23.00 37.1% $ 368,375 $ 7,368 $ 5,894 $ 4,912 $ 5,942 $ 31,000 $ 6,200 0.9%
5 | Station Parking 1 Each | 24.00 25 | 275 | 30 30 3.50 12.73% 6.00 20.0% $ 5,000 $200 $182 $ 167 $ 167 $- $- 0.0%
Buildings Fence 1 Each 42.00 25 42.5 | 60 62 0.50 1.18% 20.00 32.3% $ 22,500 $900 $529 $375 $363 $- $- 0.0%
Roof 2 Each 39.00 30 30.0 | 30 40 0.00 0.00% 1.00 2.5% $ 30,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 750 $- $- 0.0%
Computer Hardware Unknown | Each Unknown 3 4.0 5 5 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $ 32,000 $ 10,667 $ 8,000 $ 6,400 $ 6,400 $ 35,500 $ 7,100 1.0%
6 X
Equipment Software Unknown | Each | Unknown 2 35 |5 5 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $ 76,000 $ 38,000 $ 21,714 $ 15,200 $ 15,200 $- $- 0.0%
General CP)(;))Vgrearted Unknown | Each | Unknown 5 75 10 7 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $ 7,000 $ 1,400 $933 $700 $ 1,000
Plant
Stores N/A 5 7.5 10
7 | Equipment (T;;?L‘Sg GSEEEE o, | Unknown | Each | Unknown | 5 75 |10 |10 Unknown | Unknown | Unknown | Unknown $ 10,000 $ 2,000 $ 1,333 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 30,500 $ 6,100 0.9%
Measurement
& Testing Unknown | Each | Unknown 5 7.5 10 8 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $ 65,000 $ 13,000 $ 8,667 $ 6,500 $ 8,125
Equip
Towers N/A 60 65.0 | 70
8 Communication
Wireless Unknown | Each Unknown 2 6.0 10 10 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown $9,600 $ 4,800 $ 1,600 $ 960 $ 960 $- $- 0.0%
9 Residential Energy Meters N/A 25 30.0 | 35
Industrial/lCommercial Energy N/A 25 300 | 35
10 | Meters
11 Wholesale Energy Meters 2 Each 5.00 15 225 | 30 9 17.50 77.78% 4.00 44.4% $ 18,000 $ 1,200 $ 800 $ 600 $ 2,000 $- $- 0.0%
1 %T"Z”;%Pmem'a' Transformer | 74 Each | Unknown | 35 | 425 | 50 40 Unknown | Unknown | Unknown | Unknown $ 85,262 $ 2,436 $ 2,006 $ 1,705 $ 2,132 $ 12,500 $ 2,500 0.4%
13 Smart Meters 3966 Each 4.92 5 10.0 | 15 15 5.08 50.76% 10.08 67.2% $ 650,543 $ 130,109 $ 65,054 $ 43,370 $ 43,370 $ 16,250 $ 3,250 0.5%
14 | Repeaters - Smart Metering N/A 10 125 | 15
15 Data Collectors - Smart Metering 7 Each 5.00 15 175 | 20 17 12.50 71.43% 12.00 70.6% $ 17,972 $ 1,198 $ 1,027 $ 899 $ 1,057 $- $- 0.0%
Totals $24,379,82051  $1,144,782 $ 739,250 $ 519,907 $ 618,169 $2,775,966  $ 555,193  78.8%
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The following graphs illustrate the percentage of remaining and consumed useful life of FFPC’s asset base, by
asset category (Please note that the age profiles for Equipment categories are not known at this time, and as
such they have been left blank. FFPC plans to obtain the missing age profile data over the course of the planning

horizon):

Overhead Plant 2014 % Remaining UL Profile Relative To Adopted UL

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Fully Dressed Wood OH Line Switch OH Conductors - OH Conductors - OH Transformers
Poles Primary Secondary

H % Remaining Useful Life Relative To FFPC Adopted UL @ % Useful Live Consumed Relative to FFPC Adopted UL

Greater than 50 kV Transformer Station 2014 % Remaining UL Profile Relative To Adopted UL

H % Remaining Useful Life Relative To FFPC Adopted UL H % Useful Live Consumed Relative to FFPC Adopted UL
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Underground Plant 2014 % Remaining UL Profile Relative To Adopted UL
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70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Primary TR Secondary  Pad-Mounted Pad-Mounted UG Ducts Concrete Cable
XLPE Cables in Cables Direct Transformers - Transformers - Foundations Encased Duct  Chambers
Duct Buried Single Phase  Three Phase Banks
H % Remaining Useful Life Relative To FFPC Adopted UL H % Useful Live Consumed Relative to FFPC Adopted UL
General Plant 2014 % Remaining UL Profile Relative To Adopted UL
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Note: Age profiles are not yet available for the Equipment related categories.
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The following graphs illustrate the remaining and consumed years of useful life of FFPC’s asset base, by asset

category:
Overhead Plant 2014 Remaining/Consumed Useful Life Profile
Relative To Adopted Useful Life

70.0
£

@ 60.0
>
£

o 50.0
=

2 400
b
=]

= 300
(]
&

g 200
<

& 100
(V5

0.0

Fully Dressed Wood  OH Line Switch OH Conductors - OH Conductors - OH Transformers
Poles Primary Secondary

 Remaining Useful Life Relative to FFPC Adopted UL & Consumed Useful Life Relative to FFPC Adopted UL

Greater than 50 kV Transformer Station 2014 Remaining/Consumed Useful Life Profile Relative
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Underground Plant 2014 Remaining/Consumed Useful Life Profile Relative To
Adopted Useful Life
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General Plant 2014 Remaining/Consumed Useful Life Profile Relative To Adopted Useful Life
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Note: Age profiles are not yet available for the Equipment related categories.
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As previously mentioned, lifecycle sustaining capital reinvestments account for $2,775,966 (78.8%) of the total
$3,522,205 capital investment needs identified, for the 2014 to 2018 planning period. The remaining portion of
capital investment needs is required to address meeting other business objectives, addressing mandatory or
legal obligations, as well as accommodating stakeholder needs (customer engagement activities). FFPC has
allocated the following capital: $149,500 to address meeting business objectives, $538,739 to address meeting
mandated service obligations, as well as $58,000 in response to customer preference. For filing purposes, FFPC
has grouped and summarized its investment projects according to Section 5.1.1 of the Chapter 5 filing guide. As
such, the following table summarizes the planned capital investments by category and investment driver, as well
as the subsequent table illustrates the relative importance of each investment driver based on its percentage of
the total planned investments:
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FFPC 2014 to 2018 Planned Capital Expenditures by Investment Category

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 - 2018 Total
Investment Investment Driver
Category Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned Total Planned
Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures Expenditures
Mandated Service Obligations S 421,739 S 40,000 S 20,000 S 45,000 S 12,000 S 538,739
System Access 3rd Party Infrastructure Development $ - $ - $ - S - S - S -
Customer Service Requests S - S - S - S - $ - $ -
EOL - Failure S 20,568 S 8,608 S 8,608 S 8,608 S 8,608 S 54,999
EOL - Failure Risk $ 231,009 S 408,255 S 471,723 S 520,363 S 350,116 S 1,981,466
System Renewal EOL - Functional Obsolescence S - S - S - S - S - S -
EOL - High Performance Risk S 2,000 S 2,000 S 24,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 32,000
EOL - Substandard Performance $ - $ - $ - $ - S - $ -
Customer Preference S - S 15,000 S - S 43,000 S - S 58,000
Obj - Imp Performance/Functionality S - S - S - S - S - S -
Obj - Power Quality S - S - S - S - S - S -
System Service Obj - Reliability $ 14500 | $ 87000 | $ 40000 | $ 15000 | $ 15000 | $ 171,500
Obj - Safety $ 34500 | $ - $ - $ . $ - $ 34,500
Obj - System Efficiency $ 4000 | S - $ - $ - $ - $ 4,000
Non-System Physical Plant S 78,000 S 50,500 S 50,000 S 23,000 S 51,500 S 253,000
Business Operation Efficiency S 2,500 S 40,000 S 30,000 S - S - S 72,500
General Plant Other Performance/Functionality S 2,500 S - S - S - S - S 2,500
System Cap / Maintenance Support S 9,000 S 25,000 S 16,000 S 10,000 S 259,000 S 319,000
Total Annual Capital Budget S 820,316 S 676,363 S 660,331 S 666,971 S 698,224 S 3,522,205
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FFPC 2014 to 2018 Planned Capital Expenditures by % Investment Driver

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 - 2018 Total
Irllvais:gn;f;‘t Investment Driver % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned ‘%;);fn'[](;tjl
Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures e

Mandated Service Obligations 51.4% 5.9% 3.0% 6.7% 1.7% 15.3%
System Access | 3rd Party Infrastructure Development 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Customer Service Requests 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
EOL - Failure 2.5% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 1.6%

EOL - Failure Risk 28.2% 60.4% 71.4% 78.0% 50.1% 56.3%
;Z::;“;I EOL - Functional Obsolescence 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
EOL - High Performance Risk 0.2% 0.3% 3.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.9%
EOL - Substandard Performance 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Customer Preference 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 6.4% 0.0% 1.6%
Obj - Imp Performance/Functionality 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
System Obj - Power Quality 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Obj - Reliability 1.8% 12.9% 6.1% 2.2% 2.1% 4.9%
Obj - Safety 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Obj - System Efficiency 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Non-System Physical Plant 9.5% 7.5% 7.6% 3.4% 7.4% 7.2%
Business Operation Efficiency 0.3% 5.9% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1%

General Plant - -

Other Performance/Functionality 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
System Cap / Maintenance Support 1.1% 3.7% 2.4% 1.5% 37.1% 9.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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The following tables illustrate FFPC’s total planned capital expenditures by Investment Category:

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 - 2018
Total
Ir:taetsetrzfnt Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned
gory Expenditures | Expenditure | Expenditure | Expenditure | Expenditure Expenditures
($'000) s ($'000) s ($'000) s ($'000) s ($'000) (S'000)
System 421.7 40.0 20.0 45.0 12.0 538.7
Access
System 253.6 418.9 504.3 531.0 360.7 2068.5
Renewal
System 48.5 142.0 60.0 58.0 15.0 323.5
Service
General Plant 96.5 75.5 76.0 33.0 310.5 591.5
Total 820.3 676.4 660.3 667.0 698.2 3522.2
System O&M 24.3 13.0 7.1 7.8 2.5 54.7
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 - 2018
Investment Total
Category % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Planned | % of Total Planned
Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures Expenditures
% System Access 51.4% 5.9% 3.0% 6.7% 1.7% 15.3%
% System Renewal 30.9% 61.9% 76.4% 79.6% 51.7% 58.7%
% System Service 5.9% 21.0% 9.1% 8.7% 2.1% 9.2%
% General Plant 11.8% 11.2% 11.5% 4.9% 44.5% 16.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Of the total $3,522,205 in total planned capital expenditures over the 2014 to 2018 planning period, 58.7% are
towards System Renewal, 16.3% are towards General Plant, 15.3% are towards System Access and 9.2% are

towards System Service.

The “Kinectrics Asset Depreciation Study for the Ontario Energy Board” was of great assistance in the
development of this DS Plan, as well as in the development of FFPC’s Asset Management Process. FFPC would
like to give credit to the authors of the report for the valuable body of work, as well as to the OEB for having the
foresight to undertake the project. The following table illustrates FFPC's 2014 to 2018 planned capital
investments by asset class, as per the Kinectrics Report.
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FFPC 2014 - 2018 Capital Expenditure Summary By Kinectrics Asset Class

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 - 2018 Total
Kinectrics Asset Class
Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned Total Planned
Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures Expenditures
1 - Fully Dressed Wood Poles S 434,609 S 134,928 S 134,928 S 134,928 S 134,928 S 974,319
4 - OH Line Switch S 32,500 S - S - S - S - S 32,500
8 - OH Conductors S 11,180 S 12,000 S 12,000 S 12,000 S 12,000 S 59,180
9 - OH Transformers S 98,086 S 104,894 S 68,081 S 129,709 S 129,428 S 530,197
Overhead Totals | $§ 576,375 $ 251,821 $ 215,009 $ 276,636 $ 276,355 S 1,596,197
12 - Power Transformers S - S - S - S - S - S -
13 - Station Service Transformer S - S - S - S - S - S -
15 - Station DC System S 2,000 S 2,000 S 24,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 32,000
16 - Station Metal Clad Switchgear S - S - S - S - S - S -
17 - Station Independent Breakers S - S - S 150,000 S - S - S 150,000
18 - Station Switch $ - $ - $ - $ - s - s -
19 - Electromechanical Relays S - S - S - S - S - S -
21 - Digital & Numeric Relays S 50,000 S - S 20,000 S - S - S 70,000
22 - Rigid Busbars $ - S - S - S - $ - $ -
23 - Steel Structure S - S - S 25,000 S - S - S 25,000
TS& MSTotals | $§ 52,000 S 2,000 $ 219,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 277,000
29 - Primary TR XLPE Cables in Duct S 18,549 S 36,609 S 6,573 S 79,915 S 41,189 S 182,835
30 - Secondary PILC Cables $ - $ - S - $ - $ - $ -
31 - Secondary Cables Direct Buried S 2,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 2,000 S 10,000
33 - Network Tranformers S - S - S - S - S - S -
34 - Pad-Mounted Transformers S 36,142 S 135,682 S 115,999 S 179,670 S 48,430 S 515,923
36 - UG Foundation $ - $ - S - $ - $ - $ -
40 - Ducts S 27,000 S - S - S - S - S 27,000
41 - Concrete Encased Duct Banks S - S - S - S - S - S -
42 - Cable Chambers S - S - S - S - S - S -
UG Totals | $ 83,691 S 174,292 S 124,572 $ 261,585 $ 91,619 $ 735,758
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43 - Remote SCADA S - S 20,000 S - S 45,000 S 12,000 S 77,000
G1 - Office Equipment S 3,000 S 3,000 S 3,000 S 3,000 S 3,000 S 15,000
G2 - Vehicles S 50,000 S 38,000 S 40,000 S - S 275,000 S 403,000
G3 - Administrative Buildings S 11,000 S 21,500 S 15,000 S 8,000 S 9,500 S 65,000
G4 - Leasehold Improvements (Generator) S - S - S - $ - $ - $ -
G5 - Station Buildings S 5,000 S 74,000 S 5,000 S 5,000 S 4,000 S 93,000
G6 - Computer Equipment S 19,500 S 46,000 S 21,000 S 55,000 S 1,000 S 142,500
G7 - Equipment S 14,000 S 5,000 S 5,000 S 5,000 S 5,000 S 34,000
G8 - Communication S - S 35,000 S 7,000 S - S 13,000 S 55,000
G11 - Wholesale Energy Meters S - S - S - $ - $ - $ -
G12 - Current & Potential Transformer (CT & PT) S 2,500 S 2,500 S 2,500 S 2,500 S 2,500 S 12,500
G13 - Smart Meters S 3,250 S 3,250 S 3,250 S 3,250 S 3,250 S 16,250
G15 - Data Collectors - Smart Metering S - S - S - S - S - S -
General Plant Totals | $ 108,250 S 248,250 $ 101,750 $ 126,750 $ 328,250 $ 913,250
Grand Total | S 820,316 S 676,363 S 660,331 S 666,971 S 698,224 S 3,522,205
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With respect to the Kinectrics Report asset grouping, the following asset classes are ranked in order of

importance with respect to the amount of capital investment allocated towards each of them:

