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UNDERTAKING JT2.14 1 

  2 
Undertaking  3 
 4 
To provide a list of benchmarking studies, surveys, reports and analysis, or explain why 5 
it cannot be provided. 6 
 7 
 8 
Response  9 
 10 
The requested list is provided as Attachment 1. 11 

9
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JT2.14 
Attachment 1 – List of Major Benchmarking (2010 – 2013) 

  
Name of Study 

 

 
Timing 

 
Author 

 
Purpose 

1. OPG Nuclear 
Benchmarking Reports 

2009 - 2011 OPG /Scott Madden 
Management 
Consultants 

To compare OPG Nuclear’s 
performance to that of nuclear 
industry peer groups both in 
Canada and worldwide. 
 

2. Nuclear Staffing 
Benchmarking 
Analysis 

2012 Goodnight 
Consulting Inc 

To benchmark OPG nuclear 
staff levels against other North 
American nuclear operators. 
 

3. Uranium Procurement 
Program Assessment 

2011 Longenecker & 
Associates 

An external assessment 
of OPG's uranium procurement 
assessment. 
 

4. Corporate Executive Board 
General Counsel 
Roundtable Legal 
Department Spending and 
Staffing  Benchmarking 
 

2011  Internal review of comparative 
organizations to identify any 
gaps. 

5. Recharging Our Workforce 2011 Electricity Sector 
Council 

To mitigate against a reality of 
the electricity sector in Canada 
losing 30% of its workforce 
between 2007-2012. 
 

6. Review of Dam 
Safety Program 

2007- 2011 Dam Safety 
Advisory Panel 

To provide: 
• External oversight of OPG's 
Dam and Public Safety 
Program; 
• An independent viewpoint into 
the strategic and operational 
risks and emerging issues 
regarding safety of OPG's 
dams; 
• Advice on priorities and 
opportunities of Dam Safety 
Program performance 
improvements. 
 

7. Hydroelectric Generation 
Benchmarking Program 

on-going Navigant Consulting 
Inc. 

To provide: 
• Hydroelectric generation costs 
and performance reviews; 
• Opportunity to network, 
exchange experiences and 
discuss best practices. 
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Name of Study 
 

 
Timing 

 
Author 

 
Purpose 

8. Hydroelectric Productivity 
Committee (HPC)  
Database Electric Utility 
Cost Group 

on-going Electric Utility Cost 
Group (EUCG) 

HPC Database is used to  
derive industry statistics such 
as operating and maintenance 
costs as well generating units' 
performance. OPG position can 
be established relative to that. 
Numerical analyses are 
presented during workshops 
and used as background for 
discussing methodologies, 
business practices, equipment 
repair methods, etc. 
 

9. OPG IT Cost Benchmarking 
Analysis Reports 

2010 Electric Utility Cost 
Group (EUCG) 

To review compatible peer 
organizations to identify gaps in 
IT costs. 
 

10. Corporate Library 
Benchmarking Study 

2010 Primary Research 
Group (PRG) 

To review compatible peer 
organizations to identify gaps in 
documentation storage. 
 

11. Market Total Compensation 
Review 

2010 Mercer To conduct a total 
compensation review for the 
non-union employee 
populations (Bands A to L) for 
2010. 
 

12. National Utility 
Compensation Survey 

2013 Aon Hewit Required by OEB.  Submitted in 
2013 OEB Evidence.   
 

13. Benefit Index Report 2012 Aon Hewit To assess the value of the OPG 
salaried employee pension and 
benefits for the PWU group as 
compared to a norm of values 
of the salaries employee 
benefits program of 16 
companies. 
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UNDERTAKING JT2.18 1 

  2 
Undertaking  3 
 4 
To advise what percentage of the 10,375 headcount appears on the sunshine list. 5 
 6 
 7 
Response  8 
 9 
There were 7,958 OPG employees reported in the 2013 Public Sector Salary Disclosure 10 
list. 11 
 12 

7,958 / 10,375 = 77% 13 
 14 
Note that 10,375 is OPG’s headcount target at year end 2016 and relates only to regular 15 
employees from ongoing operations, while 7,958 is a historical number as of year-end 16 
2013 and relates to all employees of OPG. 17 
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UNDERTAKING JT2.19 1 

