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Exhibit 1: Administration
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IR: 1-Staff-1

a) Please provide an update to capital, OM&A, cost of power, load forecast and revenue

b)

requirement to incorporate at least six months of actual data for 2016 in the bridge

year.

Upon completing all interrogatories from OEB staff and intervenors, please provide an
updated RRWF in working Microsoft Excel format with any corrections or adjustments
that Brantford Power wishes to make to the amounts in the previous version of the
RRWEF included in the middle column. Entries for changes and adjustments should be
included in the middle column on sheet 3 Data_Input_Sheet. Please include
documentation of the corrections and adjustments in the final sheet of the model, such

as a reference to an interrogatory response or an explanatory note.

Response:

Please find the attached models updated for 2016 actuals only. BPI has consulted 2016 June

YTD actuals and made adjustments in the following areas based on the YTD Trending:

Cost of Power Model

Load Forecast- updated regression for 6 month of 2016 actual

Updates to CDM for 2015 actual CDM results and updated 2016/2017 forecast
Revenue Offsets-

Remove request for building funding in 2016
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IR: 1-Staff-2
Ref: Appendix 2-W, Bill Impacts

Upon completing all interrogatories from OEB staff and intervenors, please provide updated bill
impacts for all classes at the typical consumption / demand levels (e.g. 750 kWh for residential,

2,000 kWh for GS<50, etc.), reflecting any changes made during the interrogatory process.

Response:

Please see updated bill impacts submitted with Appendix 2 updates under 1-Staff-1.
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IR: 1-Staff-3

Ref: Responses to Letters of Comment

Following publication of the Notice of Application, the OEB received 1 letter of comment.
Sections 2.1.9 of the Filing Requirements states that distributors will be expected to file with
the OEB their response to the matters raised within any letters of comment sent to the OEB
related to the distributor’s application. If the applicant has not received a copy of the letters,

they may be accessed from the public record for this proceeding.

Please file a response to any matters raised in the letter of comment referenced above. Going
forward, please ensure that responses are filed to any subsequent matters that may be raised
in any further letters filed in this proceeding. All responses must be filed before the argument

(submission) phase of this proceeding.

Response:

As shown in the Application and evidence, BPI has actively engaged with its customers, and is aware of
the challenges faced by many vulnerable energy consumers. BPI is sensitive to the issue of energy
affordability and is working to address the issue of electricity bill affordability in the following ways:

e Ongoing engagement with customers including opportunities to educate customers with respect
to the energy system;

e The provision of Conservation and Demand Management Programs to assist any interested
customer to lower their consumption, lowering their bills;

e Partnering with the Family Counseling Centre of Brant to provide the Ontario Electricity Support
Program for ongoing, on-bill financial support for qualifying consumers; and

e Providing emergency financial assistance through the Family Counseling Centre of Brant to
provide emergency financial assistance through the Low-Income Energy Assistance Program
(“LEAP”).

e Specific to this Application, in its budgeting BPI has taken the customer impact into
consideration. BPI must balance the investments needed to operate and maintain its
distribution system with the cost impact of these investments to customers.
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e Additionally, BPI has made adjustments, for example the rate base and OM&A reductions associated

with the building ( in the original Application), as well as the amortization of System Integration

Project OM&A during the Cost of Service cycle, in the favour of the customer, to consider customer

affordability.
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IR: 1-Staff-4

Ref: Conditions of Service

a) Please identify any rates and charges that are included in the Applicant’s Conditions of Service,
but do not appear on the OEB-approved tariff sheet, and provide an explanation for the nature
of the costs being recovered through these rates and charges.

b) Please provide a schedule outlining the revenues recovered from these rates and charges from
2012 to 2014 inclusive, and the revenues forecasted for the 2015 bridge and 2016 test years.

c) Please explain whether, in the Applicant’s view, these rates and charges should be included on
the Applicant’s tariff sheet of approved rates and charges.

Response:

a) BPl does not have any rates and charges in the Conditions of Service that do not appear on the
OEB-approved tariff sheet. Included in our Conditions of Service are billable work orders that are
based on time and material charges. BPI does not consider these to be rates and charges

b) BPI does not have any rates and charges in the Conditions of Service that are not on the Tariff of
Rates and Charges and therefore no revenues with respect to such to report.

c) BPl does not have any rates and charges in the Conditions of Service that are not on the Tariff

sheet.
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IR: 1-Staff-5
Ref:  Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 3, pg. 2

In its overview of the budget process methodology, Brantford Power has identified a specific
requirement incorporating a review of alternative approaches to service delivery and the annualization
of productivity savings achieved.

a) Please provide an itemized list of the productivity initiatives and resulting savings identified for
2015 during the preparation of the 2017 test year budget.
b) Please describe how these productivity savings were incorporated into the 2017 budget.

Response:

a) As indicated in the budget process methodology referenced above, the requirement to consider
alternative approaches to service delivery and the reflection of the annualization of productivity
savings achieved have been included in the budget process so BPI leaders can, where applicable,
incorporate these factors when preparing their budget submissions.

As BPI requires the use of the “clean slate framework” whereby the next year’s budget does not
automatically carry forward the approved budget from the previous year, the current budget
process does not require the leaders to roll forward on a line by line basis the prior year’s budget or
previous year’s projections to the new request as part of their submissions. The Budget Year
requirements are expected to represent the net requirements for the year including inflationary
increases, the impact of workload volume increases or decreases related to regular work or special
projects and the cost to implement and any resulting savings related from productivity initiatives.

In addition, because of functionality limitations of the current financial information system, limited
documentation exists to allow Brantford to extract specific reasons for any budgetary differences
from one year to the next without significant manual data gathering and analysis.

Nevertheless, Brantford has used best efforts to compile from available records a listing of
productivity initiatives and resulting savings as requested which have been outlined in the following
table:
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Name of Productivity Measure Description Savings Reflected in 2017 Budget?

emore productive use of staff time.
* decreasese in postage and mailing costs;
* Savings related to asset maintenance and avoiding asset

Savings for postage built in
20,000 in e-billing postage savings (2017); related to an assumed 5%

Outsource Bill Printing s . 14,000 in avoided asset maintenance; takeup of e-billing, asset
replacement ( bill inserter machine) ) A . N .
. L . 25,000 in re-purposed staff time. maintenance not included in
senables the provision of additional services in the form of e- budget

billing, an identified customer preference
Senior Regulatory Analyst is
Manager of Regulatory not  BPI did not fill the Manager of Regulatory role when it became $10,000 reflected in Regulatory
filled; Senior Analyst. vacant. A Senior Regulatory Analyst role was created. ! Budget but not Manager of
Regulatory.

b) Where productivity savings have been identified as part of the budget process, part year savings
achieved in the previous year would be annualized and reflected as a full year saving when
applicable in the budget year. New anticipated savings in the budget year would be recognized in
that budget for the part year representing the period they are expected to be achieved and
annualized thereafter as applicable in subsequent years.

Similarly, productivity initiative evaluation and implementation costs would also be updated in the
budget year by adding or removing the full or part year costs related to the initiative as initiatives

are completed and new ones are initiated.

Please see the third column in the response to part (a) for a description of how each specific savings
measure was carried through.
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IR: 1-Staff-6

Ref: Exhibit 1, Attachment 1-F

In the 2015 reconciliation between the audited financial statements and the RRR, there is a reconciling
item of $136k impairment loss that was due from affiliates on Brantford Power’s audited financial
statements but reclassified to expenses in the RRR. Please explain what this impairment loss pertains
to, how impairment was determined and what the impact to Brantford Power’s application was.

Response:

BPI recorded an impairment loss of $136,261 related to the receivable balance from its affiliate,
Brantford Generation Inc. (“BGI”), which is currently in financial distress and is proceeding with a
financial restructuring. The impairment loss represents 100% of the carrying value. The amount was
reclassified to expense account 4380 — Non-Utility Expenses for the purposes of RRR.

The impairment loss is related to executive and finance services provided to BGI from BPI, which are
non-utility expenses. Although the non-payment by BGI represents a bad debt to BPI, BPI made the
adjustment to ensure that the impairment was not included in the calculation of distribution OM&A to
ensure that OM&A only reflected bad debts from customer non- payment for distributions services.

Since the adjustments relate to 2015 and 2016, and not the 2017 Test Year, there is no impact to the
revenue requirement being sought for recovery associated with this component of bad debt. BPI does
not anticipate there will be any time spent on BGI matters during 2017, and therefore there are no
equivalent expenses or bad debts expected.
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-1

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 7

How was the rate of 4.20% on the affiliate debt that was renewed on Feb. 1, 2016 determined to be a
competitive rate? Did BPI seek any debt from third parties in the same timeframe?

Response:

BPI renewed the rate on its note with the City of Brantford based on terms of the promissory note,
which is RBC Prime + 1.5%.

BPI compared the stipulated five year renewal rate contained in the promissory note against the OEB’s
deemed long term debt rate and the publicly available 30 year rate available from Infrastructure Ontario
in December 2015.

Brantford Power Inc.

lllustration of Alternative Financing Rates

Source Current Rate
Promissory Note Renewal Rate (Prime + 1.5%) 4.20%
Ontario Energy Board Deemed Long Term Debt Rate 4.54%
Infrastructure Ontario Long Term Debt Rate (30 year Term — 3.89%
Dec 3)

Infrastructure Ontario had advised BPI that it would not be eligible for any new financing until such time
Infrastructure Ontario and Brantford Generation Inc. (affiliate of BPI) had resolved their issues. In effect,
this lower rate was not available to BPI at the time of renewal.