FFPC 2014 - 2018 Capital Expenditure Summary By Asset Class
. . 2014 - 2018 Total
Kinectrics Asset Class
Total Planned % of Total Planned
Expenditures Expenditures

1 - Fully Dressed Wood Poles S 974,319 27.7%
9 - OH Transformers S 530,197 15.1%
34 - Pad-Mounted Transformers S 515,923 14.6%
G2 - Vehicles S 403,000 11.4%
29 - Primary TR XLPE Cables in Duct S 182,835 5.2%
17 - Station Independent Breakers S 150,000 4.3%
G6 - Computer Equipment S 142,500 4.0%
G5 - Station Buildings S 93,000 2.6%
43 - Remote SCADA S 77,000 2.2%
21 - Digital & Numeric Relays S 70,000 2.0%
G3 - Administrative Buildings S 65,000 1.8%
8 - OH Conductors S 59,180 1.7%
G8 - Communication S 55,000 1.6%
G7 - Equipment S 34,000 1.0%
4 - OH Line Switch S 32,500 0.9%
15 - Station DC System S 32,000 0.9%
40 - Ducts S 27,000 0.8%
23 - Steel Structure S 25,000 0.7%
G13 - Smart Meters S 16,250 0.5%
G1 - Office Equipment S 15,000 0.4%
G12 - Current & Potential Transformer (CT & PT) S 12,500 0.4%
31 - Secondary Cables Direct Buried S 10,000 0.3%
Grand Total | S 3,522,205 100.0%

Almost 60% of all investments planned, are allocated towards the replacement or refurbishment of Fully
Dressed Wood Poles, Overhead and Pad-Mounted Transformers. With respect to the Kinectrics Report asset

groupings, FFPC’s total planned expenditures are:

45.3% or

$1,596,197 towards Overhead Plant; 25.9% or

$913,250 towards General Plant; $20.9% or $735,758 towards Underground Plant; and 7.9% or $277,000
towards Transformer Stations.

5.2.1.5

Unique Embedded OM&A Costs

FFPC's operating circumstances are unique from other distributors in that it administers a 1905 Historic Power

Agreement, which is explained below in section 5.2.1.5.b, on behalf of FFPC ratepayers, as well as it owns and
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operates a Greater than 50 kV Transformer Station. FFPC essentially has an “expanded businesses scope” such
that all three aspects are managed in a cost effective manner under one umbrella. FFPC's management of the
agreement and the station is of great benefit to ratepayers, as their cost of electricity is thereby significantly
reduced as reflected on their total bill. With the inclusion of these consumer benefits, FFPC’s customers enjoy
the lowest rates for electricity within the province of Ontario. The administration of both additional business
aspects are deeply entrenched into the day-to-day operation of the utility, and administrative costs related to
their upkeep are not segregated from regular distribution related administrative expenses.

Given the increased focus on distributor efficiency and the pressure to “bend the cost curve”, FFPC is very
concerned that its unique operating circumstances which materially inflate OM&A costs, may not been taken
into account when establishing cost related performance measures. As such, FFPC is concerned about being
unjustly penalized in the establishment of its “Efficiency” and “Productivity Ratings”, which are also key inputs
for the assignment of Stretch Factors for rate setting purposes. The methodology contained in PEG Reporting
that establish OEB Rate Setting Parameters and Benchmarking under the Renewed Regulatory Framework for
Ontario’s Electricity Distributors, underscore the importance of ensuring “apples to apples” benchmarking
across distributors. This highlights the need for FFPC’s unique circumstances to be taken into consideration
when establishing its performance measures. FFPC's OM&A costs incurred essentially support three distinct
business functions; a distribution business; a high voltage transformer station business; as well as a 1905 Historic
Power Agreement business. Administrative costs; however, have historically not been segregated and allocated
to each aspect. Segregation and allocation of costs is difficult due to the intertwined nature of the expense
components. FFPC would like to underscore that although its OM&A expenses may appear higher than its peer
group or established “targets”, they are prudently incurred in the best interest of its customers.

5.2.1.5.a. Greater Than 50 kV Transformer Station (“Fort Frances MTS”)

FFPC incurs significant expense associated with the ownership and operation of its high voltage transformer
station, which in essence decreases Transmission costs and distorts distribution costs. The station represents
20.1% of FFPC’s current asset base, relative to its replacement cost divided by the total replacement cost of all
assets owned (based on the replacement value obtained from FFPC’s insurance carrier). Prior to 2012, the
greater than 50 kV transformer station was incorrectly classified as a “less than 50 kV Transformer Station” with
respect to USoA account coding and as such all associated historic costs would be interpreted as “distribution
costs”. Due to this oversight, historical benchmarking of FFPC’'s performance is likely to not be accurate, as
OMR&A costs are significantly inflated. In addition as previously mentioned, administrative related expenses
have historically not been allocated toward the upkeep and operation of the station.

5.2.1.5.h. 1905 Historic Power Agreement

As the Board is aware, the residents and small businesses of the Town of Fort Frances are beneficiaries of a 1905
Agreement entered into between the Town and the local pulp and paper mill. The 1905 Agreement obligates
the mill owner, or more precisely today, the owner of the generation assets on the Rainy River (today, H20
Power LP (“H20")), to provide to the Town of Fort Frances, in perpetuity, 4,000 horsepower (2.984 Megawatts)
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at $14 per horsepower per annum (0.21416 cents per kilowatt hour) “for municipal purposes and for public
utilities” [Fort Frances v Boise Cascade Canada Ltd., [1983] 1 SCR 171 at 184].

The 1905 Agreement is filed as a physical bilateral contract with the IESO and represents a financial obligation of
H20. Essentially, for 2.984 Megawatts, which represents approximately 25% of the power purchases of FFPC,
H20 pays to the IESO the additional costs of power above 0.21416 cents per kilowatt hour, and the IESO credits
FFPC for that amount. FFPCin turn credits its customers who, in effect, pay a blended commodity rate reflecting
the benefit of the 1905 Agreement. The amount of the benefit currently exceeds $2.2 million annually, which is
approximately 120% of FFPC’s total annual collected distribution revenue. The administration of the agreement
is deeply embedded into the day-to-day operation of many administration related matters. Some of these
activities include: agreement value determination; review of regulations; adjustments to conform to regulatory
reporting formats; calculation and implementation of credits and rebates; billing and customer communications.
Further to this, FFPC periodically incurs significant expense to preserve the agreement in the face of regulatory
and government policy changes, as well as in defending it at legal proceedings. The most notable legal
proceeding lead to a Supreme Court of Canada ruling in 1983, at which time it was established that the owner of
the generation assets provide to the Town of Fort Frances, in perpetuity, 4000 horsepower (2.984 Megawatts) at
$14 per horsepower per annum, “for municipal purposes and for public utilities”.

The agreement underpins FFPC’s operating strategy, as it is the fundamental reason why FFPC operates under a
zero percent rate-of-return of common equity, so as to not violate “commercialization” prohibiting clauses in
the Supreme Court ruling of the agreement. As such, the agreement is a cornerstone of FFPC’s business.

FFPC formally voiced its concerns regarding the measurement of its performance in light of the 1905 Historic
Power Agreement, in the Board’s consultation “Defining and Measuring Performance of Electricity Transmitters
and Distributors” (EB-2010-0379 ). Please refer to Appendix 5 for the June 24, 2013 submission. FFPC would be
pleased to have the opportunity to work with the Board, as well as with the Board’s consultants, such as PEG
Group, to address FFPC’s unique performance benchmarking circumstances.

5.2.1.6 Expected Cost Savings

FFPC has developed a first class asset management process that will enable considerable cost savings to be
recognized through improved oversight of assets managed, thereby enabling more effective planning and
decision making. The asset management process has enabled multiyear data driven planning and decision
making. FFPC’s planning capabilities have improved significantly through the implementation of a GIS system,
which has recently been complimented by formal asset management and capital planning processes. Good
planning will result in wise spending, which will ultimately lead to customer cost savings.

FFPC performs an analysis on all of its assets by comparing the age of the assets relative to the “Typical-Useful-
Life” (TUL) standards established in the July 8, 2010 “Kinectrics Asset Depreciation Study for the Ontario Energy
Board” (“Kinectrics Report”). FFPC then performs further analyses to determine the likelihood of failure of every
individual asset based on available condition data. Condition data sources include inspection results, condition
testing results, asset performance data, employee expertise, root cause failure data from outage reports and
manufacturer information such as known defects.
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Utilizing these inputs, FFPC adjusts the “Typical-Useful-Life” expectancy of individual assets based on assessing
their health. Favourable condition data extend the life expectancy of assets and conversely, unfavourable
condition data decreases the life expectancy. Default life expectancies are set to FFPC’'s adopted useful life
values, which are based on the useful life ranges established in the Kinectrics Report. It is worth noting that
FFPC has adopted default useful life values that are either equal to, or longer than the TUL values established in
the Kinectrics Report. Longer UL’s are typically the result of FFPC’s lifecycle optimization policies. The resulting
end-of-life estimations for individual assets are referred to as “Adjusted End-of-Life” projections. The “Adjusted
End-of-Life” values for individual assets essentially generate a listing that reflects FFPC’s prediction as to the
time of failure and the order in which assets will fail.

With the ability to project asset failures, FFPC can now make more educated decisions as to the opportune time
to replace assets, balancing risk and reinvestment. With improved asset oversight, asset lifecycles can also be
optimized. FFPC has aligned the lifecycles of various distribution system assets such that assets are not replaced
prematurely. For example, a transformer base will be replaced every second time that the transformer
mounted onto it is replaced. Similarly, underground ducts will be replaced every second time that the cables
contained within them are replaced.

FFPC has quantified these cost savings based on a lifecycle costing methodology. FFPC’s asset management
process has established a total replacement value for all assets owned at $24.3 million dollars. The replacement
value is the product of individual asset counts and their corresponding individual replacement cost. If FFPC were
to adopt the minimum useful life values determined in the “Kinectrics Report”, the normalized annual cost to
sustain the lifecycles for all assets owned would be $1.14 million, whereas if FFPC was to adopt the maximum
useful life values for all assets owned, the normalized annual cost to sustain the lifecycles would be reduced to
$0.52 million.

Using the TUL values as determined in the “Kinectrics Report” as an industry benchmark, the normalized annual
cost to sustain the lifecycles of Overhead, Underground, and General Plant owned would be $604,944. Through
the implementation of FFPC’s Asset Management process and corresponding “Adjusted End-of-Life Values”, the
normalized planned annual cost to sustain the lifecycles decreased to $527,458, resulting in annual savings of
$77,487 or $387,433 over the planning period. FFPC has further reduced the actual average annual
reinvestment amount towards sustaining the lifecycles of existing assets to $513,793. FFPC is hoping to achieve
the additional reduction of $13,665 per year, through decreasing its asset base as a result of improved planning
and system optimization efforts, as assets are replaced. FFPC is anticipating that transformer loading profiles, as
well as other improved analytical data will become available in the near future, which will support identifying
the targeted savings. Therefore, the total projected savings attributed to improved asset management and
planning efforts is $455,757. The savings are expected to be realized as a result of effective planning, balancing
risk and reinvestments, as well as through optimizing asset lifecycles.

The nature of Transformer Station investments is quite different from distribution plant, as they are sporadic
and not conducive to annual “smoothing”, unless a large quantity of stations are owned, such that their
lifecycles could be staggered. As such, planning related savings have not yet been quantified.
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FFPC has utilized its own internal resources towards the development of its GIS based Asset Management
Process, Capital Planning Process as well as this DS Plan. The projected savings from utilizing internal resources
to develop these fundamental tools, as opposed to outsourcing their development, is estimated to be in excess
of $250,000.

FFPC also uses internal resources to develop and conduct annual customer surveys. FFPC estimates that this will
save customers approximately $50,000 in avoided costs over the planning period.

Additional cost saving such as reduced maintenance costs and reduced distribution losses will also be achieved;
however, they are more difficult to quantify with a high degree of confidence.