  2 
Undertaking  3 
 4 
To provide a reconciliation of the OPG sunshine list with the people actively employed 5 
by the company at the time the list was produced. 6 
 7 
 8 
Response  9 
 10 
OPG has provided the requested reconciliation in the attached list which identifies 11 
employees who were reported under the 2013 Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act and 12 
are above $200,000. The attached list indicates employees who are no longer with OPG 13 
with an asterisk. 14 
 15 
As of April 24th, 2014, 471 employees who were reported under the 2013 Public Sector 16 
Salary Disclosure Act are no longer with OPG.  17 
 18 
As of April 24th, 2014, 39 employees who were reported under the 2013 Public Sector 19 
Salary Disclosure Act AND above $200,000 are no longer with OPG. 20 

13
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2.2 Pension and OPEB Costs 1 

Relative to the amounts reflected in the first Impact Statement, OPG is forecasting an overall 2 

decrease of $278.7M in its test period revenue requirement related to pension and OPEB, 3 

inclusive of the related income taxes. This consists of a $206.9M decrease in forecast 4 

pension and OPEB costs for the prescribed facilities as shown on Chart 1, which has been 5 

reproduced from Ex. L, Tab 6.8, Schedule 1 Staff-112, and a $71.8M decrease in income 6 

taxes as presented in Chart 2, also reproduced from Ex. L, Tab 6.8, Schedule 1 Staff-112. 7 

The income tax impact of the updated pension and OPEB forecast is calculated in the same 8 

manner as discussed in Ex. N1-1-1, section 2.2.4. 9 

 10 

Chart 1 11 

Updated Forecast of Pension and OPEB Costs ($M)1 12 

 Nuclear 
Previously 
Regulated 

Hydroelectric 

Newly 
Regulated 

Hydroelectric 
Total Prescribed Assets 

 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 Total 
Pension Costs          
December 31, 
2013 Update 406.9 348.5 22.4 20.1 42.0 36.7 471.3 405.3 876.6 

Impact Statement2 448.0 425.1 24.5 23.1 43.8 40.5 516.3 488.7 1,005.1 
Decrease (41.1) (76.6) (2.1) (3.0) (1.8) (3.8) (45.0) (83.4) (128.5) 
          
OPEB Costs          
December 31, 
2013 Update 176.6 182.9 9.7 10.6 18.2 19.3 204.6 212.8 417.4 

 
Impact Statement2 212.9 217.8 11.7 11.8 20.8 20.8 245.4 250.4 495.8 
Decrease (36.3) (34.9) (2.0) (1.2) (2.6) (1.5) (40.8) (37.6) (78.4) 
          
Total Decrease (77.4) (111.5) (4.1) (4.2) (4.4) (5.3) (85.8) (121.0) (206.9) 
1    Reproduced from Ex. L, Tab 6.8, Schedule 1 Staff-112. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
2    From Ex. N1-1-1 Chart 2. 

  13 
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Chart 2 1 

Income Tax Impact of Updated Pension and OPEB Forecasts1 ($M) 2 

Line Particulars 2014 2015 
Test 

Period 

1 Updated Forecast of Pension and OPEB Costs  675.9 618.1 1,294.0 

2 Less: Impact Statement Forecast of Pension and 
OPEB Costs2  

761.7 739.1 1,500.8 

3 Decrease in Regulatory Taxable Income for 
Pension and OPEB Costs (line 1 - line 2) 

(85.8) (121.0) (206.8) 

4 Updated Forecast of Pension Plan Contributions 357.6 407.6 765.2 

5 Updated Forecast of OPEB Payments 89.6 95.8 185.4 

6 Less: Impact Statement Forecast of Pension Plan 
Contributions3 

355.3 401.8 757.1 

7 Less: Impact Statement Forecast of OPEB 
Payments4 

89.3 95.8 185.1 

8 
Decrease in Regulatory Taxable Income for 
Pension Plan Contributions and OPEB Payments 
(lines 4 + 5 - 6 - 7) 

2.6 5.8 8.4 

9 (Decrease) Increase in Regulatory Taxable Income 
(line 3 - line 8) 

(88.4) (126.8) (215.2) 

10 Decrease in Regulatory Income Taxes                 
(line 9 x 25% / (1-25%)) 

(29.5) (42.3) (71.8) 

1    Reproduced from Ex. L, Tab 6.8, Schedule 1 Staff-112. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
2    From Ex. N1-1-1 Chart 4, line 1. 
3    From Ex. N1-1-1 Chart 4, line 4.  
4    From Ex. N1-1-1 Chart 4, line 5. 