Consequently, BPI proceeded with the 4.20% as the lowest cost alternative.
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BPI did not seek any debt from third parties in the same time frame for the following reasons:

e The existing City of Brantford promissory note is currently subordinated to both the Royal Bank
and Infrastructure Ontario Long Term Debt. The introduction of a third lender at this time would
have required a renegotiation of the relative security position of existing lenders. With the
pending new financing required to fund the planned acquisition of a single facility to replace the
existing three BPI operating locations, BPI believed it was prudent to continue to retain the City
of Brantford’s promissory note because its current subordinated position provides BPI with the
most flexibility to secure new financing for the pending facility acquisition.

e Furthermore, as BPI's current lending covenants with Infrastructure Ontario requires
Infrastructure Ontario to approve any new borrowings, the refinancing of existing debt would
likely dilute their current security interests as it is unlikely a third lender would accept a third
place security position without requiring a higher interest rate. BPI believed it had a better
opportunity to obtain the consent of Infrastructure Ontario for new borrowings in the context of
financing the acquisition of its planned facility as this would result in additional assets in the
security pool commensurate with the financing obtained which could be ring fenced and avoid
impacting the security position of existing lenders.
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-2

Ref:

Exhibit 1, Tab 4, Schedule 8

The evidence states that BPI applies fully allocated costing to the provision of services to its affiliates and

that the costs exactly match the revenues.

a) Please confirm that all of the costs are included in account 4380 and that there are no costs
included in the OM&A associated with the provision of services to affiliates in either the test
year, bridge year or in any of the historical years. If this cannot be confirmed, please explain
fully.

b) Please confirm that the fully allocated costs include both direct and indirect costs, such as a
percentage of building rate base and operating/maintenance expenses, a percentage of
computer and software capital costs and operating/maintenance expenses and the associated
depreciation costs. If this cannot be confirmed, please explain why these costs are not fully
allocated to the provision of services to the affiliates.

Response:

a)

b)

BPI confirms there are no OM&A costs included with the provision of services to affiliates in the
Bridge, Test and Historic years. BPl employees who perform work for affiliates docket the time spent
on affiliate matters. A proportional component of their salary, wages and other fully allocated
OMA&A costs are billed to the appropriate affiliates. The expenses and revenues are recorded in
accounts 4380 and 4375 in order to isolate them from impacting distribution OM&A.

For historic costs, BPI has included fully allocated costing, which includes allocations of the home
business units for each employee. For Bridge Year and Test Year forecasts, no amounts related to FIS
capital (return on capital, depreciation and tax) has been included in these calculations. BPI
acknowledges that the affiliate recoveries need to reflect this amount, and is in the process of
estimating the 2016 and 2017 amounts which need to be charged, both related directly to affiliate
users and the fully allocated capital cost for BPI employees performing work for the affiliates. Given
the comparative simplicity of affiliates operations and the relative small number of affiliate users,
BPI does not expect these amounts to be material.
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-3

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 5, Schedule 1

The evidence states that for 2014 there were no material changes from the transition to MIFRS from
CGAAP.

a) Does this statement also apply to only the impact on OM&A?

b) What is the approximate impact on 2013 OM&A of the change from CGAAP to MIFRS?

Response:

a) The reference at Exhibit 1, tab 5, schedule 1 refers to the revenue requirement impact of MIFRS.
BPI would like to correct the record to add $100,000 in 2017 additional expenses, related to the
amortization increase associated with the early retirement of assets, so the revenue
requirement impact in 1.5-A should be $99,429. For the 2014 transition year, BPI confirms that
the MIFRS impact on OM&A and the MIFRS increase on revenue requirement were not material.

b) The 2013 impact to OM&A only would be approximately $18,400. This is the impact of a
decrease related to $31,600 in prepaid expenses, offset by an increase of about $50,000 related
to Other Post Employment Benefits (assuming the OPEBs impact is about the same level as for
2014).

BPI notes this was an approximate answer only. BPI notes the early disposals are recorded as
amortization expense, and therefore have not been included in the figures above.
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-4

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 10 &
Exhibit 1, Tab 7, Schedule 8

Please explain the different level of bill impacts shown in Table 1.2.10 and Table 1.7.8.

Response:

The table shown in 1.2.10 represents total bill impacts while the table shown in 1.7.8 only shows bill
impacts from changes in distribution excluding pass-through costs (sub-total A).

Please refer to the table below which is an extract from Appendix 2-W. Column A are the amounts
referred to in the table shown in 1.7.8 and the Total column on the far right are the amounts referred to
in the table shown in 1.2.10.
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Table 2

RATE CFASSIES I CATE(.EORI.ES . Units A s“b'ToBhl A IoBh: c

(eg: Residential TOU, Residential Retailer) m $ o3 $ % 3 m
Residential KWh $ 4.12 17.2% $ 1.88 7.1% $ 1.85 5.0% $ 2.08 1.5%
Residential kWh S 5.16 27.6% $ 4.44 22.0% $ 442 18.3% $ 4.99 8.1%
Residential kWh $ 3.7 13.8% $ 141 4.8% $ 1.38 3.4% $ 1.54 0.9%
General Semvice Less than 50 kW kWh $ 8.66 18.2% $ 267 5.0% $ 2.60 3.3% $ 290 0.9%
General Semvice Less than 50 kW kWh $ 10.86 19.9% 5 1.87 3.0% 5 1.77 1.8% 5 1.94 0.4%
General Service 504,999 kW kW $ 443.46 251% -5 131.05 -5.9% $ 131.25 -3.1% -5 209.34 -0.8%
Street Lighting kW $ in 103.4% $ 2.59 41.8% $ 2.59 25.5% $ 292 6.2%
Sentinal Lighting kW § 419 17.8% 3 3.19 12.7% 5 3.19 11.0% 5 3.60 4.9%
Embedded Distributor kW S 3,930.30 55.2% § 285230 34.7% $ 2,850.70 11.4% $ 2,775.95 1.5%
Unmetered Scatter Load kWh $ 2.65 17.7% $ 1.80 10.9% $ 0.96 4.8% $ 1.08 1.9%
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-5

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 8, Schedule 1

a) Please provide live Excel spreadsheets of the PEG benchmarking tool used by BPI to arrive at the
figures shown in Table 1.8-B.

b) Please explain why some figures are missing for actual 2014 in Table 1.8-B.

c) Please update the table to include actual 2015 data.

Response:

a) Please refer to Attachment 1-EP-5 for the live Excel spreadsheet of the PEG benchmarking tool
used by BPI to arrive at the figures shown in Table 1.8-B.

b) Please refer to the following updated chart which includes the missing information for actual

2014.
%
difference 3Year
Cost per | Costperkm| from Average Efficiency
Year Total Cost | Customer of Line Predicted | Performance [Assessment
2013|Actual $19,528,936 | $ 507.00| S 39,373 0.71% 0.97% 3
2014|Actual $19,239,301 | $ 503.00 | S 39,047 -4.14% 0.42% 3
2015|Actual $19,730,181 | $ 504.25|S 39,619 -6.83% -3.42% 3
2013|Modelled | $19,391,353 | $ 506.64 | $ 39,373 0.71% 0.97% 3
2014|Modelled | $20,052,029 | § 49596 | S 38,595 -4.14% 0.42% 3
2015(Modelled | $21,124,973 | § 502.59 | S 39,488 -6.83% -3.42% 3
2016(Modelled | $22,181,005 | § 589.79 | S 46,387 4.56% -2.24% 3
2017|Modelled | $23,345,342 | § 576.71| S 45,594 -1.78% -1.46% 3
2018(Modelled | $24,615,173 | § 580.66 | S 46,136 -5.39% -0.87% 3
2019(Modelled | $26,012,218 | § 585.46 | S 46,751 -9.09% -5.42% 3

c) Please refer to the chart in b) above which has been updated to include actual 2015 data.
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1-Energy Probe-6

Exhibit 1, Tab 9, Schedule 1

a) Please explain how the salary, wages and benefits associated with the Vice President
responsible for customer service, communications and conservation and demand management
departments have been split between the utility related functions and the CDM department
function.

b) Has BPIlincluded all of the costs associated with this new position in the BPI revenue
requirement?

c) Has BPI determined the amount of the costs associated with the CEO that should be included in
the regulated revenue requirement, given the additional responsibilities taken on related to the
affiliates?

Response:

a)

b)

The VP Customer Service and CDM books her time to the CDM business unit for any work done
related to CDM. Costs related to wages and benefits, as well as other related expenses (payroll
burden, office supplies, etc.) are then allocated to CDM accordingly throughout the year.

For budgeting purposes, the expected hours spent on CDM work for the VP Customer Service and
CDM is forecasted, based on trends in past year and the expected workload for the coming years.
This forecast is then used to allocate a proportionate amount of salaries, benefits and other related
expenses to the CDM business unit.

As the result of a budgeting error, the time allocated with the CDM work forecast for this position
was not carried through to the 2016 and 2017 budget. BPI has made an adjustment to correct this in
2017 as part of its response to 1-Staff-1 b), removing the associated costs of $6,061 from OM&A and
moving it into 4380 Non-Utility Expenses, as well as adding offsetting revenue of $6,061 in 4375-
Non Utility Revenue.

As discussed above, while the full cost of the position had been included (erroneously) in the
revenue requirement, the updates made in 1-Staff-1 b) include a correction.