5.2.1.7 Period Covered by DS Plan

FFPC performed its last Rate Rebasing in 2006, under proceeding number EB-2005-0366. As such, for the
purpose of continuity, historical information as available has been provided for the period 2006 to 2012.
Detailed project information for the forecast period 2014 to 2018 is also included. Individual asset class end-of-
life projections have also been included. The projections are based on FFPC’s asset management process and
they detail one complete lifecycle for all major asset classes. The projections are relative to 2014 and reach out
as far as 80 years into the future.

5.2.1.8 Vintage of Investment Driver Information

Investment driver information is current as at September 30" 2013, although FFPC has incorporated recently
received stakeholder feedback as per the below. FFPC has incorporated the following relevant stakeholder
feedback:

e Customers: Results of Customer Survey conducted July & August 2013

e OPA: Letter of Comment re FFPC DS Plan received August 30" 2013

e OPA: Update that the northwest region is no longer considered capacity constrained and that 10 MW of
additional renewable generation capacity have been allocated: October 17", 2013

e HONI: Planning Status Letter received by way of email: October 21*, 2013

Consideration has also been given to the needs of the following stakeholders although no formal responses
were received:

e Regional Planning Consultation (No formal consultations conducted yet)
e Municipal Planning Office
e Fort Frances Emergency Control Group
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5.2.1.9 Changes to Distributor Asset Management Process

FFPC’s formal asset management process was developed to fulfill the needs of the “Chapter 5 Consolidated
Distribution System Plan Filing Requirements” and as such, no prior version existed. FFPC is very pleased with
the OEB’s impetus and guidance provided for the development of a formal asset management process, as well
as for the creation of a formal Distribution System Plan. Through this effort, FFPC has been able to achieve
improved oversight of its asset base enabling data driven long range planning, which will ultimately result in
significant customer savings.

This DS Plan is built on the foundation of FFPC’s Asset Management Process which has been integrated into a
Geographical Information System. Over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon, FFPC expects to enhance its asset
management process through the deployment of a formal Work Order and Asset Management Planning
software tool which was purchased in 2013. The tool will assist FFPC in tracking all relevant work performed on
individual assets, enable asset specific cost tracking, as well as provide an asset based analytical calculation
engine (for automatic generation of Health Indexes etc.).

5.2.1.10 Aspects of DS Plant Contingent upon Ongoing & Future Outcomes
There are several aspects contained within this DS Plan that are contingent upon the outcome of ongoing and
future activities. The following aspects have the potential of significantly impacting the 2014 to 2018 DS Plan:

e Elimination of Long Terms Load Transfer Arrangements: There are currently fourteen (14) customers
within FFPC’s licensed electrical distribution service territory that are physically connected to and
serviced by Hydro One Networks Inc.’s electrical distribution system. The customers are located in three
separate locations and the customer count by location is twelve (12) one (1) and one (1) respectively.
Over the course of history, FFPC has been approached by several LTLT customers requesting that FFPC
extend its distribution system such that they can be connected to it and served by FFPC. FFPC’s LTLT
circumstances are unique from other LTLT arrangements, in that the customers are entitled to receive
benefits from a 1905 Historic Power Agreement. Under the current circumstances FFPC is not able to
distribute the 1905 Historic Power Agreement credits to them, as FFPC does not meter or bill the LTLT
customers. Upon OEB approval for the capital distribution system expansion, FFPC is planning on
extending its feeders to eliminate the LTLT’s in 2014, as per the requirements of the DSC. The financial
impact of this project is expected to be $371,739, which is planned to be incurred in 2014. The feeder
expansions will unlock access to approximately 25% of FFPC’s distribution service territory that is
currently not developed. As a community partner, FFPC is also hopeful that the LTLT feeder expansions
will spark economic activity.

e Renewable Generation Enabling Improvements: Upon OEB approval, FFPC is planning to move forward
with instrumentation and control upgrades at its greater than 50 kV transformer station “Fort Frances
MTS”. The upgrades are necessary to accommodate reverse power flow at the station, to enhance
equipment protection and to enable individual feeder performance monitoring for constraint setting
purposes. The renewable enabling improvements will also accomplish many objectives of the Smart
Grid directive including Customer Control, Power System Flexibility and Adaptive Infrastructure
categories. The financial impact of this aspect on FFPC’s DS Plan is expected to be $167k over the period
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2014 to 2018. FFPC has previously incurred approximately $S62k of eligible renewable enabling expense,
for which it is also seeking recovery.

e Regional Planning Consultation: The regional planning consultation has the potential of significantly
impacting FFPC's DS Plan; however, the consultations have not yet formally started and as such
deliverables are still unknown. Due to unknown deliverables, FFPC acknowledges a potential impact but
it cannot be quantified at this time.

5.2.1.11 FFPC Transition from Maintenance Mode to Capital Rebuild Mode

FFPC's entire electrical distribution system was rebuilt from the mid 1970’s to mid 1980’s. As a result of this
rebuild and voltage conversion, FFPC has essentially operated in a maintenance mode over the last several
decades. Capital reinvestment needs were low due to the overall age of the distribution assets being relatively
new. Increased capital reinvestments are now required, to keep pace with the large volumes of assets
approaching the end of their useful service life, posing a high risk of failure over the 2014 to 2018 planning
period. As such, FFPC is planning to increase its capital reinvestments as dictated by the age and condition of its
asset base (as determined by asset management and capital planning processes).

5.2.2 Coordinated planning with third parties

5.2.2.1 Regional Planning Consultations

At the time of preparing this DS Plan, the Regional Infrastructure Planning initiative is still in the early stages of
development and as such many of the elements of the planning process have not yet been implemented. As per
the “Integrated Planning Requirements - Part 1: Regional Infrastructure Planning” presentation to 2014 Cost of
Service Application filers, the transition and implementation to Regional Infrastructure Planning (RIP) is
expected to take four (4) years. In other words, it is expected to take four (4) years to complete the first
iteration of the planning cycle.

FFPC owns and operates a transmission connected transformer station “Fort Frances MTS”, which transforms
the incoming 115 kV transmission supply to the outgoing 7.2/12.27 kV distribution voltage. In Exhibit 1 of this
COS, FFPC formally requests that this transmission asset be deemed a distribution asset. It is anticipated that
future deliverables from the Regional Infrastructure Planning (RIP) process will entail modifications to the
transformer station, as the majority of the station is still of original 1970’s vintage, and as such lacks modern day
technology and functionality. Modern day technology deployment at the transformer station supports
Renewable Generation Enabling Improvement objectives, as well as Smart Grid Directive objectives.

To date, FFPC has not received formal notice advising of the RIP communication plan or the preliminary schedule
that is expected to be received by LDCs and part of the roll out. For planning purposes, Ontario has been divided
into 21 regions by electrical topography. Regional plans for these 21 regions have been divided into three
groups: Active (Group 1), Upcoming (Group 2) and Future (Group 3). It is worth noting, that FFPC’s licensed
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service territory is geographically located in “Active - Group 1”, which is said to have planning activities
underway for some or all parts of the region. Refer to Appendix 2 for a map of the regions, as well as for a
listing of electrical distributors within them.

To date, joint regional planning meetings involving FFPC, OPA, Regional Transmitter and other stakeholders have
not yet transpired. As such, FFPC is not aware of any deliverables to comment on or to act upon at this time.
FFPC has; however, been informed by the OPA from its Letter of Comment, that an East-West Transmission Tie
Line project is proposed with an in-service date of 2017/2018. The proposed in-service date falls within FFPC’s
2014 to 2018 planning horizon, and aligns well with FFPC’s planned REG activities.

Although joint regional planning activities have not yet formally transpired, FFPC has solicited feedback from
stakeholders including the Ontario Power Authority, regionally interconnected transmitters/distributor,
municipal planning office, customers and the general public for the purpose of developing this DS Plan, as well
as to fulfill rate application filing requirements. FFPC has incorporated stakeholder feedback and has attempted
to align future service offerings and investments with the needs and priorities of all stakeholders, including
consumers.
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5.2.2.2 Consultations with the Ontario Power Authority

On July 12, 2013, FFPC submitted a formal “Request for Letter of Comment” to the OPA along with supporting
documentation as per the criteria contained in Sections 5.1.4.1 and 5.1.4.2 of the revised OEB Chapter 5 Filing
Requirements. The submission also included: a detailed description of FFPC’s Planned Renewable Generation
Enabling Improvements for period 2012 through 2018; a system capability assessment for renewable
generation; smart grid deployment information; and regional planning and consultation activities. The following
list depicts the table of contents of the information provided to the OPA to coordinate planning and to solicit
comments:

Table of Contents

Introduction: 5
FFPC System Capability Assessment for Renewable Energy Generation 10
Third Party Assessment Report Highlights 10
Existing Transformer Station Protections 10
Generator Protections 11
Tie In Points 11
Generation Up to 10 MW 11
Generation of 10 MW and Larger 11
Transmitting Power to 115 kV grid 12
Protections and Generator Requirements 12
Applications from Renewable Generators Up to 10 kW 12
Applications from Renewable Generators Over 10 kW 13
Forecasted Renewable Generation Connections 2014 to 2018 14
OPA Relocation Program Inquiries 14
FFPC Distributed Generation Operating Constraints 15
Load Forecast 17
Reductions Due to Offsetting Renewable Generation 17
Reductions Due to Conservation and Demand Management 21
Reductions Due to the State of the Local Economy 21
Planned Network Investments 22
2012 - T1 Breaker Protection (Installed) 23
2013 - T2 Breaker Protection 24
2014 - Transformer T1 & T2 Protection 25
2015 - Transformer Station Communication Network Installation 25
2016 - Transformer Station OCB Protection 25
2017 - Transformer Station Supervisory Control 25
2018 - Transformer Station DC System Monitoring & Remote Annunciation 27
Cost Optimization 27
Investments Involving Smart Grid 28
Demonstration Projects 29
Consultations with Regionally Interconnected Distributors and Transmitters 29
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In its submission to the OPA, FFPC detailed its planned REG expenditures over the 2012 to 2018 planning
horizon. The purpose of the planned expenditures is to modernize transformer station Fort Frances MTS'
functionality, specifically improved protection, control and oversight, such that reverse power flow can be safely
accommodated. The improvements will also significantly increase FFPC’'s renewable generation connection
capacity, as well as they accomplish several Smart Grid directive objectives.

It is important to note that the OPA found FFPC’s plan to modify its station protection and controls over a seven
year period to be consistent with the schedule of potential transmission improvements in the region.
Furthermore, OPA found that FFPC’s plan is consistent with its information regarding renewable generation
applications to date.

The OPA’s August 30" 2013 Letter of Comment is included as Appendix 1 of this submission.

5.2.2.2.a. October 17"‘, 2013 Announcement re Northwest Region Capacity Constraints Lifted

On October 17, 2013, FFPC was personally contacted by the OPA, to advise of a new development since the
issuance of its Letter of Comment. The OPA informed FFPC that the Northwest Region is no longer considered
to be “Transmission Capacity Constrained”, and that an additional 10 MW of renewable generation capacity has
been allocated to the region. FFPC’s service territory is very conducive to hosting renewable generation, as
opposed to much of the outlying rural territory. FFPC expects considerable additional generators to connect to
its distribution system over the forecast period. Based on current uptake levels, FFPC anticipates that an
additional 312kW of capacity will come online between 2014 and 2018. Several Relocation Program applicants
have also contacted FFPC to inquire about relocating their projects to within FFPC’s service territory. The
capacities of the relocation applicants total 360 kW. To date, construction has begun on two relocated projects
(20 kw).

5.2.2.3 Consultations with Regionally Interconnected Distributors and Transmitters

FFPC does not have any regionally interconnected distributors (host or embedded) and is transmission
connected to Hydro One Network Inc (HONI). Prior to the revised Chapter 5 Consolidated Distribution System
Plan Filing Requirements coming into effect, FFPC was providing HONI with annual submissions regarding
planned transformer station power outages, load forecasts, and renewable generation connection information.

In the past, these submissions were sent in the format and timeframe as requested by HONI. Outside of these
formal submissions, FFPC has also worked very closely with HONI to coordinate mutual transformer station
equipment outages necessary to conduct maintenance and capital work. The coordination of equipment
outages effectively minimized the number and duration power interruptions that customers experience.

On July 12, 2013, FFPC also submitted a formal “Request for Letter of Comment” to HONI. Under the new
regional planning process that has been developed by the Process Planning Working Group, FFPC expects to
receive either a Needs Assessment Report, if FFPC involvement is not required in the RIP and/or IRRP process, or
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alternately a Regional Planning Status Letter, if FFPC involvement is required in RIP and/or IRRP process. FFPC
also welcomed any general feedback or comments for consideration. The following table of contents represents
the information contained in FFPC’s submission to HONI.