 3 

The updated forecast of OPG’s total pension and OPEB costs was determined by OPG’s 4 

independent actuary, AON Hewitt (“AON”), using the same methodology applied in 5 

determining the costs reflected in the pre-filed evidence and the first Impact Statement. The 6 

economic assumptions and pension plan asset values underpinning the updated forecast 7 

reflect market conditions as at December 31, 2013. AON’s report on the updated estimates 8 

of OPG’s 2014 and 2015 pension and OPEB costs is provided in Attachment 1. 9 

 10 

The main drivers of change to the pension and OPEB costs compared to the first Impact 11 

Statement are higher discount rates as at December 31, 2013 and the adoption of a new 12 

scale for future mortality improvement issued by the Canadian Institute of Actuaries (“CIA”) in 13 

February 2014. The updated forecast of 2014 and 2015 costs reflects the results of a 14 
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Witness Panel: Overview, Regulatory Issues, Business Transformation 

AMPCO Interrogatory #001 1 
 2 
Ref: Exhibit A1, Tab 3, Schedule 2 Drivers of Deficiency, Pages 5 & 6  3 
 4 
Issue Number: 1.0 5 
Issue: General 6 
 7 
Interrogatory 8 
 9 
Please update Chart 1 on Page 5 and Chart 2 on Page 6 to reflect the proposed changes 10 
identified in the Impact Statement at Exhibit N1, Tab 1, Schedule 1.  11 
 12 
 13 
Response 14 
 15 
The requested updated charts follow. 16 
  17 
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Witness Panel: Overview, Regulatory Issues, Business Transformation 

DRIVERS OF DEFICIENCY 1 

Chart 1 2 
Previously Regulated Hydroelectric, 2014-2015 Test Period  3 

Updated to Reflect the Impact Statement (Ex. N1-1-1) 4 

 
($M) Notes (updated comments in Italic) 

EB-2010-0008 Approved Revenue 
Requirement 1,419.2  

Ex. I1-1-1, Table 2 (no change) 

Increase in Cost of Capital 133.8 

Higher forecasted long-term debt costs and ROE 
due to increased rate base as a result of the  
Niagara Tunnel project coming into service (no 
change) 

Increase in OM&A 39.3 

Increases in Base OM&A (Ex. F1-2-1, Ex. F1-2-
2) and Project OM&A (Ex. F1-3-2) (rise in the 
Allocation of Centrally Held Costs due to 
increased Pension/OPEB Costs) 

Increase in Depreciation & 
Amortization 

33.4  
Primarily due to the Niagara Tunnel project 
coming into service (Ex. F4-1-1) (no change) 

Decrease in Ancillary and Other 
Revenue 

36.3  

Lower operating reserve market prices and lower 
regulation service revenues  (Ex. G1-1-1 and Ex. 
G1-1-2) (increased Ancillary Services 
revenue) 

Increase in Income Taxes 56.5  

Increased Regulatory Taxable Income, mainly 
due to higher rate base due to the Niagara 
Tunnel coming into service (Ex. F4-2-1, Table 5) 
(increased Pension/OPEB Costs) 

Other 21.2 
Includes differences in Property Taxes and 
Gross Revenue Charge (increased GRC due to 
higher forecast production levels) 

Total Change in Revenue 
Requirement 

320.5 
 

Proposed Revenue Requirement 
for 2014 – 2015 Test Period 

1,739.7 Ex. N1-1-1, Table 1 

Revenue at Current Rates  1,471.1 
Using forecast production levels for the test 
period (41.1 TWh) (higher forecast production 
due to increase in water availability) 

Revenue Requirement Deficiency  268.6 Ex. N1-1-1, Table 4 

  5 

25



Filed: 2014-03-19 
EB-2013-0321 

Exhibit L 
Tab 1.0 

Schedule 2 AMPCO-001 
Page 3 of 3 

 