Yes, through a process similar to the one described above for the VP CS ad CDM, the CEO dockets
time spent doing work for affiliates. The affiliates are charged a proportionate amount of CEO
expenses (including wages, benefits and other expenses) based on this time docketing. For 2017,
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roughly 17% is allocated to the affiliates for CEO time, based on forecasts of the time requirements
for each affiliate. The revenues and expenses associated with executives’ services to the affiliates
have been included in accounts 4375 and 4380 and net to $0 in order to exclude these costs from
the revenue requirement.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 37 of 339

IR: 1-Energy Probe-7

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 9, Schedule 1

Does the position of executive assistant only perform work for BPI or does the position also assist the
CEO with his role in the affiliates? If the latter, please explain how the costs associated with this
position have been allocated between the regulated BPI and the unregulated affiliates.

Response:

The position of Executive Assistant to the CEO also performs work to assist with the affiliates. The
Executive Assistant dockets time in the same manner as the CEO, CFO, and Finance staff docket the time
they spend on affiliate work. The expenses including wages, benefits, burden and office expense, are
billed proportionately to affiliates based on the amount of time spent on affiliate work. The associated
expenses and revenues are recorded in the revenue offset accounts 4375 and 4380 in order to exclude
these from the calculation of revenue requirement. For 2017, approximately 11% of these expenses are
allocated to affiliates.
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IR: 1-Energy Probe-8

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 9, Schedule 2

a) Please confirm that there are no costs included in the historical, bridge or test year OM&A
figures associated with the cost of the Board of Directors of Brantford Energy. If this cannot be
confirmed, please provide the costs included in the OM&A costs both historically and forecast
for the bridge and test years that have been included in the BPI OM&A figures.

b) Are there any costs related to Brantford Energy that have been included in the BPI revenue
requirement? If yes, please provide a description of the costs and quantification of the costs
from 2013 through 2017.

Response:

a) OMR&A does not include the cost of the BEC Board of Directors and BPI costs only reflect the costs
for BPI’s Board of Directors.

b) There are no costs related to Brantford Energy included in the BPI revenue requirement.
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IR: 1-SEC-1

[Ex.1-1-2, p.2-3]
With respect to the Applicant’s strategic goals, please:

a. Provide a copy of the latest Strategic Plan.

b. Explain how the strategic goal to “[g]lrow the business....” furthers each of the RRFE outcomes.

c. Please explain what the Applicant means by growing the business by directing capital to industry
levels.

Response:

a. Copy attached
Attachment 1-SEC-1: Copy of BPI Strategic Plan

b. The strategic goal “Grow the business by directing capital to industry levels by increasing our

systems, facilities, technology, customer base and infrastructure” furthers each of the RRFE
Outcomes as follows:

As a result of BPI’s former “virtual” utility structure, certain elements of General Plant typically
used by an LDC such as facilities and information systems were purchased and owned by the
City of Brantford and not reflected in BPI’s rate base. As a result, BPI’s Property Plant and
Equipment per customer was not in keeping with other LDCs of comparable size because these
asset classes were not represented.

Following BPI’s restructuring in 2012 where the “virtual” utility structure was replaced with a
more conventional utility structure where LDC functions are performed by LDC employees, BPI
had the opportunity to consider only the specific requirements for BPl when assets required
replacement instead of pursuing with the City of Brantford, General Plant additions that
included specifications that provided for a hybrid solution addressing the requirements for
municipal administration and the requirements for an LDC.

As part of prudent procurement of these assets at the time of replacement, BPI can now
develop specifications that solely address its business needs and the needs of its customers. In
this manner, BPI is expected to reflect new investments in the General Plant component as it
acquires for the first time, assets that are in general use by LDCs to replace existing shared
assets. This will occur over time in keeping with the Distribution System Plan forecasts. As the
elements of Property Plant and Equipment are acquired over time, BP| expects that over a
period of time, its PPE per customer will eventually be in keeping with the levels currently in
place for other comparable LDCs.
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RRFE Outcome

1) How “Grow the Business...” furthers the RRFE Outcomes

Customer Focus

The ability of operating under one facility will improve cross
departmental communications allowing for more timely and effective
responses to customers and provide a single site to conduct business
with BPI.

Investment in new FIS will provide opportunities for better cost
tracking for better and timely exception identification of exceptions
for improved project management and possible resulting efficiencies.
Investment in new CIS and OMS will provide features customers have
been requesting that current systems are not capable of e.g. web
presentment, self-serve options, better and more timely outage
information.

Investments in systems generally are expected to increase the level of
service to the levels in keeping with good utility practice that are not
possible with BPI’s existing antiquated systems.

Expansion in customer base will allow for amortization of fixed costs
over a larger base potentially reducing the per customer contribution
to these costs.

Continued investments in technology and infrastructure in keeping
with sound asset management principles will ensure BPl maintains or
improves reliability levels for customers;

Operational
Effectiveness

The ability of operating under one facility will improve cross
departmental communications allowing for more timely and effective
management and administration of the business. Some efficiency
opportunities are possible with respect to duplicated space and
equipment when operating in three facilities including the elimination
of travel time between locations.

Investment in new FIS will provide opportunities for better cost
tracking for better and timely exception identification of exceptions
for improved project management and possible resulting efficiencies.
In addition FIS is expected to streamline or automate some of the
existing cumbersome or manual business processes and improve
integration between other BPI systems for more timely management
information and reduce duplication. Also with more timely
information, the ability for timely corrective action to remedy
exceptions will be enhanced.

Investment in new CIS will provide more timely and additional
integration into the GIS and FIS systems. In addition CIS is expected to
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RRFE Outcome 1) How “Grow the Business...” furthers the RRFE Outcomes

streamline or automate some of the existing cumbersome or manual
business processes.

e Expansion in customer base will allow for amortization of fixed costs
over a larger base potentially reducing the per customer cost of
OME&A.

e Continued investments in technology and infrastructure in keeping
with sound asset management principles will ensure BPI maintains its
infrastructure in proper working order and minimize repair costs.

e Investment in new FIS will provide opportunities for better cost
tracking and flexibility in meeting existing and adapting to changing
reporting obligations

e Investment in new CIS will provide more system capability to more

Public Policy effectively introduce mandated changes to billing and settlement

Responsiveness requirements.

e Continued investments in technology and infrastructure in keeping
with sound asset management principles will ensure BPI maintains its
infrastructure in proper working order to meet the performance

obligations established by the OEB and reported on the scorecard.

e The ability of operating under one facility will improve cross
departmental communications allowing for more timely and effective
management and administration of the business. Some efficiency
opportunities are possible with respect to duplicated space and
equipment when operating in three facilities including the elimination
of travel time between locations.

e Investment in new FIS will provide opportunities for better cost
tracking for better and timely exception identification of exceptions

Financial for improved project management and possible resulting efficiencies.

Performance In addition FIS is expected to streamline or automate some of the
existing cumbersome or manual business processes and improve
integration between other BPI systems for more timely management
information and reduce duplication. This will either provide savings or
allow existing resources the opportunity to analyze and investigate
data for further improvement opportunities.

e In addition CIS is expected to streamline or automate some of the
existing cumbersome or manual business processes and provide more

opportunities for customer self service opportunities.
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RRFE Outcome 1) How “Grow the Business...” furthers the RRFE Outcomes

e Expansion in customer base will allow for amortization of fixed costs
over a larger base potentially reducing the per customer cost of
OME&A.

e Continued investments in technology and infrastructure in keeping
with sound asset management principles will ensure BPI maintains its
infrastructure in proper working order and minimize repair costs.

e All of the above will provide better opportunities for efficiencies.
Should they result in better cost performance than comparators, a
reduced productivity stretch factor could improve financial

performance.

It is important to note as described in Exhibit 1, Tab E1. Schedule 3 Page 4 of 5 where BPI
described its Key Budget Considerations that it considers in addition to general strategic and
business objectives the specific RRFE objectives. Although the “Grow the Business” strategic
objective provides opportunities for improving shareholder returns, BPI’s focus is to ensure the
outcomes from such investments can contribute where possible positively to the interest of all
stakeholders.

These decisions are intended to be in keeping with sound asset management principles or with
utility best practices while balancing the considerations to ensure where possible that there are
commensurate benefits to the customers in the form of possible cost efficiencies or the
provision of requested or improved service levels. In other cases, these investments are being
made to ensure BPl can continue to meet its compliance obligations which have been
established for the benefit or protection of customers.

BPI’s past capital investments have been primarily made in the distribution plant. As regular
investments in certain categories of general plant have not been made with the same regularity,
it has resulted in BPI having very old information systems which have higher inherent
operational risk, are not conducive to optimal automation or integration with other systems and
cannot provide customers with the level of e-services required.

Similarly, as BPI operates from three distinct leased facilities, BPI has been limited by the nature
of those facilities to only making very minor leasehold improvements. As a result, current
facilities do not allow for the realignment or expansion or contraction of space to mirror
departmental groupings. This has resulted in some cases where single departments were not
able to share the same work space or space was not sufficient to provided adequate access to
meeting rooms.
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Given the fact that BPI’s property plant and equipment per customer is below those invested in

many comparable LDCs, the reference to “growing the business by directing capital to industry

levels” is intended to reflect that BPI’s Distribution System Plan has identified the necessary

investments required and the rationale for making targeted investments in all asset categories
including the general plant category of Property Plant and Equipment.

Although these investments are being planned to address specific operational issues and to
mitigate business risk on critical systems, they are expected to allow BPI to begin to move over
time its investment per customer levels to a level more in keeping with current industry levels.

It is not BPI’s objective to make investments for investment sake but rather to ensure through
sound investment planning as outlined in the Distribution System Plan, that BPI target capital
investments in asset classes where deficiencies exist that must be addressed to move to and
ultimately achieve a vintage and capability for its property plant and equipment commensurate
with good utility practice.
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IR: 1-SEC-2

[Ex.1-1-3, p.4]
Please provide a copy of the latest Business Plan.