Table of Contents

Introduction: 5
FFPC System Capability Assessment for Renewable Energy Generation 10
Third Party Assessment Report Highlights 10
Existing Transformer Station Protections 10
Generator Protections 11
Tie In Points 11
Generation Up to 10 MW 11
Generation of 10 MW and Larger 11
Transmitting Power to 115 kV grid 12
Protections and Generator Requirements 12
Applications from Renewable Generators Up to 10 kW 12
Applications from Renewable Generators Over 10 kW 13
Forecasted Renewable Generation Connections 2014 to 2018 14
OPA Relocation Program Inquiries 14
FFPC Distributed Generation Operating Constraints 15
Load Forecast 17
Reductions Due to Offsetting Renewable Generation 17
Reductions Due to Conservation and Demand Management 21
Reductions Due to the State of the Local Economy 21
Planned Network Investments 22
2012 - T1 Breaker Protection (Installed) 23
2013 - T2 Breaker Protection 24
2014 - Transformer T1 & T2 Protection 25
2015 - Transformer Station Communication Network Installation 25
2016 - Transformer Station OCB Protection 25
2017 - Transformer Station Supervisory Control 25
2018 - Transformer Station DC System Monitoring & Remote Annunciation 27
Cost Optimization 27
Investments Involving Smart Grid 28
Demonstration Projects 29
Consultations with Regionally Interconnected Distributors and Transmitters 29

On October 21, 2013 FFPC received a Planning Status Letter in response to FFPC's request for a Letter of
Comment.
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5.2.2.3.a. October 21, 2013 Planning Status Letter

On October 21, 2013 FFPC received a Regional Planning Status Letter from HONI by way of email. The letter
confirmed that FFPC’s licensed distribution service territory belongs to “Group 1”, which is the Northwest
Region. The following map illustrates the 21 Regions/Groups that have been established throughout Ontario,
based on electrical topology. The letter confirmed that the OPA is planning on reinforcing the transmission
system in the region, north of Dryden, as well as along the East-West-Tie line. These initiatives are aligned with
FFPC's planned renewable enabling improvements that will increase FFPC’s generation connection capacity from
1.3 MW to 10.6 MW by 2018. The letter also informed FFPC that HONI and OPA are in the early stages of
discussions with respect to coordinated regional planning. HONI proceeded to confirm that the formal regional
planning process has not yet been initiated, nor has a Regional Infrastructure Plan (RIP) been developed for the
sub-region within the Northwest region affecting FFPC. Formal regional planning efforts are expected to
commence in the first quarter of 2014. As such, FFPC is not aware of any deliverables at this time, and has not
allocated any funding towards them at this time. Refer to Appendix 2 for HONI’s Planning Status Letter

Group 1 - Northwestern Ontario

North of Moosonee

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

1. Burlington to Nanticoke 9. East Lake Superior 15.
Chatham/Lambton/Sarnia

2. Greater Oftawa 10. GTA East 16. Greater Bruce/Huron

3. GTA North 11. London area 17. Niagara

4. GTA West 12. Peterborough to 18. North of Moosonee

Kingston

5. Kitchener- Waterloo- 13. South Georgian 19. North/East of Sudbury

Cambridge-Guelph Bay/Muskoka 3

("KWCG")

6. Metro Toronto 14 Sudbury/Algoma 20. Renfrew

7. Northwest Ontario 21. St. Lawrence

8. Windsor-Essex
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5.2.2.4 Consultations with Customers

Customer focus is considered to be an important outcome of the OEB’s newly released Renewed Regulatory
Framework for Electricity. FFPC has incorporated customer feedback in developing its five-year DS Plan and
beyond. Customer feedback is also a key input into FFPC’s asset management process. Information gathered
from customer surveys and other feedback forums were used to align FFPC’s planned service offerings and
planned expenditures with customer preferences and priorities.

FFPC conducted an extensive customer survey throughout the summer of 2013, to solicit customer feedback. A
survey was mailed out to all of FFPC’s customers in all rate classes via a bill insert. This approach gave all
customers the equal opportunity to participate in the survey. To support this initiative, FFPC also launched an
extensive newspaper advertising campaign to encourage all customers to participate in the survey.

The survey was broken down into the following sections by focus area:
e Customer satisfaction with FFPC
0 Overall; with the reliability of electricity supplied; with the portfolio of CDM program offerings;
communication of planned power outages; responding to power outages; amount of time taken
to restore power; ability to respond to questions; communicating when power will be restored;
communicating outage causes
e  Customer experiences with FFPC power outages
0 How long outages last; causes of outages; impact of outages on customer and customer’s
family; specific areas of concern during power outages (i.e. security, how long food lasts etc.)
e Customer Reliability Expectations
0 Expected number of unplanned outages; how many hours a year customers expect to be
without electricity
e Customer Future Needs
0 Customer plans regarding the purchase of electric vehicles; customer plans regarding the
installation of renewable generation; customer plans regarding the installation of energy
storage systems;
e Customer Preferred Service Offerings
0 Online access to customer billing and detailed consumption data; automated customer
notification system (i.e. automatic notification of planned power outages etc); electronic billing
versus paper billing; true calendar month billing (billing based on consumption from first day to
last day of month)
0 What specific things can FFPC improve on to serve customers better
e Customer Concerns
0 What is the most important energy or electricity related issue for consumers
e Customer Education
0 What topics do customers want to learn more about, such as conservation and demand
management, understanding electricity bills, smart grid, renewable generation, smart meters
etc.
e General Comments
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FFPC’s survey was very well received and almost 10% of the entire customer base completed and returned
surveys. FFPC is pleased with the survey results, which found that customers are very pleased with FFPC’s
performance overall. It is worth noting that under the “Overall Satisfaction” portion of the survey, only 1 out of
345 responses received, indicated a degree of dissatisfaction.

Based on the survey findings, FFPC is planning on implementing the following projects over the 2014 to 2018
planning horizon.

1 - Mass customer contact system (outage notification etc): 2015 Rollout

2 - Outage Management System (outage alerts & customer communications): 2017 Rollout

2 - Transition to true calendar monthly billing: 2014 Rollout

3 - Offering a choice of Paper or Electronic Billing: 2014 Rollout

4 - Online access to consumption and billing data: 2014 Rollout

5 - Maintain distribution system reliability and performance by replacing end of life assets, in accordance
to FFPC’s asset management and capital planning processes : Ongoing

FFPC will also be launching annual customer education campaigns, which focus on topics consumers are most
interested in learning more about. FFPC’'s customers want to learn more about the following topics in the
following order of popularity: Conservation, Renewable Generation, Smart Meters, Smart Grid, Understanding
Your Bill, Demand Management and Time-of-Use Rates.

FFPC plans on utilizing Town Hall Meetings, trade shows and standard advertising outlets such as newspapers
and bill inserts. Furthermore, FFPC will be contacting customers personally to answer customer specific
questions collected from the survey.

5.2.2.5 Consultations with Municipal Planning Office

FFPC has historically worked very closely with its Municipal Planning Office, in regards to coordinating planning
efforts that are conducted throughout the community. FFPC will continue to work closely with its Municipal
Planning Office, to coordinate the rollout of each other’s projects. For example, FFPC provides feedback on all
applications that are circulated to stakeholders from the municipal Committee of Adjustment. Comments are
often solicited in regards to the impact of zoning changes, coordination of land utility services (electric, water,
gas, sewer, communication), requests for relief from by-law requirements, easements etc. FFPC also uses the
opportunity to advise applicants of their requirements under FFPC’s Conditions of Service, as well as to inform
applicants of relevant industry programs such as the “New Construction” CDM program offering.

In 2013, FFPC performed its first distribution feeder expansion in recent history. The underground feeder
expansion was required to accommodate the development of a small fourteen lot subdivision.

FFPC is currently not aware of any significant development projects being coordinated through the Municipal
Planning Office over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon. As such, FFPC is not aware of any material impact that
municipal development will have on the 2014 to 2018 DS Plan.
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5.2.2.6 Fort Frances Emergency Control Group

FFPC is also an active member of the Fort Frances Emergency Control Group. The group performs emergency
management table top exercises in preparation for real life community emergencies that may occur. Recent
exercise scenarios included an ice storm, emergency evacuation due to an industrial site disaster, “Swine Flu”
epidemic as well other natural disasters. The group also coordinates and conducts emergency management
training for all members (key contacts) such as Incident Management Training (IMS). The table top emergency
exercises are a good opportunity for members to review and critique their emergency plan.

Current members include FFPC, Ontario Provincial Police, Canadian Red Cross, Riverside Health Care (Regional
Hospital), Ambulance Services, Corporation of the Town of Fort Frances, Victims Services, B93 (Local Radio
Station), Ministry of Natural Resources, Resolute Forrest Products, Rainy River District Social Services
Administration Services Board, Local Health Unit, Critical Incident Stress Management Team (C.I.S.M.), CN
Railway, Union Gas, Energy Fundamental Group, and Treaty Three Police.

In recent history, this working group has stimulated FFPC to proactively prepare itself for emergency situations.
In 2009, FFPC invested in a back-up generator for its main office, such that essential services can remain
operational including communications, building heat and lighting. In 2011, FFPC also equipped its operations
centre with a backup generator, to also allow for essential building services to remain operational such as
communications, building heat and lighting. FFPC’s offices are now deemed to be suitable locations for
alternate Emergency Operation Centres in the event of a community or regional crisis.

FFPC has several immaterial initiatives planned over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon that are driven from this
consultation, such as staff education and awareness training; however, the costs are expected to be immaterial.

5.2.2.7 Letters of Comment

To date, FFPC has received formal letter of comment from the OPA, as well as Hydro One Networks Inc. The
OPA Letter of Comment with respect to FFPC’s DS Plan has been attached to this submission as Appendix 1.
HONI’s Letter of Comment with respect to FFPC’s DS Plan has been attached to this submission as Appendix 2.

5.2.2.8 Impact Summary of Third Party Consultations on DS Plan
The following in a summary of material impacts on FFPC’s 2014 to 2018 DS Plan, as a result of third party and
stakeholder consultations:

Regional Planning Consultations
e Currently there are no confirmed deliverables identified as formal consultations have not yet begun
e Potential East-West Tie Line Transmission project may impact FFPC DS Plan, but at this point in time the
potential impact cannot be quantified
e No quantifiable impact available at the time of preparing this DS Plan
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Consultation with OPA
e OPA finds FFPC’s planned Renewable Enabling Improvements at transformer station Fort Frances MTS to
align with the potential transmission improvements for the region
e The OPA advised FFPC of an additional 10 MW of renewable generation capacity for the Northwest
region, which implies continued FIT and microFIT uptake in FFPC’s service territory over the 2014 to
2018 planning period.

Customer Engagement - Customer Satisfaction Survey Findings
e Customers find that investing in a Mass Customer contact system will be of value to their needs
0 FFPC planning on deploying mass customer contact system in 2015
» Estimated Capital Cost $15,000
e Customers find that investing in transitioning customer billing to true calendar month billing will be of
value to their needs
0 FFPC planning on deploying true calendar monthly billing in 2014
» Estimated Operational Cost $7,500
e Customers find that investing in offering a choice of receiving a paper or electronic bill will be of value
to their needs
0 FFPC planning on deploying paper or electronic billing choice in 2014
= Estimated Operational Cost $10,000
e Customers don’t find that investing in technology to enable them to access their electronic consumption
data and billing information through the internet is of value to their needs
0 FFPC recognizes that this is a mandated directive, and as such FFPC will proceed with offering
online access to consumption and billing data in 2014
= Estimated Operational Cost $10,000
e Outage Communication is an identified area of improvement, FFPC plans to deploy an Outage
Management System (OMS) that will enable proactive notification of localized customer outages, as well
as assist with customer communication and interaction regarding planned or unplanned outages
0 FFPC planning to deploy an OMS in 2017
= Estimated Capital Cost $43,000

Consultations with Municipal Planning Office
e There are no significant projects planned under this consultation during the period 2014 to 2018.
e As such, FFPC is not aware of any corresponding material impact on its 2014 to 2018 DS Plan based on
this consultation

Consultations with Emergency Control Group
e This consultation has not had a material impact on FFPC’'s 2014 to 2018 DS Plan, with respect to
demanding capital expenditures.
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5.2.3 Performance measurement for continuous improvement

5.2.3.1 Overview of Performance Metrics

FFPC has historically used its own set of Key Performance Indexes (KPI's) to measure various aspects of
performance. Many of these KPI’s are aligned with measures contained in the Board’s RRR filing requirements,
as well as with the Board Staff’s July 2013 recommended scorecard. FFPC also utilizes several performance
measures which it believes to be of importance, that are not currently used by the Board. FFPC has identified
and defined these measures, as well as provided performance results with respect to them.

FFPC’s mission is to deliver safe and reliable electricity to its customers, at the lowest possible sustainable rates.
FFPC has attempted to align its performance measures with the July 2013 version of Board Staff’s
Recommended LDC scorecard. FFPC currently does not use all of the recommended measures, and as such,
FFPC does not have a history of data for newly introduced measures. FFPC plans to adopt any new measures
contained in the finalized scorecard.