Witness Panel: Overview, Regulatory Issues, Business Transformation 

Chart 2 1 
Nuclear Deficiency, 2014-2015 Test Period 2 

Updated to Reflect the Impact Statement (Ex. N1-1-1) 3 

 
($M) Notes  (updated comments in Italic) 

EB-2010-0008 Approved Revenue 
Requirement 

5,251.5  Ex. I1-1-1, Table 3 (no change) 

Decrease in Cost of Capital (56.1) Lower long-term debt costs and ROE (no change)  

Increase in the Allocation of 
Centrally Held Costs 

468.0 
Primarily due to an increase in pension and OPEB costs 

(Ex. F4-4-1) (increased Pension/OPEB Costs) 

Increase in Outage OM&A 177.5 
Mainly due to the 2015 Vacuum Building Outage (Ex. F2-

4-2) (no change) 

Increase in the Allocation of Support 
Services Costs 

349.8 

Due to the transfer of nuclear functions to centre-led 
corporate groups as part of BT, offset by similar reduction 

in nuclear costs (Ex. F3-1-2) (no change)  

Decrease in Base OM&A (120.4) 

Transfers of costs to corporate groups partially offset by 
labour cost escalation and higher pension and OPEB 

costs (Ex. F2-2-1) (no change) 

Increase in Depreciation & 
Amortization 

70.5 
Increase in Asset Retirement Cost due to ONFA (Ex. F4-

1-1) (no change) 

Decrease in Bruce Lease Net 
Revenues  

190.8  
Increase in Bruce Costs is primarily due to ONFA (Ex. 

G2-2-1) (no change) 

Increase in Income Taxes 86.1 

Higher regulatory taxable income is primarily due to 
pension and OPEB costs (Ex. F4-2-1, Table 5) 

(decreased due to higher Pension/OPEB Costs) 

Other 231.3 

Includes the EB-2010-0008 compensation disallowance of 
$145M as well as differences in Fuel, Property Taxes, 
other OM&A Costs and Ancillary and Other Revenue 

(increase due to higher Pension/OPEB Costs 
offset by lower nuclear fuel costs) 

Total Change in Revenue 
Requirement 

1,397.3 
 

Proposed Revenue Requirement for 
2014 – 2015 Test Period 

6,648.8  Ex. N1-1-1, Table 1 

Revenue at Current Rates 4,900.2 
Using forecast production levels for the test period (95.1 
TWh) (lower forecast production) 

Revenue Requirement Deficiency 1,748.6 Ex. N1-1-1, Table 4 

 4 
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UNDERTAKING JT2.10 1 

  2 
Undertaking  3 
 4 
To provide a version of the table in response to CCC interrogatory 20 showing regulated 5 
operations only. 6 
 7 
 8 
Response  9 
 10 
The correct reference is to the table in response to CCC 22 (Ex. L-6.8-4 CCC-022).  Ex. 11 
L-6.8-4 CCC-022 shows the calculation of the estimated $700M savings resulting from 12 
the headcount reduction target of 2,000 employees, for all of OPG, by the end of the test 13 
period. 14 
 15 
A version of the Ex. L-6.8-4 CCC-022 table based on the target reduction of 1,300 16 
employees by the end of the test period applicable to regulated operations only is shown 17 
below. 18 
  19 
 20 

Actual BP 2013 - 2015 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Headcount reductions 328 368 124 249 223 
  

1,292  

($M)  
2011 Savings 25 51 51 51 51 229 
2012 Savings 26 52 52 52 181 
2013 Savings 14 29 29 72 
2014 Savings 21 41 62 
2015 Savings 19 19 
Total 25 77 117 152 191 562 

 21 
Under the BT initiative, OPG has a staff reduction target of approximately 1,300 22 
employees for the regulated operations by the end of 2015 (excluding DRP and new 23 
nuclear). The estimated cost savings are approximately $152M and $191M in the test 24 
period and the corresponding headcount reductions are 249 and 223 respectively.   25 
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5, attachment 1.  This is the -- tell me whether this is 1 

right.  This is your original presentation to a committee 2 

of the board of directors on the BT project, right?  In 3 

2011? 4 

     MR. BARRETT:  Yes, this is the BT plan that was 5 

presented to OPG's board of directors. 6 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Barrett, was it you who made this 7 

presentation? 8 

     MR. BARRETT:  No, it was not. 9 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you know who it was? 10 