Response:

BPI’s Business Plan is reflected in the Budget and Multi-Year Forecast approved by the Board at their
December 2015 Board meeting.

Attachment 1-SEC-2 A BPI 2016 2017 Budget
Attachment 1-SEC-2 B 2016 Budget

Attachment 1-SEC-2 C BPI Budget Resolution.
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IR: 1-SEC-3

[Ex.1-2-3, p.4]
Please provide details about what changes the SLT made after reviewing departmental budgets after
“comparing it to the general inflation rate and the customer’s ability to pay”.

Response:

BPI’s budget process involves many review steps from the department initial preparation leading to the
final budget presented to the Board of Directors. The SLT review process is informal and involves a
number of meetings to discuss issues and opportunities. Included in the SLT’s review objectives are the
following goals:

1. Obtaining an understanding and rationale for the budget proposal submitted by a department;

2. Determining the desirability and reasonability of the proposal in terms of strategic direction,
business priorities or customer expectations ;

3. Determining the affordability and sustainability of the proposal i.e. can BPI afford within
available funding the requests and how will this request impact the future cost of service to the
customer.

SLT review will start from a bottom up approach to ensure each submission has merit. At that point, SLT
will determine if the overall business plan can accommodate the sum of accepted requests. At that
point, SLT will adjust requirements by deferring projects, phasing projects, changing the scope of
projects or removing them from the plan to ensure spending is commensurate with available funding.

As formal change logs were not compiled as part of the budget preparation process, BPI has attempted
to recreate the specific issues and changes requested during the various SLT sessions from available
documentation as outlined below. Regrettably, as the budget process is iterative and changes are made
as decisions are made or as analysis and quality assurance is performed, it is not possible to reproduce a
full reconciliation of changes that were made from the original department submissions to the final
approved budget.

The items listed below are illustrative of the types of questions and changes that are requested. They
represent circumstances where desired spending has been deemed beyond the available capacity of the
business or customers to afford.

Budget Reductions Made by SLT:

e Eliminate 4th Financial Analyst — staffing should be 3 FA’s plus Accounting Clerk plus FIS back fill.
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Reviewed assumptions related to new building and addressed surplus land and updated
expected acquisition costs.

Confirm new building treatment, affiliate charges and expected occupancy date
Provide for key investments — engagement $50k, Training $50k, Policy Review $100k FS $50K

Update strategic items projects funding from $250,000 to $175,000 ( related to policy review,
customer engagement and training budgets.
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IR: 1-SEC-4

[Ex.1]
Please provide copies of all benchmarking studies, reports, and analysis that the Applicant has
undertaken or participated in since 2013, and are not already included in the application.

Response:

BPI has participated annually in the MEARIE Management Salary Survey Of Local Distribution Companies
in the years 2014 and 2016.

Attachment 1-SEC-4A: 2014 MEARIE Survey

Attachment 1-SEC-4B: 2016 MEARIE Survey
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IR: 1-SEC-5

[Ex.1]

Please provide a list of measurable outcomes that ratepayers can expect the Applicant to achieve during
the Test Year. Please explain how those outcomes are incremental and commensurate with the rate
increase the Applicant is seeking in this application.

Response:

With the removal of the building and other changes presented in 1-Staff-1 b), BPI is requesting an
increase of $1,530,842 in revenues, or 9.3% in distributions rates. For this increase, customers can
expect BPI to continue to achieve above- standard performance on its balanced scorecard in the areas of
customer satisfaction, public policy responsiveness and operational efficiency. BPI's customers will also
benefit from the introduction of time of use web presentment and the improved outage
communications as a result of outage management improvements.

While consistent performance is not necessarily an incremental performance outcome, the operating
reality is that, due to inflationary pressures and asset and system aging, in some instances it costs more
to maintain the same level of performance.

As discussed in the Application, there are several risks which may prevent BPI from continuing its
performance in these scorecard metrics. BPI's current CIS 20+ years old, well beyond its useful life, and
contains extensive customization. The market share for the vendor is decreasing, and BPI risks increased
costs or potentially discontinued service (in addition to CIS failure) on the current CIS. These items pose
a risk to BPI’s billing accuracy and customer satisfaction, as well as its public policy compliance/
responsiveness.

The replacement of the current Financial Information System will assist BPI to better track trends,
productivity improvements and cost drivers in order to assist with BPI’s total cost metrics in the future.

The capital expenditures budget should allow BPI to deliver consistent reliability results, and to meet is
scorecard reliability target.
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IR: 1-SEC-6

[Ex. 1]
Please provide details of all productivity initiatives the Applicant has undertaken since 2013. Please
quantify the savings achieved.

Response:

BPI can provide the following listing of productivity improvements. BPI notes that in some instances,
increased productivity came in the form of completing increased work with the same amount of
resources. In some instances, due to lacking systems for financial analysis, the savings were not
quantifiable.

Please note: the savings are primarily completed on an estimate basis, using an “all else equal”
assumption, and assuming measures are in place the full year. Rounded numbers have been used,
especially where related to compensation data.
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Quantified, annualized
B3 savings (if applicabl

Name of Productivity
Measure

Description

smore productive use of staff time. 20,000in e-billing
* decreasese in postage and mailing costs; postage savings (2017);
Customer * Savings related to asset maintenance and avoiding asset 14,000 in avoided asset
) 2015 Outsource Bill Printing 6 . . g )
Service replacement ( bill inserter machine) maintenance;
senables the provision of additional services in the form of 25,000in re-purposed
e-billing, an identified customer preference staff time.
The SLT was able to include dedicated
Restructuring of SLT - from 5 positions to 4, including a new positions for the same operational
Corporate Services dedicated resource for Customer Service, CDM and areas as before ( merging Operations
SLT 2014 . L . 140,000.00 . . .
Restructuring Communications. Regulatory and Corporate Services and Engineering, Finance and
function absorbed within CFO role. Regulatory/Admin) and new focus

areas, with lower headcount
2014: $85,811
Providing Services to CFO assumed responsibility for BEC Group CFO 2015: $410,229
affiliate companies responsibilities - allowing for cost to be shared 2016: $384,269
2017: $302,417

SLT +Finance 2014

Mat leave not replaced w,
P / One-time savings associated with completing work with a

Regulatory 2014  contract - regulatory. One- . S 90,000.00 one-time
) A lower staff complement in Regulatory Department.
time savings only
Manager of Regulatory not BPI did not fill the Manager of Regulatory role when it
Regulatory 2015 o o W became vacant. A Senior Regulatory Analyst role was $10,000 peryear

filled; Senior Analyst.
illed; Senior Analys created.

Frees up staff resources
Integration of RRR, CoS and finanical requirements in the P
. X X ) for greater focus on
Finance/Regul design of the FIS is expected to create synergies and A )
2016 FIS . K ) analysis and quality
atory efficiencies by allowing greater company access to self

. " . . assurance rather than
serve, improved audit trails and internal control.

data processing

Purchased financial statement template from KPMG to
minimize the work required to prepare IFRS compliance
financial statements. Cost of $5,000 was less than the
internal cost would have been.

Finance 2014 IFRS - template Unknown avoided cost.

$190,000in annualized

savings compared to
Sound RFl and RFP procurement process, including site g' P
. . | previous quotes,
X vists, reference checks. Additionally established aBestand . ) !
Finance 2016 FIS Procurement i | including both capital
Final Offer Stage for top two vendors to ensure the highest R
and OM&A, occuring

value option was chosen, at the lowest cost. NP
primarily in 2017 and

beyond
The new language allowing for placing staff on standby in
advance of a storm allows for more flexibility and coverage Increased flexibility and
at minimal cost. Getting the IBEW to agree to move the risk mitigation related

General 2016 IBEW Negotiations . L . )
Customer Premise Representative into the metering group to outages and major
allows us to expand metering team and better utilize this events.
role.
Added a 10 year service requirement to be eligible to
General 2014 CUPE Negotiations OPEB. Although not a savings immediately - this will over Future Savings TBD
time mitigate increases in our OPEB costs.
Negligible cost
- . - . decreased, staff time
Corporate 2016 Payroll Administration Payroll to be administered bi weekly rather than weekly

refocused elsewhere in
department.
Reductioninvolume of ~ Payments to Retailers is completed bi weekly rather than = Ability to refocus work

Billi 2016
iiing wire transfers daily on other tasks.
Corporate 2016 eServices Reduction in postage of 5% e
P Bostee e 2017: $20,000
reallocation of ~ $8,000
. X worth of time to other
Web Presentment tool for Introduction of an online web presentment tool and
Settlements 2017 K A department work by
C&I customers invoice calculator for C&I customers .
allowing customers a
self serve option
Assistant Stock Keeper position was determined to be
OPS 2014 Stores Reorganization perp e S 75,000.00 peryear
redundant and eliminated.
Engineerin Resignation of Eng'g Manager (role was not replaced). Of
ENG 2014 Reof anizatiin the remaining 2 Eng'g Managers, one took on additonal ~ $ 120,000.00 peryear
g responsibility for Metering.
2013: $105,00
2013 2013 - reduced journeypersons by 1, 2014 - replaced 2 2014: $95,000 savings from apprentices decrease
OPS 2015 OPS Succession Planning  journeypersons with 2 apprentices, 2015 - added 1 General 2015: $15,000 annually as they move through
Foreperson 2017 expected impact: apprenticeship program.

$27,500
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IR: 1-SEC-7

[Ex. 1]
Please provide details of what incremental productivity initiatives the Applicant plans to undertake in

the Test Year. Please quantify the forecast savings that will be achieved.