5.2.3.2 FFPC RRR Unitized Statistics and Service Quality Requirements History

The following summary illustrates FFPC’s Unitized Statistics and Service Quality Requirements history based on
RRR reporting, for the period 2005 to 2012. Detailed discussions about significant measures, as per Board Staff’s
July 2013 recommended scorecard, are provided under sections 5.2.3.4 through 5.2.3.8.
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Unitized Statistics and Service Quality Requirements 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
# of Customers per sq km of Service Area 155.38 153.12 148.62 153.88 144.92 145.27 145.19 145.38
# of Customers per km of Line 53.16 47.39 46.00 47.63 44.86 44.96 51.01 51.08
Ave. Power & Distribution Revenue less Cost of Power & Related Costs
Per Customer Annually $342.92 $424.31 $371.06 $397.29 $411.73 $417.41 $403.15 $484.20
Per Total kwWh Purchased $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.02
Average Cost of Power & Related Costs
Per Customer Annually $1,523.85 $1,458.23 $1,594.13 $1,471.98 $1,674.33 $1,514.99 $1,639.16 $1,927.27
Per Total kWh Purchased $0.07 $0.07 $0.07 $0.07 $0.07 $0.07 $0.07 $0.09
Avg Monthly kWh Consumed per Customer 1,805 1,807 1,891 1,823 1,905 1,854 1,833 1,767
Avg Peak (kW) per Customer 3.46 3.55 3.71 3.53 3.62 3.50 3.49 3.39
OM&A Per Customer $263.58 $282.63 $296.59 $312.64 $349.41 $350.99 $344.90 $428.61
Net Income Per Customer $4.76 $18.61 $14.50 -$4.29 -$15.30 $4.51 -$1.44 -$83.05
Net Fixed Assets per Customer $ 833.68 $ 846.11 $ 819.25 $ 744.93 $ 772.17 $ 813.93 $ 760.42 $ 859.88
Service Quality Requirements
Low Voltage Connections (OEB Min. Standard: 90%) N/A 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
High Voltage Connections (OEB Min. Standard: 90%) N/A 100 N/A 100 100 100 100 N/A
Telephone Accessibility (OEB Min. Standard: 65%) N/A 100 100 100 97.4 94 94.1 93.6
Appointments Met (OEB Min. Standard: 90%) N/A 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Written Response to Enquiries (OEB Min. Standard: 80%) N/A N/A 100 100 100 100 98 100
Emergency Urban Response (OEB Min. Standard: 80%) N/A 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Emergency Rural Response (OEB Min. Standard: 80%) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Telephone Call Abandon Rate (OEB Standard: not exceed 10%) N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.1 2.8 5.1 2.2
Appointments Scheduling (OEB Min. Standard: 90%) N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 100 100 100
Rescheduling a Missed Appointment (OEB Standard: 100%) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Reconnection Performance Standard (OEB Min. Standard: 85%) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 100
Service Reliability Indices
SAIDI-Annual N/A 0.15 0.30 3.77 6.63 0.60 0.09 0.30
SAIFI-Annual N/A 0.24 0.31 1.77 2.40 0.31 0.21 0.30
CAIDI-Annual N/A 0.62 0.95 2.13 2.76 1.92 0.43 1.02
Loss of Supply Adjusted Service Reliability Indices
SAIDI-Annual N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.60 0.09 0.3
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5.2.3.3 FFPC RRR Financial Ratio History

The following summary illustrates FFPC’s financial ratio history based on RRR reporting, for period 2005 to 2012.
Detailed discussions about significant measures as per Board Staff’s July 2013 recommended scorecard are
provided under section 5.2.3.8

RRR Reported Financial Ratios 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Liquidity Current Ratio
Ratios (Current Assets/Current Liabilities) 3.50 4.65 4.82 3.96 3.30 4.11 4.97 2.67
Debt Ratio
(Total Debt/Total Assets) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.00
Debt to Equity Ratio
"eR‘gilr 298 | (Total Debt/Total Equity) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 | 000 | 000 | 0.00
Interest Coverage
(EBIT/Interest Charges) 14.58 38.58 49.53 -0.84 0.68 2.19 0.68 -8.95
Financial Statement Return on
Assets 0.24% 1.10% 0.82% -0.24% | -0.84% | 0.19% | -0.07% | -3.78%
Profitability | (Net Income/Total Assets)
Ratios Financial Statement Return on
Equity 0.34% 1.28% 0.96% -0.29% | -1.03% | 0.30% | -0.10% | -5.93%
(Net Income/Shareholder Equity)
5.2.34 Customer Focus Measures

FFPC has divided customer focus measures into the following two main performance categories; Service Quality
and Customer Satisfaction. FFPC’s service quality measures are based mainly on statistics reported in RRR
filings; however, as of 2013 FFPC has also been able to incorporate the results of its first customer satisfaction
survey.

5.2.3.4.a. Connection of LV Services

FFPC does not experience a large volume of requests for new connections, which is a good reflection of the local
economy, which is regressing somewhat. FFPC is able to offer excellent customer service with respect to
responding to customer service requests. Most requests for connection of a new service are accommodated
within one business day, well above the minimum requirement of five days. In 2013, FFPC only received three
(3) requests to connect new low voltage services. Throughout 2013 no requests to connect new high voltage
services were received.

5.2.3.4.a.i. OEB Requirement
The percentage of new low voltage (<750 volts) connection requests where the connection is made within 5
working days of all applicable service conditions being satisfied.

5.2.3.4.a.ii. OEB Approved Standard
At least 90% on a yearly basis
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5.2.3.4.a.iii. Performance History

Connection of New Services — Low Voltage
Year Minimum Standard FFPC Performance
2008 90% 100%
2009 90% 100%
2010 90% 100%
2011 90% 100%
2012 90% 100%

5.2.3.4.a.iv. Performance Trend & Assessment
FFPC consistently exceeds OEB requirements, and as such is satisfied with its performance. This measure is not

identified as having a material impact on FFPC’s 2014 - 2018 DS Plan.

5.2.3.4.b. Appointment Scheduling

The majority of appointments are scheduled and attended to by FFPC’'s General Superintendent. FFPC has a
relatively small service territory, which does not require long travel distances and essentially any customer
destination can be reached within a fifteen minute window. Furthermore, as Fort Frances is a relatively small
community, travel delays such as those due to rush-hour traffic are nonexistent. As such, FFPC has an excellent
track record scheduling and attending appointments as required. Many appointments are scheduled and
attended to within one day of receiving the customer request.

5.2.3.4.b.i. OEB Requirement
The percentage of appointments scheduled according to the standards stated in section 7.3 of the Distribution
System Code.

5.2.3.4.b.ii. = OEB Approved Standard
At least 90% on a yearly basis

5.2.3.4.b.iii. FFPC Performance History

Appointment Scheduling
Year Minimum Standard FFPC Performance
2008 90% n/a
2009 90% 100%
2010 90% 100%
2011 90% 100%
2012 90% 100%
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5.2.3.4.b.iv. Performance Trend & Assessment
FFPC consistently exceeds OEB requirements, and as such is satisfied with its performance. This measure is not
identified as having a material impact on FFPC’s 2014 - 2018 DS Plan.

5.2.3.4.c. Appointment Met
As per the same reasons discussed under appointment scheduling, FFPC has an excellent track record meeting
appointment obligations.

5.2.3.4.c.. OEB Requirement
The percentage of appointments involving meeting a customer or the customer's representative where the
appointment date and time is met.

5.2.3.4.c.ii. = OEB Approved Standard
At least 90% on a yearly basis.

5.2.3.4.ciiii. FFPC Performance History

Appointments Met
Year Minimum Standard FFPC Performance
2008 90% 100%
2009 90% 100%
2010 90% 100%
2011 90% 100%
2012 90% 100%

5.2.3.4.c.iiv. Performance Trend & Assessment
FFPC consistently exceeds OEB requirements, and as such is satisfied with its performance. This measure is not
identified as having a material impact on FFPC’s 2014 - 2018 DS Plan.

5.2.3.4.d. Telephone Accessibility

FFPC is currently in the process of reconfiguring its telephone system to address functionality limitations. FFPC
typically experiences a relatively low volume of customer calls; however, FFPC is currently limited to only being
able to answer one “outside” call at a time. All incoming calls are currently directed to and answered by FFPC'’s
Administrative Assistant. Unanswered calls are routed to a voice mail system. A system reconfiguration will
expand the bottleneck of one outside line, to a recommended three. This will enable simultaneous telephone
calls to be answered by other available staff members.

The current telephone system is unable to track and calculate statistical information such telephone call
abandon rates, or the length of time that a call in a queue. Telephone statistics are currently being logged and
computed manually, which is an onerous process. Abandon rates are not directly available and as such are
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currently calculated as a function of voice mail messages. The assumption is that during regular business hours
a voice mail is a telephone call that was abandoned.

FFPC believes that telephone accessibility with respect to hosting multiple incoming call lines, as well as
automated statistical reporting for regulatory reporting purposes is in an area requiring improvement. FFPC will
be expanding its incoming phone pipe from one to three lines. A telephone system upgrade enabling automatic
statistical reporting has been identified as a strategic improvement project in FFPC’s five year business plan.

5.2.3.4.d.i. OEB Requirement
The percentage of qualified incoming calls to the utility that are answered in person within 30 seconds.

5.2.3.4.d.ii. = OEB Approved Standard
At least 65% on a yearly basis.

5.2.3.4.d.iii. FFPC Performance History

Telephone Accessibility
Year Minimum Standard FFPC Performance
2008 65% 100.0%
2009 65% 97.4%
2010 65% 94.0%
2011 65% 94.1%
2012 65% 93.6%

5.2.3.4.d.iv. Performance Trend

FFPC exceeds OEB requirements; however, FFPC is not satisfied with how telephone performance metrics are
currently calculated, due to telephone system limitations. Although FFPC is pleased with its service level, a
telephone system upgrade has been identified as a strategic improvement to satisfy regulatory reporting
obligations. This measure is identified as having a small impact on FFPC’s 2014 - 2018 DS Plan. FFPC requires a
$20,000 capital investment to improve reporting telephone performance metrics.

5.2.3.5 Customer Satisfaction

Over the summer of 2013, FFPC conducted its first customer satisfaction survey. The survey provided both
guantitative and qualitative measures of customer satisfaction. The complete results of the survey are attached
as Appendix 3, and the sections pertaining specifically to customer satisfaction are discussed below.

5.2.3.5.a. Customer Satisfaction Survey

The following table illustrates the questions that customers were asked, the scoring legend, as well as FFPC’s
corresponding survey score. A portion of the customer survey management response is also provided following
the tables.
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Scoring Legend

FFPC Score

Scoring Range From 1 to 10

Scoring Range From 1 to 10

Not At All Neither Extremely | Average | Median | Mode
Satisfied | Satisfied or | Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided 1 5 10 9.0 10.0 10.0
by the Fort Frances Power Corporation (FFPC)?
How satisfied are you with the reliability of the electricity 1 5 10 9.5 10.0 10.0
supplied to you overall?
How satisfied are you with the portfolio of conservation 1 5 10 7.8 10.0 10.0
programs that are currently offered to you?
How satisfied are you with how FFPC communicates 1 5 10 8.8 10.0 10.0
planned outages to you?
Now thinking specifically about unplanned outages, how
satisfied are you with FFPC:
a. Responding to power outages, overall? 1 5 10 9.3 10.0 10.0
b. Amount of time taken to restore power? 1 5 10 9.1 10.0 10.0
c. Ability to respond to questions? 1 5 10 8.0 10.0 10.0
d. Communication when power will be restored? 1 5 10 7.7 9.5 10.0
e. Communication why an outage occurred? 1 5 10 7.6 10.0 10.0
Scoring Legend FFPC Score
Thinking of recent power outages that you have experienced: Answer in Minutes Average | Median Mode
Minutes | Minutes | Minutes
a. On average, for how many minutes do power outages last? X Minutes 25.0 15.0 30.0
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5.2.3.5.a.i. Overall Customer Satisfaction

Customers are overall very satisfied with the services provided by FFPC, as indicated by the average
score of 9.0 out of 10, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. It is worth noting that only one
customer response out of 345 received, indicated a degree of dissatisfaction.

5.2.3.5.a.ii.  Reliability of Electricity Supplied

Customers are overall very satisfied with the reliability of electricity supplied, as indicated by an average
score of 9.5 out of 10, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. Management recommends continuing
with its current practices towards maintaining electrical distribution system reliability.

5.2.3.5.a.iii. Conservation Program Offerings

Customers are moderately satisfied with the portfolio of conservation programs that are being offered,
as indicated by an average score of 7.8 out of 10, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. Conservation
program offerings appear to be an area of opportunity for improvement. Management recommends
exploring the feasibility of enhancing CDM programs to have a "Northern Element" in them, specifically
related to targeting reductions in heating loads. Northern residents require significantly more heating
than cooling due to the colder climate. A 2012 comparison of the temperature at the Fort Frances
Airport versus Lester B. Pierson Airport indicates that consumers in Fort Frances are subjected to 55%
more Heating Degree Day (HDD) demand over a year, at 4976 versus 3215 in Toronto.

5.2.3.5.a.iv. Communicating Planned Outages

Customers are very satisfied with how FFPC communicates planned outages, as indicated by an average
score of 8.8 out of 10, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. Management recommends continuing
with its current practice of announcing planned outages.

5.2.3.5.a.v.  Satisfaction with Unplanned Outages

Overall customers are very satisfied with how FFPC responds to power outages overall; with the amount
of time taken to restore power; and with FFPC's ability to respond to questions. FFPC received scores of
9.3, 9.1 and 8.0 out of 10 respectively, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. Customers are
moderately satisfied with FFPC's communication of when power will be restored, and with FFPC's
communication of why an outage occurred, as indicated by average scores of 7.7 and 7.6 out of 10
respectively, where 10 represents extremely satisfied. Management recommends that although
customers are moderately to very satisfied, an opportunity exists to improve customer communication,
specifically customer outages.

5.2.3.5.a.vi. General Comments

The general comments portion of the survey also demonstrates the high degree of customer
satisfaction, with 73.6% (123 general comments out of a possible 169 general comments received) of all
general comments received being compliments towards FFPC.

5.2.3.5.a.vii. Performance Trend & Assessment
FFPC currently does not have any performance trends regarding the level of customer satisfaction. FFPC
is pleased with the current level of customer satisfaction; however, the survey identified opportunities
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for improvement. The customer survey results have impacted FFPC’s 2014 to 2018 DS Plan. FFPC will
be initiating the following Customer Focus projects over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon:

Customers find that investing in Mass Customer contact system will be of value to their needs
0 FFPCis planning on deploying mass customer contact system in 2015
= Estimated Capital Cost $15,000
0 FFPC is planning on deploying Outage Management System to complement mass
customer contact system in 2017
=  Estimated Capital Cost $43,000
e Customers find that investing in transitioning customer billing to true calendar month billing will
be of value to their needs
0 FFPCis planning on deploying true calendar monthly billing in 2014
= Estimated Operational Cost $7,500
e Customers find that investing in offering a choice of receiving paper or electronic bills will be of
value to their needs
0 FFPCis planning on deploying paper or electronic billing choice in 2014
= Estimated Capital Cost $10,000
e Customers don’t find that investing in technology to enable them to access their electronic
consumption data and billing information through the internet is of value to their needs
0 FFPC recognizes that this is a mandated directive, and as such will proceed with offering
online access to consumption and billing data in 2014
= Estimated Capital Cost $10,000
e FFPCis planning on adding a new position of “Technical Customer Service Representative” to its
organization. The position will primarily be responsible for engaging customers and to deliver
customer preference related projects and services. Another core role of the new position will
be to support FFPC’s long range planning activities, by assisting in the annual processing of the
newly developed Asset Management Planning and Capital Planning Processes. FFPC anticipates
that the position will increase FFPC’'s OM&A expenses by $76,000 for labour expenses, and
$26,000 for benefit related expenses. For the 2014 test year, FFPC expects these expenses to be
% ($51,000) to reflect a hiring/starting date of July 1, 2014.