     MR. BARRETT:  I wasn't present at the meeting, so I 11 

don't. 12 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  I am looking now at the fourth slide, 13 

and the first bullet talks about creating an integrated 14 

operating model. 15 

     Now, do I understand -- well, maybe you can describe 16 

to me:  What is that integrated operating model and how is 17 

it different from the way you were doing things before?  18 

Just give us the brief summary. 19 

     MR. BARRETT:  The central feature of this new model is 20 

the movement to what we call a centre-led organization, to 21 

realize scale efficiencies and to promote greater alignment 22 

and accountability. 23 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  So that is different from an 24 

organization which is -- in which you have sort of one 25 

group that operates semi-independently, semi-autonomously, 26 

to run Darlington, let's say? 27 

     MR. BARRETT:  Not quite.  Perhaps a way to understand 28 
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it is by way of example. 1 

     So in the prior world, we would have had a corporate 2 

public affairs group and we would have had public affairs 3 

staff in the hydrothermal business unit, and in the nuclear 4 

business unit. 5 

     In the centre-led organization, there is one public 6 

affairs organization and kind of direction is given largely 7 

from the centre to promote consistency.  By moving to the 8 

centre-led organization, we're realizing scale 9 

efficiencies. 10 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So then a little farther 11 

down it says:  "Ownership of the execution transitions to 12 

the ELT." 13 

     And "ELT" is executive leadership team? 14 

     MR. BARRETT:  That's correct. 15 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  So what does that mean, "ownership of 16 

the execution transitions to the ELT"? 17 

     MR. BARRETT:  One of the things that makes these type 18 

of initiatives successful is to move it from the project 19 

initiating team into the real business.  So you need to 20 

make the real business leaders accountable for the 21 

execution and success of –-  22 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, so this is not part of your 23 

integrated operating model; this is actually how you are 24 

going to roll out BT?  And the answer is that it is not 25 

going to be a project group; it is going to be ELT that 26 

runs it? 27 

     MR. BARRETT:  Not quite.  There is still a project 28 
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group, but again, to make it real for the business, the 1 

senior leadership team has to buy in and drive the business 2 

transformation through their own business units. 3 

     And they're accountable for the success of BT within 4 

their business units. 5 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So then on the next page, 6 

you have a sort of a schematic of this.  And the only thing 7 

I want to ask about this is -- it looks to me like what 8 

you're saying is you got some people who build stuff and 9 

you've got some people who run stuff, and you've got a 10 

group of people to provide support to them, right? 11 

     Am I over-simplifying, or is that about right? 12 

     MR. BARRETT:  Sorry.  You are looking at slide 5 or 13 

slide -- 14 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, 5. 15 

     MR. BARRETT:  Slide 5. 16 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Slide 6 is too complicated for me. 17 

     MR. BARRETT:  Yes.  I would think of it as we have 18 

operating units and we have support units, and then we have 19 

a senior executive organization over both of those 20 

elements. 21 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  But your operating units are in turn 22 

split up into people who build things and people who run 23 

things, right? 24 

You've got operating people, you've got project 25 

people? 26 

     MR. BARRETT:  That's right. 27 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, if you could just go to No. 28 
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9, this is the key risk summary.  So you have to tell your 1 

board of directors:  Well, if we do this, what are the bad 2 

things that could happen? 3 

     Could you just give us a brief description of which of 4 

these risks actually happened, and how? 5 

I don't need a long description, but just sort of 6 

brief summaries on -- in each case. 7 

     MR. BARRETT:  Give us a moment, please. 8 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure. 9 

[Witness panel confers] 10 

     MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Shepherd, while they're conferring, 11 

we're close to where we would be taking a lunch break.  If 12 

you're close to done, we could finish.  If not, maybe we 13 

could find an appropriate place to take a break. 14 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  I could probably be finished in 15 or 15 

20 minutes and I would prefer to continue.  But if you want 16 

to break -- 17 

     MR. SMITH:  I would prefer that we push through, if 18 

the reporter is okay. 19 

     MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  If you can do it in 15 minutes. 20 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  It will also make me faster, which is 21 

why Crawford agreed. 22 

     Mr. Barrett, do you want to do that by 23 

undertaking?  Would that be easier?  I know it is a lot to 24 

ask off the cuff. 25 

     MR. BARRETT:  We are almost there. 26 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, okay. 27 