Response:

Name of " .
. o Quantified, annualized
Department Productivity Description ) . ) Notes
savings (if applicable)
Measure
Reduction in
. Transition to preprinted bill 'shells'  Ability to refocus work
Billing 2017 vendor support . .
from in process printing. on other tasks.
cost
Web Presentment Introduction of an online web .
. Increased benefits to
Settlements 2017 tool for C&lI presentment tool and invoice
customer.
customers calculator for C&I customers
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IR: 1-SEC-8

[Ex.1]
Please provide a copy of all materials provided to the Board of Directors in approving this application,
and the underlying Test Year budgets.

Response:

Attachments :

1-SEC-8 A Budget Report (Oct)

1-SEC-8 B Budget Report ( Nov)

1-SEC-8 C Budget

Please also refer to the presentation attached as 4-Staff-40a.

The Board of Directors of BPI did not officially approve the 2017 cost of service application before it was
filed. However, on December 16, 2015, the Senior Leadership Team of BPI did present a 2017 budget to
the Board of Directors. As a result of that presentation the Board of Directors approved the following
resolution;

THAT Whereas the Board of Directors have reviewed the proposed 2016
Budget and Multi year forecast presented by Management; and

Whereas Brantford Power Inc. has achieved strong returns in 2013 and 2014
and is currently forecasting a strong return in 2015; and

Whereas the proposed budget for 2016 reflects distribution revenues that
continue to be based on a revenue requirement established pursuant to the
2013 costs of service distribution rate application process , and

Whereas this revenue requirement does not reflect adequate funding for
transitional and new ongoing costs related to the implementation of certain
Brantford Power Inc. strategic plan initiatives including the elimination of
three operating facilities by the acquisition of an existing repurposed
consolidated facility and the implementation of a new financial information
systems, and

Whereas, the financial impact of these unfunded costs is a budgeted 2016
return that is significantly below the level of returns contemplated in the 2013
Cost of Service rate application and further that the current illustration of
future 2017-2020 returns continue to reflect returns that are consistently
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below the 9.19% return on equity level currently identified by the OEB as the
reasonable return on equity;

That the Brantford Power Inc. Board of Directors approve the 2016 Budget as
submitted and direct Management to incorporate into the 2017 Cost of Service
Distribution Rate application a revenue requirement request that is sufficient
to recover Brantford Power Inc.’s prudently incurred cost of service necessary
to achieve a reasonable return on equity at the level established by the Ontario
Energy Board.

Based on this resolution, the 2017 cost of service application was prepared with some very minor
alterations. The Senior Leadership Team presented to the Board of Directors at their meeting of April 28,
2016 the highlights of the proposed cost of service rate application including the bill impacts prior

to the filing of the application and the Board did not suggests any changes be made to the application
based on the bill impact information provided.
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IR: 1-SEC-9

[Ex.1]
Does the Applicant have a corporate scorecard or similar document? If so, please provide the 2015 and
2016 versions.

Response:

Yes, BPI uses a corporate scorecard for Key Performance Indicators which is reported to the BPI Board
on a quarterly basis. The year end 2015 and first quarter 2016 is attached. The second quarter report
has not yet been compiled or reported to the BPI Board.

Attachment 1-SEC-9 A 2015 KPIs

Attachment 1-SEC-9 B 2016 Q1 KPlIs



IR: 1.0-VECC-1

Reference:

a)

Response:

E1/T1/53/pg.2
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Please provide the evidence that BPI's wage rates are lower than comparable utilities.

As discussed in section E1/T2/S3, BPI is referring specifically to wages for skilled trades falling behind the

market rate in the area. In 2015, BPI undertook an informal survey of neighbouring utilities to assess the

market rates for this type of labour in the area.

The survey focused on the wage rates for a linesperson, and the following utilities were included in the

comparison:

Brantford Power Inc.
Burlington Hydro Inc.
Canadian Niagara Power
Energy+ Inc. (Prev CND)
IBEW Outside

Energy+ Inc. (Prev BCP)
PWU

Enersource

Grimsby Power

Greater Sudbury Utilities
Guelph Hydro Electric Systems
Haldimand County Hydro
Horizon Utilities
Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro Inc.

London Hydro

Milton Hydro Distribution Inc.
Oakville Hydro

Orillia Power

Peterborough Utilities Services Inc.
PowerStream Inc.

Waterloo North Hydro Inc.

Welland Hydro-Electric Systems
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The responded provided their 2015 and/or 2016 rate for the position linesperson. The survey indicated
that BPI had the lowest rates at $37.22 in 2015*, with the group average at $40.19, and the range (not

including BPI) from $38.60 to $42.55.

*with the exception of Haldimand County Hydro for 2015, which, as a result of its Acquisition by
Hydro One, was expected to implement Hydro One wage rates effective 2016.
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IR: 1.0-VECC-2
Reference: E1/T8/5S1/pg.9-10

a) Please explain if Table 1.8 is showing improving or declining total cost efficiency.

Response:

BPI has assumed the reference is referring to table 1.8-B, Projected Total Cost and Efficiency
Assessment. The table is indicating, based on the column “ % difference from predicted”, improving
total cost efficiency over the full forecast period, with a temporary outlier in 2016. This temporary
above- predicted cost in 2016 reverts to a favorable variance in 2017, and on the basis of the “3 Year
Average Performance”, the results continue to be less than predicted costs in each of the forecast years.
BPI believes 2016 outlier is associated with the one-time costs in the 2016 year related to facility

relocation and system integration projects.
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IR: 1.0-VECC-3
Reference: E1l/Attachment 1-A/pg.25

a) Have all of the recommendations of the Convergys study (e.g. pages 25, 27) been
implemented? If not please explain why not.

Response:

The table below outlines each recommendation from the Convergys Report, whether BPI has
implemented it, and explanatory notes.

Convergys recommendations | Implemented? | Reason why not
(y/n)

Coach reps on call handling, y Customer Service Representatives were provided

especially remaining calm and with a document outlining call flow standards and

courteous when they the mandatory elements to be covered on each

encounter challenging telephone interaction. Performance expectations

situations have been communicated to Customer Service
Representatives, and coaching and feedback is
provided as required.

Use positive language to y Customer Service Representatives were provided

influence the customer’s with a document outlining call flow standards and

perception of the interaction the mandatory elements to be covered on each
telephone interaction. Performance expectations
have been communicated to Customer Service
Representatives, and coaching and feedback is
provided as required.




Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 59 of 339

Convergys recommendations

Implemented?

(y/n)

Reason why not

Utilize Datalink to aid in y Both managers and Customer Service
identifying and improving Representatives have been provided with access to
instances of lower Rep Datalink, the survey vendor’s database, where
performance. individual representative performance in the areas of
level of understanding, being knowledgeable, being
courteous, setting expectations and accuracy of
responses to issues and questions is tracked and
reported. To enable immediate feedback and service
recovery efforts, low score alerts were also this year
implemented, where managers are emailed when a
customer provides a satisfaction rating of 1 or 2
based on their interaction with Brantford Power.
Set appropriate expectations y Customer Service Representatives were provided
for the customer by stating a with a document outlining call flow standards and
timeline for resolution when the mandatory elements to be covered on each
possible, or giving clear next telephone interaction. Performance expectations
steps when not. have been communicated to Customer Service
Representatives, and coaching and feedback is
provided as required.
Identify the type of issuesand | n This analysis will require the survey vendor to cross-
calls that require multiple tabulate various data points to derive meaningful
contacts to resolve in order to data and information on an ongoing basis. In the
improve processes and Rep absence of this process, training and process
training. improvement opportunities are identified through
call monitoring, customer feedback, and escalation
and complaint management.
Educate customers on self- y On-bill messaging and website updates are

service options for payments
and account changes. Use
customer bills, email
marketing and Brantford’s
website to inform customers
of self-serve options.

consistently used to promote e-Billing as a self-
service option available to all customers. There is
currently no available online option to modify
account information.
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Convergys recommendations

Implemented?

(y/n)

Reason why not

Modify wording of Q10 y This question was modified to capture and report all

(methods of contact methods used by a customer in their attempt to

attempted before your call) resolve an issue. The survey was also modified to
add an open-ended question to record verbatim
comments and reasons why customers did not
receive first contact resolution.

Specify prior contact with y See above

Brantford to best measure FCR

Determine if call handling n There is an insufficient sample of transactional

differences exist between survey responses from business customers to

business and residential complete a meaningful analysis. Any differences

customers between business and residential customer
preferences and satisfaction are captured through
the biannual survey process.

Measure which call types are y Datalink stores an ongoing record of customer

handled most effectively and satisfaction by call type and by Customer Service

which have room for Representative for each survey attribute. Trends and

improvement opportunities for improvement can be easily
identified.

Evaluate whether placing y The Customer Effort Index (see below) will

customers on hold or determine the extent to which placing a customer on

transferring them has an hold has an impact on overall satisfaction. It will also

impact on satisfaction. indicate a customer's perception of how easy it is to
do business with Brantford Power.

Develop a Customer Effort y The Customer Effort Index has been added to the

Index to measure and trend
Effort

transactional survey process and will be tracked and
reported on in 2016.
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Convergys recommendations

Implemented?

(y/n)

Reason why not

Stay on the line with y Customer Service Representatives were provided

customers while working with a document outlining call flow standards and

through an issue when the mandatory elements to be covered on each

possible, rather than placing telephone interaction. Performance expectations

the Customer on hold. have been communicated to Customer Service
Representatives, and coaching and feedback is
provided as required.