5.2.3.6 Operational Effectiveness Measures

FFPC has divided its operational effectiveness measures into three categories; Safety, System Reliability
and Overall Cost Performance. This DS Plan contains FFPC’s first formal asset management plan
(process), and as such no historic performance levels are available.

5.2.3.6.a. Safety

5.2.3.6.a.l. ESA Ontario Regulation 22 /04 Compliance Audits
In early 2004, Ontario Regulation 22/04 was put in place with the objective of enhancing public safety in
regards to Ontario’s electrical distribution systems. The regulation affects the safety requirements for
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the design, construction and maintenance of electrical distribution systems owned by licensed
distributors. Section 13 of the regulation stipulates that distributors are required to participate in
annual compliance audits as per the following:

13. (1) It is a condition of an approval issued to a distributor for the use of a distribution system
that the distributor engage an auditor to audit on an annual basis the distributor’s compliance
with sections 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 and to prepare an audit report. O. Reg. 22/04, s. 13 (1).

As such, FFPC has participated in annual compliance audits and believes that the audit results are a good
measure for assessing performance with respect to ensuring public and employee safety.

52.3.6.a.il Objective and Scope of the Audit:

To conduct a comprehensive review of the processes, guidelines, and standards used by Fort Frances
Power Corporation (FFPC) in their designs, construction, installations, use, maintenance and repairs,
extensions, connections and disconnections of electrical equipment forming the distribution system as
to avoid or reduce the possibility of electrical hazards.

52.3.6.ai2 Auditing Methodology followed:
The following standard audit practices were followed to assess the level of conformance to the
provincial safety regulation:

1. Review of Fort Frances Power Corporation’s existing processes, guidelines and standards.
2. In person meeting with knowledgeable personnel.
3. Site visits.

52.3.6.ai3 Section 4: Safety Standards

Section 4.0 of Regulation 22/04 (Electrical Distribution Safety) requires that the distributor has
processes in place to ensure that all distribution systems and the electrical installations, and electrical
equipment forming part of such systems are designed, constructed, installed, protected, used,
maintained, repaired, extended, connected and disconnected so as to avoid/reduce the exposure to
electrical safety hazards.

5.2.3.6.a.i4 Section 5: When Safety Standards Met

To meet the requirements of Section 5.0 of Regulation 22/04 (Electrical Distribution Safety), the
distributor is to ensure that there are processes in place that check on an ongoing basis the installations,
overhead and underground lines and distribution stations.

52.3.6.ai5 Section 6: Equipment Approval
Section 6 of Regulation 22/04 requires the use of certified/duly approved equipment for the
construction of new or the repair and extension of existing distribution systems after February 11, 2005.

52.3.6.a.i.6 Section 7: Approval of plans, drawings, and specifications for installation work
Section 7.0 of Regulation 22/04 (Electrical Distribution Safety) applies to electrical installations that are,
or may form part of the distribution system. This section requires that before starting, or affecting
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repairs, alterations, or extensions of an existing distribution system, the distributor must ensure that the
installation is based on:

523.6.ai7

Plans that have been prepared by a Professional Engineer and these have been reviewed and
approved by a professional engineer or ESA; or

The distributor’s standard design drawings are assembled by a Professional Engineer or by an
engineering technologist certified by OACETT, or by another competent person, and reviewed
and approved by a professional engineer or by ESA.

Moreover, prior to authorizing third party attachments, the distributor is to ensure that
attachments to its distribution systems meet the safety requirements of the Regulation

Section 8: Construction Approval and Inspections
On February 11, 2005, section 8 of the Regulation came into effect requiring that before putting any
new construction or repairs of the distribution systems into use, the distributor is to:

ensure the construction is inspected;

confirm that only approved equipment was utilized in the construction;

prepare a record of inspection; and

complete a Certificate

52.3.6.ai8 FFPC Performance History
FFPC Ontario Regulation 22/04 Compliance Audit Results
Section 7 .
Section 5 Section 6 Approval of plans section 8
Audit Section 4 . 2 . o ! Construction
When Safety Equipment drawings, and
Year Safety Standards e o Approval and
Standards Met Approval specifications for .
. . Inspections
installation work
2008 C C C NI NC
2009 C C C NI NI
2010 C C C C C
2011 C C C C C
2012 C C C C C

Legend C-complies, NI- Needs Improvement Identified, NC Non-conformance found, N/A —Not Applicable

5.2.3.6.a.1.9
FFPC is very pleased with its performance record and notes over the last five years only once instance of
a non-conformance to regulation 22/04 was identified through the audit process. FFPC has managed to
obtain a perfect score for the last three consecutive years. Compliance to O.Reg. 22/04 has not been
identified as needing improvement or as a driver requiring material investments over the planning
period. FFPC’s objective is to maintain current performance levels.

Performance Trend & Assessment
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5.2.3.6.a.ii. ESA Due Diligence Inspections

In order to ensure compliance with Ontario Regulation 22/04 “Electrical Distribution Safety”, the
Electrical Safety Authority performs Due Diligence Inspections (DDIs) of LDCs. The inspections focus on
ensuring that construction in the field is in accordance with a plan, work instruction, and/or standard
designs such that no undue hazards exist to the public or LDC personnel. FFPC believes this measure to
be a good measure of performance with respect to public safety and the safety of personnel.

LDCs receive an inspection report which could require LDC action in the event that significant findings
were found in the inspection. Findings are classified according to their importance with respect to
safety in the following order of importance:

Imminent Fire / Shock / Explosion Hazards
Non-Compliance(s) to O.Reg. 22/04
Needs Improvement

Safety Related Observations

I s

Miscellaneous Observations

The following are ESA’s definitions and instructions with respect to responding to the DDI Inspection
Report:

5.2.3.6.a.ii.1  Imminent Fire/Shock/Explosion Hazard

This section details imminent fire/shock/explosion hazards. All items listed under this section need to be
addressed immediately by the Local Distribution Company (LDC) and a formal, written response
submitted to Electrical Safety Authority (ESA).

5.2.3.6.a.ii.2  Key Due Diligence Findings

Key Due Diligence Findings are items that ESA requires formal, written responses within 10 working
days. The Key Due Diligence Findings can be found in the “NON-COMPLIANCES TO REGULATION 22/04”
and “NEEDS IMPROVEMENT” sections of the report.

5.2.3.6.a.ii.3 Observations

Observations are items that ESA does not require formal, written responses to, unless specifically
requested. The Observations can be found in the “SAFETY RELATED OBSERVATIONS” and
“MISCELLANEOUS OBSERVATIONS” sections of the report.

52.3.6.a.ii4  Non-Compliances to Regulation 22/04

The section details non-compliances to Regulation 22/04. All items listed under this section need to be
addressed by the Local Distribution Company (LDC) and a formal, written response submitted to
Electrical Safety Authority (ESA). For each non-compliance detailed, the LDC shall address (1) an ACTION
PLAN / RESPONSE and (2) TIMELINES (when not detailed by ESA) for addressing each non-compliance.

5.2.3.6.a.ii.5  Needs Improvement

The section details areas where improvements are required with respect to Regulation 22/04. All items
listed under this section need to be addressed by the Local Distribution Company (LDC) and a formal,
written response submitted to Electrical Safety Authority (ESA). For each “Needs Improvement” point,
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the LDC shall address (1) an ACTION PLAN / RESPONSE and (2) TIMELINES (when not detailed by ESA) for
addressing each point. LDC'’s are requested to provide comments within 10 working days.

5.2.3.6.a.ii.6  Safety Related Observations

The section details safety related observations discovered during the inspection. Items listed under this
section do not require a response by the LDC, unless specifically requested by ESA. These observations
affect the safety of the public or LDC personnel, and may or may not fall under Regulation 22/04.

5.2.3.6.a.ii.7  Miscellaneous Observations

The section details non-safety related observations discovered during the inspection. Items listed under
this section do not require a response by the LDC, unless specifically requested by ESA. These
observations are non-safety related, and may or may not fall under Regulation 22/04.

5.2.3.6.a.ii.8  FFPC Performance History

FFPC ESA Due Diligence Inspection Performance History
Inspection Imminent Firg / N.on- Needs safety Miscellaneous
Year Shock / Explosion | Compliances(s) T ReIate.d Observations
Hazards to O.Reg. 22/04 Observations
2008 0 0 0 1 0
2009 3 2 2
2010 0 0 2 2 2
2011 0 0 0 3 3
2012 0 0 0 0 2

52.3.6.aii.9  Performance Trend

FFPC is very pleased with the inspection results and notes that over the last five years of inspections no
hazards or non-conformances to Ontario Regulation 22/04 were found. FFPC was not required to
prepare a formal response to the inspection findings three out of five years. DDI inspection
performance is not identified as needing improvement or to be a driver requiring material investments
over the planning period. FFPC’s objective is to maintain current performance levels.

5.2.3.6.a.iii. Safe Worked Hours & Injury Free Years

FFPC has been tracking the performance of employee safety using the measure “Safe Worked Hours”.
This measure is a summation of all employee hours worked, beginning at zero, ending in the event that
an employee suffers a lost time injury. A lost time injury refers to accidents or injuries that force the
employee to remain away from his or her work, beyond the day of the accident or for the next shift.
Similarly, FFPC also tracks the amount of time that has elapsed in the unit “years, months”, since the last
occurrence of a lost time injury.
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5.2.3.6.a.iii.1  FFPC Performance History
FFPC's performance record as at August 31, 2013 is:

Safe Worked Hours - 71,576

Injury Free Years - 5 Years, 3 Months

5.2.3.6.a.iii.2  Performance Trend & Assessment

FFPC is pleased with its track record of employee safety. FFPC’s last lost time injury occurred in May of
2008, due to an employee requiring surgery on a shoulder muscle due to a long term repetitive strain
injury. In June of 2013, FFPC surpassed a five year injury free milestone, and currently has accumulated
71,576 safe worked hours as at the end of August 2013. FFPC is not aware of comparable industry
statistics and as such no industry comparison is available. FFPC’s objective is to continually improve its
Health and Safety program. Over the 2014 to 2018 planning horizon, FFPC is planning on expanding
employee safety awareness, skills development training and continued education. FFPC believes that all
work related injuries can be prevented if employees are armed with the proper continued education
and training, as well as supplied with the proper tools that enable them to work safely.

5.2.3.6.b. System Reliability and Performance
FFPC’s measures to quantify the performance of its electrical distribution system are SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI,
as well as the results obtained from an annual outage cause analysis.

5.2.3.6.b.i. SAIDI, SAIFI & CAIDI
FFPC has adopted the industry standard distribution system reliability measures SAIDI, SAIFI and CAIDI
for assessing the performance of its electrical distribution system.

5.2.3.6.b.i.1 Definitions
SAIDI: System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI) is defined as the length of outage customers
experience in a year on average and it is expressed as hours per customer per year.

Total Customer-Hours of Interruptions
Total Customers Served

SAIDI =

SAIFl: System Average Interruption Frequency Index is defined as the average number of interruptions
each customer experiences and it is expressed as number of interruptions per year per customer

Total Customer Interruptions
Total Customers Served

SAIFI =
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CAIDI: Customer Average Interruption Duration Index is defined as the speed at which power is restored
and it is expressed as average duration in hours per customer per year.

Total Customer-Hours of Interruptions
Total Customer Interruptions

CAIDI =

52.3.6.b.i2 Significance of Loss of Supply

Loss of supply can have a significant impact on FFPC’s overall reliability statistics, as FFPC’s entire
customer base is supplied from a single supply point. A loss of supply at this connection point results in
all customers being without power, compared to localized issues that only affect a small number of
customers. Thus, loss of supply by nature can be the dominant cause of poor distribution system
performance.

5.2.3.6.b.i.3 Customer Expectations

FFPC conducted its first customer satisfaction survey over the summer of 2013. As part of the survey,
consumers were asked specifically about their expectations with respect to how many hours they expect
to be without electricity in a year and how many power outage incidents they expect to experience. The
results were as per the following:

Scoring Legend FFPC Score
Number of Hours Average Median  Mode
Hours Hours Hours
9 How many hours in a year do you expect to X Hours 4.4 3.0 1.0

be without electricity?

On average, FFPC’s customers expect to be without electricity for a total of 4.4 hours according to the
2013 survey results.

Scoring Legend FFPC Score
Number of Instances Average Median  Mode
8 How many unplanned power X Unplanned Outages 2.9 2.0 2.0

outages do you expect to happen at
your home in a typical year?

On average, customers expect to experience 2.9 unplanned outages in a year.