     MR. BARRETT:  I am ready to take a shot. 28 
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     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay. 1 

     MR. BARRETT:  On sustained leadership alignment, there 2 

has not been an issue; there has continued to be very good 3 

alignment. 4 

     Staff engagement has been a risk; that has been 5 

realized. Significant change in any organization can be 6 

difficult for people, and we have seen some of that. 7 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Were there particular areas of the 8 

organization where staff engagement was a particular 9 

problem? 10 

     MR. BARRETT:  Not that I am aware of.  I would 11 

characterize this as a more general issue. 12 

     Skills retention is a risk that we're dealing with.  13 

There has been a large number of senior people who have 14 

attrited from the organization, so this is an ongoing 15 

challenge. 16 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  That's something that is a challenge at 17 

the executive level, but you are not losing your nuclear 18 

operators, right? 19 

     MR. BARRETT:  I would say it is a challenge throughout 20 

the organization.  You have people with specialized skills 21 

who are able to retire and leave the organization, and some 22 

of those are very well-trained and very experienced 23 

operational people. 24 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay? 25 

     MR. BARRETT:  In terms of gains not as projected due 26 

to the planning level, we have advanced our planning so 27 

we're feeling better about this -- although I will observe 28 
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that people are -- there's a lot of people leaving the 1 

organization and it is difficult to change the organization 2 

fast enough to deal with that attrition.  And that is a 3 

challenge that we're dealing with. 4 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  So this point, "attrition not as 5 

projected," is actually -- that was about you won't get 6 

enough attrition, but you are actually getting more, right? 7 

     MR. BARRETT:  We are ahead of the plan as we sit here 8 

today. 9 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay. 10 

     MR. BARRETT:  So attrition not as projected is not an 11 

issue. 12 

Labour relations complexity, that continues to be a 13 

risk that has to be managed. 14 

     Change capacity, again, it is a very significant 15 

change in the organization.  We're making great progress 16 

there, but it continues to be an ongoing issue. 17 

     And in terms of stakeholder influence, I think the 18 

first two are fine.  The third one remains to be seen. 19 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission, 20 

that's CNSC, right? 21 

     MR. BARRETT:  Correct. 22 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  They're onside with what you're doing?  23 

They're happy with what you're doing? 24 

     MR. BARRETT:  As far as I know. 25 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  They would have had to review any 26 

changes you make in the organization, right? 27 

     MR. BARRETT:  In the nuclear organization. 28 
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     MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  They haven't given you any 1 

stoplights? 2 

     MR. BARRETT:  As far as I know, they have not. 3 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  And the shareholder is still onside 4 

with this as well? 5 

     MR. BARRETT:  Yes.  They're concurring with the 6 

business plan, and the business plans reflect the BT 7 

initiative. 8 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I wonder if we could go to No. 9 

11.  These are challenges in the change component.  They're 10 

sort of a standard set of challenges, but I think I want to 11 

ask some specific questions about it. 12 

     The first one relates to whether people think that 13 

there's sufficient urgency, right?  "Burning platform" is a 14 

reference to urgency, right? 15 

     MR. BARRETT:  That's correct. 16 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  And did you find that people have got 17 

it, that they understand it is urgent?  Or is there still 18 

some resistance to that?  It is like:  Ah, yeah, okay.  We 19 

have to do this, but we don't really want to? 20 

     [Witness panel confers] 21 

     MR. FITZSIMMONS:  I just think generally in any change 22 

-- and, I mean, there has been a lot written about this -- 23 

there are always people that are going to resist on every 24 

level.  They have seen things before, you know; they don't 25 

believe messages. 26 

 So, I mean, that is a standard -- a standard 27 

consideration when any organization is going through a 28 

34
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change. 1 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, normally when you do something 2 

like this, particularly with a big organization, some 3 

people have to leave, right?  You have to show some people 4 

the door?  Have you had to do this? 5 

     MR. FITZSIMMONS:  Well, I think, you know, as 6 

indicated previously, we do have a lot of people that have 7 

been leaving the organization.  So for one reason or 8 

another, people are leaving, chiefly as anticipated, with 9 

attrition. 10 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  But is some of it because they don't 11 

like this change? 12 

     MR. FITZSIMMONS:  Sure. 13 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  The second one is -- says there 14 

is a question if the executive leadership team is really 15 

aligned.  And so if that was true, then is it now true 16 

still?  Or has that been resolved? 17 

     MR. BARRETT:  That's been resolved. 18 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  There are obviously challenges 19 

to communicate.  Was there a communication plan for this 20 

roll-out? 21 

     MR. FITZSIMMONS:  Yes, there was a communication plan 22 

rolled out. 23 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  It is not on the record here, right? 24 