Identify early in the call y Customer Service Representatives have been

process when a call should be provided with call transfer procedures, in addition to

transferred to reduce call protocol for referring or escalating issues to a

times in instances of non- manager for follow up. Escalated items are detailed,

resolution. tracked and remain open in a SharePoint database
until the customer is contacted and the issue
resolved.

Ensure the website offers y Bill messaging and website updates have been used

answers to commonly asked to promote e-Billing as a self-service option available

questions as well as to all customers. The website also outlines options

opportunities for self-service for customers to subscribe to automatic pre-

especially concerning billing authorized and credit card payments. There are

and making payment. currently no self-service options for online bill
payments

Ask clarifying questions during |y Customer Service Representatives were provided

calls to ensure both spoken
and unspoken Customer needs
are being met to prevent
additional contacts from being
necessary.

with a document outlining call flow standards and
the mandatory elements to be covered on each
telephone interaction. Performance expectations
have been communicated to Customer Service
Representatives, and coaching and feedback is
provided as required.
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IR: 1-0-VECC-4

Reference:

At the noted reference it states: “Residential customers were asked which course of action

they think Brantford Power should pursue in regards to their planned facility relocation. The

plurality (43%) think that Brantford Power should buy and [sic] existing facility and refurbish it

to meet their current needs and foreseeable future needs. 17% feel that it would be better to

build a new facility, and just over one-in-ten (12%) think that Brantford power should find new

rental space to house equipment and staff.”

a) How many customers questioned the need for any change? Did the survey offer the
status quo as an option?

b) What cost was given to the respondent as being associated with the each move option?

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 1.0-VECC-5
Reference: E1l/Attachment 1-A/pg.25

a) Has BPl or its parent had any discussions with interested parties in the last 12 months
with respect to the sale of BPI?

Response:

BPI or its parent has not had any discussion with interested parties in the last 12 months with respect to
the sale of BPI.
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Exhibit 2: Rate Base



IR: 2-Staff-7

(Continues on next page)

Ref:
Ref:
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Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pgs. 2-17
Appendix 2-C

With Regard to Brantford Power’s proposed acquisition of land and building, please provide the

following additional information:

a)

Brantford Power states that the purchase of the property is not yet certain as of the filing of the

application. Please provide a status update of the transaction, including:

Has the final offer been accepted?

If so, what is the final purchase price?

Is the building currently occupied?

At what date will Brantford Power take possession of the building?

Has a new lease been executed with the current tenant? If so, what is the term of the
lease?

b) At page 13, Brantford Power states that it expects relocation to be underway by October 1, 2016

d)

given that minimal changes are anticipated for the office portion of the facility. Please describe

the changes that would be required to meet Brantford Power’s space needs, with specific

reference to:

The current configuration of the office space as it compares to the configuration
required to meet Brantford Power’s specific organizational requirements;

The current configuration of common space as it compares to Brantford Power’s needs;
The current finishes and furniture as compared to Brantford Power’s needs;
Reconfiguration required to stock room, interior vehicle storage and any other utility
space.

Brantford Power’s analysis appears to be based on estimates provided by its real estate

consultants. Has Brantford Power received actual construction/refurbishment estimates for the

required work? If so, please provide an update to the proposed refurbishment costs, including

contingencies.

Has Brantford Power retained a construction company to complete the required

refurbishments? If so, please provide the proposed timeline to complete the work.
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IR: 2-Staff-7 (continued)

e) Please provide a table which compares the staff workspace in square feet as indicated in the
AECOM space requirements, the amount of workspace to be occupied by Brantford Power, the
amount to be occupied by Brantford Power affiliates and the amount to be occupied by the
existing tenant. On separate lines, please provide the same comparison for each of stock room
space, interior vehicle storage, outdoor secure storage and total building space.

f) Based on the response to part e) above, please provide a comparison of the revenue
requirement impact of including only the Brantford Power portion of the land and building in
rate base with the revenue requirement impact of removal of non LDC operating costs and using
rental income as an offset to OM&A, as proposed.

g) Please provide a calculation of the net present value of the option to lease which excludes the
portion of the land and building applicable to Brantford Power affiliates and the remaining
tenant.

h) At page 10, Brantford Power has provided an excerpt from a letter from AECOM that states:

Assuming the area is regularly shaped it should be more than adequate to accommodate
Brantford Power’s outdoor storage needs. An aerial view of the property indicates that
the surrounding area is not developed. Improvements would be required to develop a
secure site storage area.

i) Isthe area regularly shaped?

ii) Isit adequate to accommodate outdoor storage needs?

iii) What improvements are required?

iv) What is the proposed timeline for these improvements?

v) What is the cost of these improvements?

vi) Have these improvements been incorporated into the capital cost proposed?

i) OEB staff notes that Brantford Power has assumed that, despite uncertainties evident as at its
May 4 application date, the transaction will be complete, refurbishments done and all staff
relocated by December 31, 2016 to include this asset in the opening rate base for the 2017 test
year. Is Brantford Power requesting OEB approval of its proposed cost in rate base for 20177
What treatment would Brantford Power propose for variances between proposed and actual
cost?

j) Did Brantford Power consider applying for an ICM or an ACM during the IRM term to allow the
OEB to consider the prudence of the actual cost of this asset for inclusion in rate base?
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Response:

With its application updates, provided as part of its response to 1-staff-1b), BPI has removed the funding
requests related to the facility relocation. In its original Application, BPI indicated that it had not
finalized the deal regarding the purchase of the intended repurposed building at the time the
Application was submitted. At this time, the facility relocation project has not progressed at a pace that
BPI believes could allow for occupancy of the new building before December 31, 2016 as planned. The
Board of Directors will be reviewing the status of this initiative at its October meeting.

As a result, and consistent with the Board Staff questions i) and j) above, BPI has removed the amounts
provided for the relocation in the 2016 Bridge Year and 2017 Test Year, and plans to apply for an ICM
application when the facility relocation is complete.

Please note, as the facility relocation is no longer being proposed for recovery through rates in this
Application, interrogatories related to the new facility are no longer relevant, and responses to those
guestions are no longer necessary and have not been completed.

BPI has reflected on RRWF, tab 10 tracking sheet the impact of removing the relocation project from the
Application and updating it for the continued occupancy of BPI’s existing leased facilities.

IR: 2-Staff-8

(Continues on next page)

Ref:

Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 16-17 (PDF 125-126)

“Some specific BPI Distribution System Plan cost savings are expected to be achieved through the
following:

Asset condition inspections and comprehensive data collection will provide a better understanding of
each asset’s stage in their lifecycle which will lead to more cost effective decisions with respect to
maintenance, refurbishment and replacement decisions. BPI has not been able to quantify the capital
or System O&M savings resulting from this as BPI will complete the first full 3-year cycle of
inspections using the ODM in 2017.

Proactive maintenance and replacement of plant will reduce reactive maintenance costs and improve
service to customers, will result in fewer and shorter duration outages and will have a beneficial
impact on the cost of outages to customers. A structured program will also smooth financial rate
impacts in an effort to avoid disruptive rate spikes to address the volume of plant reaching end of life.
BPI has not been able to quantify the capital or System O&M savings resulting from this as the
improved financial reporting and analysis tools in the financial information system was only
implemented at the end of 2016.

Joint use underground construction with telecoms, where appropriate, will reduce underground cable
installation costs for replacement of existing underground subdivision cable at end-of-life. BPI has not
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been able to quantify the capital or System O&M savings resulting from this due to the unknowns
related to which of the budget and forecast projects will allow BPI to share space and costs.

e Improved use of the Geographic Information System (GIS) to capture and access plant attribute data
(i.e. nameplate data, condition, inspection/maintenance histories, etc.) will aid in cost control
through optimization of the asset’s lifecycle. BPI has not been able to quantify the capital or System
0&M savings resulting from this as BPI will complete the first full 3-year cycle of inspections using the
ODM in 2017.

e Prudent investment in distribution automation (i.e. remotely operated switches), as part of Smart
Grid development, will improve day-to-day switching operations and have a positive impact on
improving outage restoration time thereby mitigating customer outage costs. BPI has not been able
to quantify the capital or System O&M savings resulting from this as the current penetration level of
the remotely operated switches does not yet provide sufficient coverage in the service area to identify
quantitative improvements.

e Coordination of plant inspection with maintenance reduces operating costs. Contractors performing
tree trimming and infra-red testing also carry out visual inspections of adjacent plant. Exception
reports are generated, as required, for follow-up remediation efforts by BPI. BPI has not been able to
quantify the capital or System O&M savings resulting from this because the practice has been in place
for a number of years. This is an ongoing, persistent activity.

e The use of distribution system design standards purchased from Enersource in 2006, significantly
reduces unit costs for standard development and equipment approvals. BPI has not been able to
quantify the capital or System O&M savings resulting from this as the standards have been in place
and in use since 2006. This is an ongoing and persistent activity.

e Certain maintenance activities (i.e. painting transformers) help extend the life of the equipment
thereby deferring replacement costs for a number of years. BPI has not been able to quantify the

e IR: 2-Staff-8 (continued)

e capital or System O&M savings resulting from this as there are no ‘control’ assets that are not
receiving maintenance to compare to.

e Mobile equipment (i.e. laptops and tablets) in use provides paperless access to GIS information,
maps, schematics, drawings and standards for inspection crews and Operations supervisors. During
the period of the DSP BPI intends to expand the use of mobile equipment to all work crews to enable
Workforce Management. BPI has not been able to quantify the capital or System O&M savings
resulting from this as full Workforce Management is not yet implemented.