52.3.6.b.i4 FFPC Performance History

Service Reliability Indices Including Loss of Supply

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

SAIDI - Annual 0.15 0.30 3.77 6.63 0.60 0.09 0.30
SAIFI - Annual 0.24 0.31 1.77 2.40 0.31 0.21 0.30
CAIDI - Annual 0.62 0.95 2.13 2.76 1.92 0.43 1.02
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Service Reliability Indices Adjusted for Loss of Supply

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
SAIDI - Annual 0.15 0.30 0.99 0.38 0.60 0.09 0.30
SAIFI - Annual 0.24 0.31 0.79 0.40 0.31 0.21 0.30
CAIDI - Annual 0.62 0.95 1.25 0.96 1.92 0.43 1.02

SAIDI Actual Performance vs Customer Expectations

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
SAIDI - Annual With Loss of Supply 0.15 | 0.30 | 3.77 | 6.63 | 0.60 | 0.09 | 0.30
SAIDI - Annual Without Loss of Supply 0.15 | 0.30 | 0.99 | 0.38 | 0.60 | 0.09 | 0.30
SAIDI - Customer Expectation 440 | 440 | 4.40 | 440 | 440 | 4.40 | 4.40

SAIFI Actual Performance vs Customer Expectations

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
SAIFI - Annual With Loss of Supply 024 | 0.31 | 1.77 | 240 | 0.31 | 0.21 | 0.30
SAIFI - Annual Without Loss of Supply 0.24 | 0.31 | 0.79 | 040 | 0.31 | 0.21 | 0.30
SAIFI - Customer Expectation 290 | 290 | 290 | 290 | 290 | 290 | 2.90

FFPC Service Reliability Including Loss of Supply

10
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== SAIDI-Annual == SAIFI-Annual
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FFPC Service Reliability Excluding Loss of Supply
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Notice that Loss of Supply significantly impacted years 2008 and 2009. Overall FFPC's electrical
distribution system is performing very well.

SAIDI Actual Performance vs Customer Expectations
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SAIDI - Customer Expectation

FFPC exceeded annual customer SAIDI expectations with the exception of 2009. FFPC notes that there is
a large margin between the portion of SAIDI that is within FFPC’s control (excluding loss of supply) and
customer expectations.
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SAIFI Actual Performance vs Customer Expectations
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SAIFI - Customer Expectation

FFPC has good track record of exceeding annual customer SAIFI expectations. FFPC notes that there is a
large margin between the portion of SAIFI that is within FFPC’s control (excluding loss of supply) and
customer expectations.

52.3.6.b.i5 Performance Trend & Assessment

FFPC is pleased with the performance of its electrical distribution system. FFPC’s largest opportunity for
improving system reliability performance measures lies in the loss of supply category. Although loss of
supply incidents generally do not occur frequently, when they do, they dominate annual distribution
system performance degradation. FFPC will investigate the potential of improving the reliability of its
transmission supply from HONI.

The portion of system reliability performance that is within FFPC’s direct control is not identified as
needing improvement or to be a driver requiring material investments over the planning period. FFPC's
objective is to maintain current performance levels which greatly exceed customer expectations. FFPC
acknowledges sustained reliability improvements in 2010, 2011 and 2012 relative to the lowest
performance in 2009.

FFPC Customer Reliability & Performance versus Industry:

The following is comparison of the reliability that FFPC’'s customers experience versus the industry
average in Ontario, as per the data available from OEB Yearbooks. Please note that the performance
measures include loss of supply, to reflect the true reliability that customers experience.

FFPC Annual SAIDI vs Industry Annual SAIDI

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011, 2012

SAIDI - FFPC Annual 0.15 0.30 3.77 6.63 0.60 0.09 0.30

SAIDI - Industry Annual 8.80 4.27 7.10 3.96 3.44 7.19 3.99
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FFPC Annual SAIDI vs Industry Annual SAIDI
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FFPC’s annual interruption durations were shorter than those of industry six out of seven years.

FFPC Annual SAIFI vs Industry Annual SAIFI

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

SAIFI - FFPC Annual 0.24 0.31 1.77 2.40 0.31 0.21 0.30

SAIFI - Industry Annual 2.66 2.42 2.62 2.11 2.04 2.53 1.86

FFPC Annual SAIFI vs Industry Annual SAIFI
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FFPC’s annual interruption frequency was lower than those of industry six out of seven years.
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FFPC Annual CAIFI vs Industry Annual CAIFI

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
CAIDI - FFPC Annual 0.62 0.95 2.13 2.76 1.92 0.43 1.02
CAIDI - Industry Annual 3.31 1.77 2.71 1.87 1.69 2.84 2.14

FFPC Annual CAIDI vs Industry Annual CAIDI
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Note that FFPC’s annual interruption duration was shorter than those of industry five out of seven years.

5.2.3.6.b.ii. = Annual Outage Root Cause Failure Analysis

In 2008, FFPC started to formally track all root causes of outages.

FFPC groups outages into the

following categories; Adverse Weather; Animal Contact; Equipment Failure; Loss of Supply; Planned;

Vegetation; and Other.

Most adverse weather related outages are caused by high winds and lightning strikes. Animal contacts

are mainly caused by squirrels and raccoons. The following table summarizes the annual number of

outage incidents by category:

FFPC Outage Cause History

Cause Class 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | Total
Adverse Weather 4 2 1 2 4 13
Animal Contact 6 9 8 2 5 30
Equipment Failure 10 8 10 5 5 38
Planned 9 10 6 13 17 55
Vegetation 3 2 4 1 2 12
Other 2 3 3 1 1 10
Loss of Supply 1 2 0 0 0 3
Total 35 36 32 24 34 161
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The following is a graphical representation of annual causes of outages:

FFPC History of Outages By Cause Class
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The following table summarizes the classes of outage causes in the order of most frequent class to least
frequent class.

FFPC Most Frequent Outage Causes - Ranked By Highest to Lowest Cause Class
Cause Class 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | Total % Cause

Planned 9 10 6 13 17 55 34.2%
Equipment Failure 10 8 10 5 5 38 23.6%
Animal Contact 6 9 8 2 5 30 18.6%
Adverse Weather 4 2 1 2 4 13 8.1%
Vegetation 3 2 4 1 2 12 7.5%
Other 2 3 3 1 1 10 6.2%
Loss of Supply 1 2 0 0 0 3 1.9%
Total 35 36 32 24 34 161 100%
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52.3.6.b.ii.1  Outage Class Interruption Frequency

It is important to note that FFPC’s most frequent causes of outages are:

Planned Outages
Equipment Failure
Animal Contact
Adverse Weather

P whPe

The most important aspect of evaluating outage causes is to evaluate the impact of each cause class.

Although several causes occur more frequently, they have a relatively small impact on overall system

performance. Planned Outages and Animal Contacts occur relatively frequently; however, they have a

minimal impact on overall performance. The following table and graph represent the percentage of

overall impact that each outage class has had on the Total Customer Hours of outages (number of

customers affected x time), for the period 2008 to 2012.

Impact of Outage Class on Total Customer Hours
for the Period 2008 to 2012

Cause Class % Impact
Loss of Supply 78.3%
Adverse Weather 10.9%
Equipment Failure 7.2%
Animal Contact 1.8%
Planned 1.4%
Vegetation 0.0%
Other 0.4%

Total 100.0%

78.3%

0,
10.9% 7.2%

o ¥ =

% Impact on Total Outage Hours for
Period 2008 to 2012

1.4% 0.0% 0.4%

Adverse Animal Equipment Loss of
Weather  Contact Failure Supply

Planned Vegetation Other
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It is important to note that only 3 out of a total of 106 unplanned outage incidents during the period
2008 to 2012 were due to a loss of supply; however, they account for 78.3% of total customer-hours of
unplanned outages. This again highlights the significant impact that loss of supply has on the reliability
of electricity that FFPC’s customers experience.

Only 22.5% of all customer interruption hours are attributed to events on FFPC’s electrical distribution
system. Of the 22.5%, the largest contributors were Adverse Weather, Equipment Failure and Animal
Contacts.

5.2.3.6.b.ii.2  Planned Outages

It is also important to note that although planned outages are the most frequent cause of outages, the
overall impact of them is relatively small, representing 1.4% of total customer interruption hours. This is
largely due to the fact that planned outages typically only affect a handful of customers. Planned
outages are usually required to accommodate planned capital projects, such as transformer
replacements or transferring of services from old poles to new poles. They are necessary to maintain
the safety of employees and the general public.

5.2.3.6.b.ii.3  Adverse Weather

Distributors are somewhat at the mercy of Mother Nature, as bad weather cannot be controlled. FFPC
has taken measures to minimize outages related to adverse weather conditions. Most notable
measures are maintaining a structurally sound fleet of wood poles, an aggressive tree trimming
program, as well as periodic conductor tensioning initiatives. Almost half of weather related outages
are due to lighting strikes. Any lightning strike has a high probability of damaging or weakening
distribution system components, even if an immediate outage does not occur. Usually lighting strikes
result in the activation of current limiting protective devices such as fuses or lightning arrestors. It
should be noted that transformer failures from lightning strikes are tracked under this category as
opposed under equipment failure.

In summation, 6 out of 13 adverse weather incidents were as a result of lightning strikes, another 6 were
due to high winds and 1 was due to excessive snow loading. FFPC’s strategy to mitigate the impacts of
adverse weather is:

e To conduct an aggressive tree trimming program to minimize contact of conductors with
vegetation, as well as airborne debris during periods of high winds.

e To maintain a thorough maintenance inspection program that identifies deficiencies and likely
causes of future unplanned outages or unsafe conditions (continually finding the weakest links).

e To maintain the overall structural integrity of wood pole lines, by keeping pace with the rate of
deterioration of components (capital sustainment or development projects as per the outputs of
the asset management process).

e To conduct periodic conductor tensioning initiatives, according to inspection findings.

5.2.3.6.b.ii.4  Equipment Failure
FFPC has been utilizing equipment failure summaries to assess patterns of failure. The failure analysis
results are important inputs into the asset management process, as they have the potential of being
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drivers for significant investment. The analysis results potentially affect maintenance planning,
inspection planning, as well as capital replacement or sustainment planning. For the period 2008 to
2012, the most common equipment failures by category were Transformers, Switches and Conductors.
The following table summarizes the failures. It is important to note that several transformers failed due
to lightning strikes and that those failures were captured under the “Adverse Weather” category.
Transformer failures in the “Equipment Failure” category failed due to other factors, such as
overloading.

Transformers Conductors & Switches Smart Meters Misc
Terminations Hardware
Transformer | 7 | Conductor 2 | Fuse Link 1 | Smart Meter | 4 | Insulator 1
Lightning 6 | Splice 2 | Switch 7
Arrester
Connection | 2 | Cutout 1
Termination | 1 | Switchgear 1
Bushing
Insulink 2
Line Clamp | 1
Total 13 Total 10 Total 10 Total 4 Total 1

5.2.3.6.b.ii.5  Animal Contact

Unplanned outages caused by animal contacts have decreased significantly over the last decade. FFPC
has standardized on equipping its overhead transformers with squirrel guards. The guards prevent
animals from climbing from the lid of transformers onto the primary conductor, which if both are
contacted at the same time, results in a short circuit and a subsequent blown transformer fuse. FFPC
will continue to utilize its inspection process to ensure that the animal guards remain in good working
condition.

5.2.3.6.b.ii.6  Key Inputs into Asset Management Process

FFPC's top three contributing causes, to overall customer outage hours over the period 2008 to 2012
are: Loss of Supply, Adverse Weather and Equipment Failure. Each category contributed the following
percentages:

Loss of Supply 78.3%
Adverse Weather 10.9%
Equipment Failure 7.2%
Total 96.4%

FFPC plans to consult with HONI to investigate supply point reliability improvement opportunities. FFPC
plans to continue with its detailed maintenance inspection program, to proactively identify deficiencies
that have a high risk of failure or present undue hazards. FFPC plans to closely monitor the health of its
transformers, switches, and the quality of conductors and connections.
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Transformer and switch failures are the highest contributors to equipment failures which result in
unplanned outages. FFPC’s asset management process has identified that approximately 18% of the
entire transformer population will reach the end of their suggested forty (40) year useful service life by
2018. The aging transformer fleet aligns with the results of the outage cause analysis, which identified
transformer failures as being the most frequent equipment failure resulting in customer interruptions.
As such, transformer replacements have a very large impact on FFPC’s 2014 - 2018 DS Plan.

5.2.3.6.c. Overall Cost Performance

As discussed under section 5.2.1.5 “Unique Embedded OM&A Costs”, FFPC has significant expenses
imbedded into its OM&A costs, that are directly associated with the upkeep and operation of its High
Voltage (Greater than 50 kV) Transformer Station, as well as the 1905 Historic Power Agreement. As
such, all RRR reported OM&A costs sustain three distinct business aspects; however, historically they
have always been lumped together and treated as distribution expenses. As previously mentioned, prior
to the year end of 2012, FFPC’s transformer station was improperly classified as a “less than 50 kV
station” when it is actually a “greater than 50 kV station” (High Voltage Asset). As such, all associated
expenses have historically always been reported and treated as distribution expenses. Given the
increased focus on distributor performance and the expectation to “bend the cost curve”, it is important
to note that FFPC’'s OM&A costs as reported cannot be directly compared to that of other distributors,
as they are inclusive of all three business aspects (distribution, HV Station & Historic Power Agreement)
and the comparison would not be “apples to apples”. Furthermore, FFPC is concerned that its
placement into efficiency cohort Group IV in the November 21, 2013 released PEG Report is inaccurate,
as FFPC’s unique circumstances were not understood and as such could not be taken into consideration.
FFPC believes that it will be penalized with its assigned stretch factor of 0.45% if its unique
circumstances are not taken into consideration. It is worth noting that the stretch factor of 0.45% to is
assigned to distributors having actual costs between 10% to 25% higher than predicted.

With respect to Performance Outcomes, FFPC is able to offer its customers among the lowest rates in
the Province, according to the OEB’s online bill calculator (and the bill impact calculation in this COS);
however, the November 21, 2013 released PEG report ranked FFPC as 58" with respect to “Difference
Between Actual and Predicted Cost: Cost Benchmarking Model” (table 17).