     MR. FITZSIMMONS:  Not that I'm aware of. 25 

     MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Is it a big or is it a 26 

confidential-type of document?  Is there any reason why we 27 

couldn't see it? 28 
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Witness Panel: Overview, Regulatory Issues, Business Transformation 

CME Interrogatory #001 1 
 2 
Ref: 2013 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario (December 10, 2013) 3 
 4 
Issue Number: 1.0 5 
Issue: General 6 
 7 
Interrogatory 8 
 9 
CME wishes to better understand the process undertaken by OPG following the release of the 10 
Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario on December 10, 2013. To this 11 
end: 12 
 13 
(a) Please provide all presentations, PowerPoint slides, briefing notes, or other written 14 
memoranda prepared by OPG for OPG's Board of Directors relating to that Report of the Auditor 15 
General; and 16 
 17 
(b) Please provide all written questions, comments or directions provided by OPG's Board 18 
of Directors to OPG relating to that Report of the Auditor General. 19 
 20 
 21 
Response 22 
 23 
Attachment 1 summarizes OPG’s ongoing actions in response to the Auditor General’s Report.  24 
 25 
The Auditor General’s Report was issued months after OPG filed its Application and after the 26 
filing of OPG’s Impact Statement.   27 
 28 
Therefore, any attempt to link the potential outcomes from these responsive actions to changes 29 
in OPG’s 2014 -2015 costs would be speculative at this point. Many of the actions are still being 30 
developed. Moreover, full implementation of these actions would require changes in OPG’s 31 
collective agreements. Even for non-represented employees, notice may be required before the 32 
most significant changes could be made. Thus, OPG declines to produce the requested 33 
materials on grounds of relevance. 34 
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Dec. 10, 2013 
 

OPG SUMMARY OF KEY ACTIONS 
2013 AUDITOR GENERAL REPORT ON HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES 

 
covers a 10-year time period. In some cases the report highlights 

areas which OPG already had identified and has since addressed, or is currently addressing. In 
other areas it provides insights into issues the company will act upon and will report back openly 
and quickly. 
 
In 2010 OPG initiated a business transformation to address culture and process change to 
ensure OPG meets the expectations and needs of the ratepayers. Since December 2012 the 
number of senior managers has gone down 
per cent drop in total base salary costs for management. We will also save an estimated $1 
billion over six years (2011-2016) by reducing the overall headcount, from ongoing operations, 
by 2,330 or 20 per cent of 2011 levels. The departure of 1,500 people since January 2011 has 
already saved $275 million. 
 
We are continuing that transformation, which was recognized by KPMG as the right way to 
address the needed change.  The Ministry of Energy engaged KPMG 
benchmark studies and to identify organization and structural opportunities for cost savings.  

 
 

tic and structured approach to developing a 
company-wide transformation plan. OPG has incorporated many leading practices for 
implementing a large business transformation such as assigning dedicated staff to implement 
the transformation, establishing a program management office, incorporating change 
management with a focus on cultural change and incorporating business transformation 

KPMG Dec. 6, 2012. 
 
The following is a summary of key actions OPG is taking (or has taken) to address the findings. 
A more detailed list of actions will be posted on our website later this week. In the coming weeks 
and months it will be updated to show our progress.  
 
 
ACTIONS  PLANNED AND UNDERWAY 

 
PLANNED COMPLETION DATE 

 
Executive and Senior Management Staffing Levels 
 Decrease senior management headcount in proportion 

to overall headcount reductions. (Reduced by 6% since 
Dec. 2012). 
 

 New senior executives continue to receive lower 

 
 

2016 
 
 
 

Ongoing 
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compensation than their predecessors; Hiring of all 
director and above positions will require CEO approval.   
 