For a portion of the general plant projects, completing the implementation of the outage management
system as the customer information system is being implemented rather than before will save BPI the
cost of a second integration with the legacy customer information system. BPI did not quantify the
savings attributable to completing the projects in this order.”

a) Has Brantford Power estimated capital or system O&M savings for each of the cost saving
sources listed above?
i If yes, please provide details of the calculation of O&M savings.
b) Are the trends in O&M spending related to these cost savings being tracked?

i If yes, please provide this data.



Brantford Power Inc.

EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016

Interrogatory Responses

Page 69 of 339

ii. If no, please describe the steps being taken by Brantford Power going forward to ensure

adequate tracking of O&M spending trends and cost savings trends.

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) has not estimated capital or system O&M savings for each of the cost

savings sources listed above.

b) BPI is not tracking the trends in O&M spending related to these cost savings. Beginningin 2017,
BPI plans to use the separate Job/Work Order functionality in its new FIS to enhance its ability to track
possible areas of cost savings listed above. Additionally, BPI will identify appropriate units of measure
for possible areas of cost savings listed above.
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IR: 2-Staff-9

Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 18 (PDF 127)

“The Optimal Decision Model (ODM) used by BPI to prioritize system renewal projects continually
benefits from this updated data. The ODM draws information from the GIS system and the Customer
Information System (CIS) in addition to inspection reports and input from qualified staff. While the ODM
continues to use asset condition assessment to determine remaining useful life, in addition to risk
assessment to determine probable consequence of failure and probability of failure, and combines them
according to the asset risk analysis flowchart, it has moved beyond this to develop asset deterioration
models. In these models, the estimated service life and a deterioration curve are combined to determine
the remaining service life.

By using deterioration curves, the remaining service life is determined using classification and regression
trees. This analysis works best when there is detailed asset data available to determine condition
influencing factors and to have a reasonable sample set. This method of analysis has helped BPI to more
clearly define the risks and be better able to assign or implement risk mitigation strategies.”

a) Please provide a concrete example of the ODM output results and show how these results are
being used to prioritize projects.
b) Has Brantford Power tracked the effectiveness of implementing its ODM to date?
i If yes, please provide this data.
ii. If no, please describe the steps being taken by Brantford Power going forward to ensure
adequate tracking and effective implementation of the ODM results.
c) Does Brantford Power’s asset management process identify specific projects or does it point to

general areas of concern? Please provide details.

Response:

a) Please see Attachment 2-Staff-9, “ODM_Results 30.pdf”. The following is a description of the
columns in the report.

G3E_FNO —the asset class identifier. The asset classes are:
208 — Pole
306 — Primary Conductor
316 — Secondary Bus
209 — Structure
313 - Switch
314 - Transformer

G3E_FID — unique, asset identifier.
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INSTALL_DATE — the installation date of an asset.

AGE —the current age of an asset (in years), the difference between the current year the year the asset
was installed.

ESL — the Estimated Service Life generated by the ODM.
INSPECT_DATE — date the asset was last inspected.

YEARS_SINCE_INSP — the number of years since the asset was last inspected, the difference between the
current year and the year the asset was last inspected.

CHI — the Condition Health Index of the asset. [0 —4]

FOLLOWING_LC — a notation identifying if the asset is following the life curve for the asset class relative
to its AGE as determined by the ODM. [Yes, Worse, Better]

ODM_ERL — the estimated remaining life (in years) of the asset as determined by the ODM.
POF —the probability of failure as determined from the CHI. [1—4]

CRI —the critical index as determined by the ODM. [0 — 100]

COF - the consequence of failure based on the CRI. [Minor, Moderate, Major, Catastrophic]
RISK_INDEX — the asset’s risk score based on the CRI and POF. [1 —400]

RISK_LEVEL — the asset’s level of risk. [Low, Moderate, High, Very High]

Three rows have been highlighted in the example report file. Asset numbers 1439968 —1439970. These
three assets will be used to show how the results are used to prioritize projects.

Example 1 — 1439968 & 1439970 each have the same ERL and POF. They each have different CRI and
RISK_INDEX but have the same RISK_LEVEL. As a result of the higher RISK_INDEX number, 1439970
would be prioritized over 1439968. It should be noted that with a Moderate RISK_LEVEL, neither pole
would be identified for actual replacement.

Example 2 — 1439969 & 1439970 each have the same CRI. They have different ERL, POF, RISK_INDEX
and RISK_LEVEL. As a result of the higher RISK_INDEX number, 1439970 would be prioritized over
1439969. It should be noted that with a Moderate RISK_LEVEL, neither pole would be identified for
actual replacement.

c)

i) Brantford Power (BPI) has not formally tracked the effectiveness of implementing its
ODM. On a formal basis, BPI reviews the annual output from the ODM and compares
the year to year results

ii) BPI will develop an effectiveness measure in 2016 and take the necessary steps to
implement it in 2017
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c) BPI’s asset management process identifies both individual assets that are of concern (the direct
ODM output) and geographic groups of assets that are of concern. The geographic grouping process
was explained in Exhibit 2 — Attachment A — DSP, Section 5.3.3.b on page 92. The group process selects
asset clusters with the highest total risk score first.
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IR: 2-Staff-10
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 32 (PDF 141)

Figure 5: Reliability Trends for the Historical Period (including loss of supply)
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a) Inarevised graph, please present the 2011 - 2015 reliability trend information in Figure 5

excluding the December 2013 event.

Response:
a) The following graph has been revised to exclude the December 2013 event. Please also note
there was an incorrect data point for 2011 SAIFI which has been corrected. (Refer also to 2-Staff-

11)
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IR: 2-Staff-11

Ref:  Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 33 (PDF 142)

Figure 7: Reliability Trends for the Historical Period (excluding loss of supply)
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a) Please explain why the values in Figure 7 are higher when excluding loss of supply than when
including loss of supply (i.e.: compared to Figure 5 shown in 2-Staff-3).

b) Please explain what caused the deterioration in SAIFI and SAIDI from 2014 to 2015.

c) Please explain what caused the deterioration in SAIFI, SAIDI and CAIDI from 2011 to 2015.

d) Inarevised graph, please present the 2011 - 2015 reliability trend information in Figure 7

excluding the December 2013 event.

Response:
a) During the process of answering this interrogatory it was discovered there were a few incorrect
data points used for Figure 5 (2-Staff-10) and Figure 7. The two charts following have been
corrected to reflect the proper data points as provided in Table 2.9-A of Exhibit 2. With these

corrections the values excluding loss of supply are no longer higher than when including loss of

supply.
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Reliability Trends (including Loss of Supply)
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b) On Feb. 9, 2015 a Motor Vehicle Accident caused an outage affecting 6,191 customers for a total

of 6,558 customer hours. BPI crews were prevented from sectionalizing and switching as

required to limit the interruption area and affected number of customers while Brantford Police

Services (BPS) and the special investigations unit investigated the accident scene.
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On Mar. 3, 2015 an ice and rain storm caused a large number of pole fires affecting 5,400

customers for a total of 7,837 customer hours. BPI crews were dealing with more outage sites

than we had the resources to deal with.

These two issues account for 71% of the total duration of interruptions in 2015.

As per the response in part a) of this interrogatory, the data points used in Figure 7 for 2011

were not correct. The chart below shows the correct comparison of 2011 vs 2015. The data

shows a slight deterioration in SAIDI and an improvement in SAIFI.

Year | 2011 | 2015
Excluding Loss of Supply
SAIDI | o490 0507
SAIFI | 1238 0991

d) The following graph has been revised to exclude the December 2013 event. The graph also

incorporates the adjustments from part a) of this interrogatory.
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IR:2-Staff-12
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 34-35 (PDF 143-144)

Figure 3: Short Duration Outages by Feeder

Feeder 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 ;::;‘ge
12M12 4 0 0 0 0 1
12M13 0 1 1 0 1 1
12M23 4 B 3 6 1 4
64M21 5 & 1 2 8 4
64M22 303 1 7 4 4
64M23 2 1 4 2 1 2
64M24 2 5 7T 4 1 4
64M25 2 5 2 1 1 2
64M26 6 9 13 14 5 9
64M27 9 5 5 3 8 6
64M28 0 6 3 5 5 6
64M29 5 4 1 2 4 3
64M30 8 5 4 1 1 4
PM1 9 3 1 3 2 4
PM2 4 0 3 5 4 3
PM3 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM7 0 0 0 0 0 0
PM8 9 2 11 4 6 6

Total Short Duration
Outages

a) Please explain the reasons for the comparatively high number of outages for the following

feeders:
e 64M26
e 64M27

e 64M28
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e PM8

b) Please explain what is being done to improve performance of these feeders.