FFPC respectfully requests that the Board be mindful of FFPC’s unique circumstances when evaluating its
“cost performance”. FFPC would be pleased to work with the Board, as well as PEG staff to revise FFPC's
cost structure (and historic data used) for benchmarking purposes, such that a fair and accurate stretch
factor can be obtained.

5.2.3.6.c.i. OM&A Cost Comparisons

FFPC has tabulated its various OM&A Cost comparators as per Board Staff’s July 2013 recommended
scorecard. As FFPC's OM&A costs are inclusive of operating and up keeping the historic power
agreement and HV station, FFPC has provided a rate of change analysis (% change by year). FFPC finds
the rate of change analysis a good tool for assessing long term performance trends. The analysis is also
a useful tool for assessing performance relative to industry. The source data for all OM&A cost
comparisons was extracted from the OEB’s annual distributor year books. The following table contains
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the list of comparators, as well as base inputs that FFPC relied upon to assess its OM&A related
performance:
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2005 to 2012

Cost Performance Comparators 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 e
FFPC OM&A Reported 1,064,846 1,125,164 1,146,014 1,250,883 1,316,559 1,325,684 1,301,992 1,620,129 1,268,909
Industry OM&A Reported 994,820,205 1,079,540,064 1,199,224,784 1,210,181,289 1,266,934,047 1,350,642,664 1,412,233,814 1,513,210,665 1,253,348,442
FFPC % OM&A Increase relative to 2005 0% 5.7% 7.6% 17.5% 23.6% 24.5% 22.3% 52.1% 21.9%
Industry % OM&A Increase relative to 2005 0% 8.5% 20.5% 21.6% 27.4% 35.8% 42.0% 52.1% 29.7%
FFPC # Customers 4,040 3,981 3,864 4,001 3,768 3,777 3,775 3,780 3,873
Industry # Customers 4,522,869 4,590,958 4,634,998 4,693,045 4,748,558 4,788,667 4,839,185 4,893,782 4,714,008
Adjusted FFPC # Customers - (Adjusted to
Reflect Industry Equivalent Customer 4,040 4,101 4,140 4,192 4,242 4,277 4,323 4,371 4,211
Growth)

FrPC % Change in # Customers Relative to 0% 15% -4.4% 1.0% 6.7% 6.5% -6.6% 6.4% 4.7%
Industry % Change in # Customers Relative 0% 1.5% 2.5% 3.8% 5.0% 5.9% 7.0% 8.2% 4.8%
to 2005

Adjusted FFPC % Change in # Customers

Relative to 2005 - (Adjusted to Reflect 0% 1.5% 2.5% 3.8% 5.0% 5.9% 7.0% 8.2% 4.8%
Industry Equivalent Customer Growth)

FFPC Circuit km of Line 84 84 84 84 84 84 74 74 82
Industry Circuit km of Line 203,896 200,887 196,242 195,779 196,815 197,588 194,707 195,858 197,722
Adjusted FFPC Circuit km of Line - (Adjusted

to Reflect Improved Accuracy from GIS 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
System)

Adjusted FFPC Circuit km of Line - (Adjusted

to Reflect Industry Equivalent Decrease in 74 72.9 71.2 71.1 71.4 71.7 70.7 71.1 71.8
Circuit Length)

FFPC % Change in Circuit km of Line 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -11.9% -11.9% -3.4%
Relative to 2005

inclustry 9% Change in Circuit km of Line 0% 15% 3.8% -4.0% -3.5% 3.1% -4.5% 3.9% 3.5%
Relative to 2005

Adjusted FFPC % Change in Circuit km of

Line Relative to 2005 - (Adjusted to Reflect 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Improved Accuracy from GIS System)

Adjusted FFPC % Change in Circuit km of

Line Relative to 2005 - (Adjusted to Reflect 0% -1.5% 3.8% -4.0% -3.5% 3.1% 4.5% -3.9% -3.5%
Industry Equivalent Decrease in Circuit

Length)

FFPC kWh Delivered (excluding losses) 83,923,661 82,347,301 83,900,561 84,002,098 82,503,680 79,739,754 79,562,547 76,310,422 81,536,253
Industry kWh Delivered (excluding losses) 123,810,922,688 | 121,675,238,626 | 125,729,367,887 123,503,514,640 118,959,458,726 121,191,511,801 121,038,008,423 119,995,730,310 121,987,969,137
Adjusted FFPC kWh Delivered (excluding

losses) - (Adjusted to Reflect Industry 83,923,661 82,476,015 85,224,055 83,715,288 80,635,158 82,148,127 82,044,076 81,337,581 82,687,995
Equivalent Change in kWh Delivered)

FFPC % Change in kWh Delivered (excluding 0% -1.9% 0.0% 0.1% 1.7% -5.0% 5.2% -9.1% -3.3%

losses) Relative to 2005
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Industry % Change in kWh Delivered

0, _ o, o, _ [ _ 0, _ [ _ o, _ [ _ 0,
(excluding losses) Relative to 2005 0% 1.7% 1.5% 0.2% 3.9% 2.1% 2.2% 3.1% 1.7%
FFPC Adjusted % Change in kWh Delivered
(excluding losses) Relative to 2005 - 5 o 0 o o 0 0 0 0
(Adjusted to Reflect Industry Equivalent 0% 1.7% 1.5% 0.2% 3.9% 2.1% 2.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Change in kWh Delivered)
FFPC OM&A per Customer (RRR Reported) 263.58 282.63 296.59 312.64 349.41 350.99 344.90 428.61 328.67
'F:edp“;:trz d())M&A per Customer (RRR 219.95 235.14 258.73 257.87 266.80 282.05 291.83 309.21 265.20
Adjusted FFPC OM&A per Customer -
(Adjusted to Reflect Industry Customer 263.58 274.38 276.80 298.40 310.39 309.93 301.21 370.63 300.66
Growth)
FFPC % Increase in OM&A per Customer o o o o o o o o o
Relative to 2005 (RRR Reported) 0% 7.2% 12.5% 18.6% 32.6% 33.2% 30.9% 62.6% 28.2%
Industry % Increase in OM&A per Customer . o o o o o o o o
Relative to 2005 (RRR Reported) 0% 6.9% 17.6% 17.2% 21.3% 28.2% 32.7% 40.6% 23.5%
Adjusted FFPC % Increase in OM&A per
Customer Relative to 2005 - (Adjusted to 0% 4.1% 5.0% 13.2% 17.8% 17.6% 14.3% 40.6% 16.1%
Reflect Industry Customer Growth)
FFPC OM&A per kWh Delivered 0.01269 0.01366 0.01366 0.01489 0.01596 0.01663 0.01636 0.02123 0.01564
Industry OM&A per kWh Delivered 0.00803 0.00887 0.00954 0.00980 0.01065 0.01114 0.01167 0.01261 0.01029
Adjusted FFPC OM&A per kWh Delivered -
(Adjusted to Reflect Industry Equivalent 0.01269 0.01364 0.01345 0.01494 0.01633 0.01614 0.01587 0.01992 0.01537
Change in kWh Delivered)
o -
FFPC % Increase in OM&A per kWh 0% 7.7% 7.7% 17.4% 25.8% 31.0% 29.0% 67.3% 26.5%
Delivered Relative to 2005
o -
Industry % Increase in OM&A per kWh 0% 10.4% 18.7% 22.0% 32.5% 38.7% 45.2% 56.9% 32.1%
Delivered Relative to 2005
Adjusted FFPC % Increase in Reported
OM&A per kWh Delivered Relative to 2005 0% 7.5% 6.0% 17.8% 28.7% 27.2% 25.1% 57.0% 24.2%
- (Adjusted to Reflect Industry Equivalent
Change in kWh Delivered)
FFPC OM&A per km Circuit of Line 12676.7 13394.8 13643.0 14891.5 15673.3 15782.0 17594.5 21893.6 15693.7
Industry OM&A per km Circuit of Line 4879.1 5373.9 6110.9 6181.4 6437.2 6835.7 7253.1 7726.1 6349.7
Adjusted FFPC OM&A per km Circuit of Line
- (Adjusted to Reflect Improved Accuracy 14389.8 15204.9 15486.7 16903.8 17791.3 17914.7 17594.5 21893.6 17147.4
from GIS System)
o ——
FFPC % OM&A Increase per km Circuit of 0% 5.7% 7.6% 17.5% 23.6% 24.5% 38.8% 72.7% 27.2%
Line Relative to 2005
o —
Industry % OM&A Increase per km Circuit 0% 10.1% 25.2% 26.7% 31.9% 40.1% 48.7% 58.4% 34.4%
of Line Relative to 2005
FFPC Adjusted % OM&A Increase per km
ircuit of Li . 5 A
Circuit of Line Relative to 2005 - {Adjusted 0% 5.7% 7.6% 17.5% 23.6% 24.5% 22.3% 52.1% 21.9%

to Reflect Improved Accuracy from GIS
System)
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Notes: Rate of change % averages are relative to 2005 and are therefore 2006 to 2012 averages.
Blue font denotes adjusted measure for comparative purposes.
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523.6.cil OM&A (RRR Reported)
Refer to section 5.2.3.6.c.i for the summary of FFPC’s RRR reported OM&A expenses, as well as those

reported by industry (based on OEB Yearbooks).

523.6.cila OM&A Performance History
The following graph illustrates FFPC’s and Industry’s performance history with respect to annual %
Increase in OM&A Expenditures for the period 2006 to 2012, relative to the base year 2005.

FFPC vs Industry Annual % OM&A Increase Relative to Base Year 2005
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52.3.6.cilb OM&A Performance Trend and Assessment

Over the period 2006 through 2012 FFPC’s average annual increase in OM&A expense was 21.9%, and
the average annual increase reported by industry was 29.7%. As such, FFPC estimates that it was able to
avoid $581k in OM&A expense, relative to the requirements of industry. The savings are largely
attributed to FFPC’s approach of adjusting its business needs on a reactive basis, upon the numerous
major industry changes that occurred between 2005 and 2012 reaching their steady state. FFPC credits
its staff and service providers for enduring significantly intensified short term workloads, which were
necessary to successfully implement the numerous sector changes. The current level of effort exerted
by FFPC'’s staff is not sustainable, and as such FFPC is realigning its revenue requirement in this COS to
fund additional resources (the addition of a Technical Customer Service Representative to staff, as well
as more necessary services from third party service providers including Human Resources, Legal, IT, and
Skills Development expertise).

Over the period 2005 to 2012, the most notable OM&A expense increase occurred in 2012. The jump in
expense occurred due largely to the recognition of approximately $392k in smart meter related
expenses from to the clearance of relevant variance accounts (1555 & 1556). Overall, FFPC is pleased
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with its OM&A performance trend and believes that it demonstrates wise spending in the best interest
of consumers, for whom FFPC exists.

523.6.ci2 OM&A per Customer
FFPC performed its OM&A per Customer analysis based on data contained in the OEB’s published

Annual Yearbooks.

5.2.3.6.ci2.a OM&A per Customer Performance History

The following graph illustrates FFPC’s and Industry’s performance history with respect to annual %
Increase in OM&A Expenditures per Customer for the period 2006 to 2012, relative to the base year
2005.

FFPC vs Industry Annual % OM&A per Customer Increase Relative to Base Year 2005
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52.3.6.ci2.b OM&A per Customer Performance Trend and Assessment

FFPC’s annual percent change in OM&A expense per customer increased at a rate slightly higher than
that of industry. FFPC’s average % OMR&A increase over the period 2006 to 2012 was 28.2%, compared
to 23.5% for industry. FFPC’s higher increase rate was largely influenced by the decline in FFPC’s
customer base from 4,040 in 2005 to 3,780 in 2012 (-6.4%). If FFPC's customer base grew at a pace
equivalent to that of industry, FFPC would have been able to spread out fixed OM&A costs across 4,371
customers by 2012. As such, FFPC notes that its actual underperformance relative to that of industry
was largely influenced by its 6.4% loss in customer base which is a variable that FFPC cannot control.
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52.3.6.ci3 OM&A per kWh Delivered
FFPC performed its OM&A per kWh Delivered analysis based on data contained in the OEB’s published

Annual Yearbooks.

52.3.6.ci3.a OM&A per kWh Delivered Performance Trend

The following graph illustrates FFPC’s and Industry’s performance history with respect to annual %
Increase in OM&A Expenditures per kWh Delivered for the period 2006 to 2012, relative to the base
year 2005.

FFPC vs Industry Annual % OM&A per kWh Delivered Increase Relative to Base Year 2005
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5.2.3.6.ci3.b OM&A per kWh Delivered Performance Trend and Assessment

FFPC’s annual percent change in OM&A expense per kWh Delivered increased at a rate slightly lower
than that of industry. FFPC’s average percent OM&A increase over the period 2006 to 2012 was 26.5%,
compared to 32.1% for industry. FFPC’s increase rate was influenced by the decline in FFPC’s volume of
sales, which declined at an average annual rate of -3.3% versus -1.7% for industry. If FFPC's annual
percent change in volume of sales was equivalent to that of industry, FFPC would have been able to
spread out its fixed OM&A costs across a larger volume. FFPC notes that although its volume of sales
decreased at twice the rate experienced by industry, FFPC’s actual performance was still slightly better
than that of industry.

52.3.6.ci4 OM&A per Circuit km of Line
FFPC performed its OM&A per Circuit km of Line analysis based on data contained in the OEB’s
published Annual Yearbooks. FFPC notes that its reported Circuit km decreased from 84 km to 74 km in
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2011, due to the availability of more accurate dimensional data obtained from its GIS system, and as
such no physical plant was removed.

5.2.3.6.ci4a OM&A per Circuit km of Line Performance History

The fol