 Reduce headcount by a further 830, for a total reduction 
of 2,330 and $1B savings by 2016. 

 

 
 
 

2016 
 

 
Benchmarking of Staffing Levels at Nuclear Facilities 
 Business plans to define continuing actions to move 

from current 8% over benchmark to benchmark (down 
from 17% over in Feb. 2012).  
 

 CNSC and other external peer groups confirm OPG 
continues to ensure strong nuclear safety and 
operational performance. 

 
 

2016 
 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
Recruitment Practices and Requirements 

 Centralized recruitment function to improve controls, 
compliance and efficiency of hiring processes. 
 

 Amend Code of Conduct to clarify expectation regarding 
hiring policies. Failure to follow policy will result in 
disciplinary action. 
 

 Conduct compliance reviews for internal/external 
vacancies. 

 
 Reviewed all groups with same addresses to ensure 

valid hiring process was followed.(reviewed 284 files 
from 2011, 2012; no documentation retained for others 
beyond two years; found 4 cases without proper 
documentation). 

 
 

Complete 
 
 

Q1 2014 
 
 

Ongoing 
 
 

Complete 

 
Compensation and Incentive Awards 
 Implement outcomes of government legislation to 

regarding broader public sector executive 
compensation.  
 

 Reduce headcount by additional 830 for total reduction 
of 2,330 and $1B savings by 2016 (already achieved 
1,500 reduction since Jan. 2011); 
 

 Reduce all management AIP for 2013 by 10%. Board to 
review AIP program for 2014 and beyond. 
 

 Continue to seek collective agreements that reflect OPG 
business objectives and government compensation 
constraints. 
 

 Reduced base salary costs for management by 9% 

 
 

Contingent on government legislation 
 
 

2016 
 
 

Q1 2014 
 
 
 

Ongoing 
 
 

Completed. Further reductions ongoing. 
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compared to 2010.  

 
Employee Housing and Moving Allowance 
 Adopt Ontario Public Service Relocation policy for 

management employees. 
 

 Conduct review of practices and controls related to 
employee relocation, including a review of practices for 
guarantee house values. 

 Review OPS relocation policy against collective 
agreements to determine what if any changes are 
required. 

 

 
 

Q1 2014 
 
 

Q1 2014 
 
 

Coterminous with collective bargaining  
 

 
Security Clearance Requirements 
 Review security clearance requirements for non-nuclear 

employees to ensure appropriate levels in place. 
 

 Implement enhanced compliance monitoring method. 
 

 Implemented controls to ensure immediate security 
clearance compliance for new hires and ongoing 
compliance for existing employees. 
 

 CNSC, CSIS audits validate that OPG has an industry-
leading nuclear security clearance program. All 
employees who require access to nuclear site or 
sensitive nuclear information have appropriate 
clearance. All board members at the time of the AG 
audit now have security clearance. 

 
 

 
 

Q1 2014 
 

Q3 2014 
 
 

Complete 

 
Pensions and Benefits 
 Begin implementation of Board directed management 

pension and benefits reforms. 
 

 review of electricity sector 
pension plan reforms.  

 
 Any changes to pension and benefits for unionized staff 

will be a matter for future rounds of collective bargaining. 

 
 

Q1 2014 
 
TBC  dependent on Ministry of Finance 

 
Coterminous with collective bargaining  

 

 
Managing Contractors and Overtime 
 Conduct comprehensive assessment of contractor 

control framework, including contract structures, time 
capture and approval processes and tools. 
 

 Implement time tracking system for contractors at 
nuclear sites. 

 

 
 

Q2 2014 
 
 

Q1 2014 
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 Implemented enhanced management process approvals 
and controls to limit individual overtime in Nuclear. 

Completed 

 
Use of Non Regular Staff and Contract Resources 
 Strengthen business case requirements and approvals 

for hiring retirees as contractors. 
 

 Strengthen succession planning and develop knowledge 
transfer plans for critical roles. 
 
 

 
 

Q2 2014 
 
 

Q4 2014 

 
 
 
 

- 30 - 
 
 
For more information, please contact: 
 
Ontario Power Generation 
Media Relations 
416-592-4008 or 1-877-592-4008 
Follow us @ontariopowergen 
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