Response:

a) The four circuits identified are among Brantford Power’s (BPI) longest feeders and therefore
have more exposure to weather and animal related short duration outage causes.

e 64M26 — Of the identified short duration outage causes for this feeder, the majority
were caused by animal contact followed by weather.

o 64M27 — Of the identified short duration outage causes for this feeder, the majority
were caused by weather.

e 64M28 — Of the identified short duration outage causes for this feeder, the majority
were caused by weather.

e PMS8 - Of the identified short duration outage causes for this feeder, the majority were
caused by weather.

b) BPI has started to install additional automatic reclose switches on a number of feeders in its
distribution system. The feeders selected for automatic reclose switch installation are based on
feeder outage performance and number of customers affected.

e 64M26 —BPl commissioned automatic reclose switch YAF-5 on the 64M26 feeder in
February 2015. The automatic reclose switch was operating for 10 months of 2015 and
the 2015 short duration outage performance on this feeder showed improvement over
the previous four years.

e 64M28 — BPI commissioned automatic reclose switch SYM-17 on the 64M28 feeder in
November 2015. The automatic reclose switch was operating for only 1 month of 2015.

e PM8 - BPIl commissioned automatic reclose switch M6-3B on the PM8 feeder in
February 2015. The automatic reclose switch was operating for 10 months of 2015. The
short duration outage performance on this feeder has not yet shown improvement over
the previous four year average.

e 64M27 — In addition to BPI customers, this feeder has Energy+ load embedded on the
feeder. There is already an automatic reclose switch (JOH-S) installed between Energy+
and BPI parts of the feeder. Energy+ has Hydro One distribution customer load
embedded on this feeder outside of Energy+’s service area. Operation of the JOH-S
reclose switch is complicated by the connection arrangement with Hydro One. BPI
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discusses the operation of the JOH-S reclose switch with Energy+ and Hydro One on a
regular basis.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 40 (PDF 149)

“To improve the SAIDI and SAIFI trends (excluding loss of supply), BPI plans System Service projects that
will focus on shortening the duration of outages that customers experience.”

a) Please clarify whether Brantford Power plans System Service projects that will focus on

shortening the duration of outages that customers experience, as opposed to reducing the

frequency of outages that customers experience?

b) If Brantford Power’s primary focus is shortening the duration of outages, please explain how

reducing outage duration will improve SAIFI.

c) Arethere any projects that would reduce the frequency of outages? If yes, please provide

details.

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) plans projects that will shorten the duration of outages that customers

experience and reduce the frequency of outages that customers experience. [Reference E2-

Attachment A — DSP, Figure 53: System Service Capital Projects Forecast, page 99]

a. BPI has two System Service projects active in 2017 that are expected to have an impact

on duration and frequency.

SCADA - The project activities will provide additional outage and fault reporting
information to BPI’s existing SCADA system. This additional information is
expected to shorten the duration of outages that customers experience.
Automated Reclose Switches — The project activities will install additional
automated reclose switches on feeders with lower than average reliability
number statistics. The installation of each automated reclose switch is expected
to reduce the number of customers on the feeder who are exposed to faults
that lock out the feeder breaker until the fault can be isolated and service
restored. For customers located along the feeder between the transformer
station breaker and the automated reclose switch, they can expect a reduced

frequency of outages.

b. BPI has an additional System Service project active in the forecast years that is expected

to have an impact on the duration of outages that customers experience.
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i. Downtown Automation — The project activities will install automation between

key pad mount switches in the downtown core. The automation will sense and
isolate faulted feeder sections and restore power. Similar to the Automated
Reclose Switches, this project is expected to reduce the number of customers
on the feeder who are exposed to faults that lock out the feeder breaker until
the fault can be isolated and service restored.

b) As noted in BPI’s response to 2-Staff-13 a) above, BPI’s primary focus is not only to shortening
the duration of the outages but to also reduce the frequency of outages. By reducing the
number of customers impacted by an outage, SAIFI will improve.

c) Asnoted in BPI's response to 2-Staff-13 a) above, both the Automated Reclose Switches project
and the Downtown Automation project are expected to reduce the number of customers
exposed to a fault. For the customers connected to the feeder between the transformer station

breaker and the automated switch, they can expect a reduced frequency of outages.
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IR: 2-Staff-14

Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 41 (PDF 150)
“BPI monitors progress of spending on capital projects in the current budget year.

This measure does not have a direct impact on the projects included in this DSP. This measure is an
internal measure that allows BPI to better manage project spending and respond earlier in the year
should the spending deviate from the approved budget within the applicable year.”

a) With reference to the above statement, is Brantford Power’s project expenditure monitoring
focused upon individual project spending or on overall project spending in the current budget
year?

b) Ifitis focused on overall project spending, is the number of projects changed in response to

specific projects being over/under budget?

Response:

1) Brantford Power (BPI) monitors both project individual spending and overall project spending in
the current budget year. Individual projects are monitored for ‘on time’ and ‘on budget’. Overall
project spending in the current budget year is the sum of all the current budget year project spending.
The Capital Review Committee provides BPI’s senior and middle leadership teams with details on the
overall project spending in the current budget year on a monthly basis.

2) Monitoring is not focused solely on overall project spending. As a result of focusing on both
individual and overall project spending in the current budget year, BPI is able to adjust the number of
projects or a project’s scope in response to other projects being over/under budget.

[Reference: E2- Attachment A — DSP, Section 5.2.3.a (page 29) and Section 5.2.3.b (page 37)]
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IR: 2-Staff-15

Ref:

Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 50 (PDF 159)

“Risk for individual assets is determined based on the following criticality determinants as part of the
distribution system:

a)
b)

d)

Condlition of the asset.

Location of the asset. For example, assets located along snow route roads or major intersections have
a higher risk of deterioration.

Frequency of maintenance of an asset would indicate a higher risk of failure of that asset if the
maintenance program is not in place. Thus, the asset management program would assign a higher
risk to this asset, notwithstanding maintenance, for the purpose of identification.

Number of customers that are affected by the asset. This implies that higher the number of
customers, the more critical that asset is.

The usage history associated to that asset. Usage is the average energy consumed by the customers
connected to a particular asset over a given period of time. Therefore a higher energy usage would
assign a higher criticality to the asset.”

Please define “criticality” as used in the quoted paragraph.

Please specify which of the above listed criteria are considered “criticality related parameters”.
Please specify which, if any, of the above listed criteria are considered probability of failure
metrics, and which, if any, are considered as being consequence metrics.

Please describe the relationship between risk, criticality, probability of failure and consequence

of failure.

Response:

a)

b)

d)

Brantford Power (BPI) is using “criticality” in the context “of decisive importance with respect to

IM

the outcome; crucia
All five of the above listed criteria are considered “critically related parameters”.

Four of the five above listed criterial are considered probability of failure metrics. Only
“Number of customers that are affected by the asset” is considered a consequence metric.

In BPI’'s ODM the terms ‘risk’, ‘criticality’, ‘probability of failure’ and ‘consequence of failure’ are
related as follows:
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Probability of Failure (PoF) is the likelihood that an asset will fail. Each asset has a PoF value.
The value can be one of Unlikely, Somewhat, Likely and Almost Certain.

Criticality is the critical index number (from 0 — 100) for an individual asset. It is determined
from the asset’s critical factors, the critical criteria for each of the factors, the probability for
each of the critical factors and the weighting of the critical factors.

Consequence of Failure (CoF) is the group that the critical index number fits into for the asset.
The groups are: Minor, Moderate, Major and Catastrophic. Table 1: Consequence of Failure
Grouping shows the relationship between the critical index value and the CoF grouping.

Table 1: Consequence of Failure Grouping

Critical Index number lies between Consequence of Failure Group

0to 20 Minor

20 to 40 Moderate
40 to 60 Major

60 to 100 Catastrophic

Risk is the product of the PoF with the CoF and is calculated for each asset. Table 2: Risk
Grouping shows the relationship between PoF and CoF.

Table 2: Risk Grouping

PoF CoF

Minor  Moderate Major  Catastrophic

Almost Certain High High Very High  Very High
Likely Medium High High Very High
Somewhat Likely Low Medium  Medium High

Unlikely Low Low Medium Medium
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IR: 2-Staff-16

Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 50 (PDF 159)

“The Risk Weight and Outage Weight were determined based on BPI’s operation and engineering staff
opinion and tested to ensure that those projects that were deemed of higher importance by staff were
highest on the priority list. Risk Weight and Outage Weight have been reviewed by staff approximately
every two years since the original determinations were made.”

a) Please provide an example of “Risk Weight” and “Outage Weight” being changed following
the most recent review of these weightings.

b) How does Brantford Power guard against changing the weightings based upon one-time
events rather than (evolving) trends? (Said differently, how does Brantford Power
differentiate between “signal” and “noise” in the data?)

¢) How does Brantford Power ensure that weightings are changed in response to (evolving)

future trends rather than “business as usual” historic patterns?

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) and Urban and Environmental Management Inc. (UEM) worked together
to develop the ODM. In Q4 of 2012, projects were created by grouping high risk assets in geographic
clusters. Data on the number of outages reported in each project cluster was used along with the risk
level of the assets in the project cluster to prioritize the project list. The “Outage Weight” has remained
fixed since that time.

The “Risk Weight” is the Risk described in the response to 2-Staff-15. This risk is the product of an
asset’s Probability of Failure (PoF) and the asset’s Consequence of Failure (CoF). An asset’s CoF
generally remains constant from year to year. An asset’s PoF is subject to change as the asset ages.

b) BPI has not changed the ‘outage’ weightings since 2012. Since the system reliability measures
are trended over a five-year period for the Scorecard Performance Measures, BPI believes that making
adjustments to the weightings on a five-year cycle would ensure that the weightings are following the
evolving trends rather than one-time events.

The ‘risk” weightings change based on asset condition. The weightings are changed in response to the
evolving trend of the condition of the asset.
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c) BPI has not changed the ‘outage’ weightings since 2012. A change of weightings in 2017 would
ensure that the any changes to the asset fleet over the five-year period would have taken effect and
have had time to evolve.

The ‘risk’ weightings change based on asset condition. For assets with a Condition Health Index (CHI)
value, this is based on the actual observed or tested condition of the asset. For assets that do not have
a CHI, the value would change based on asset age.
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IR: 2-Staff-17

Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 54 (PDF 163)
“The relation between PoF, CHI and ERL is as follows:

e When the asset condition is very poor (CHI=1), regardless of the Estimated Remaining Life (ERL), the
probability of failure (PoF) is Almost certain and given a PoF score of 4.

e When the asset condition is poor (CHI=2), regardless of the Estimated Remaining Life (ERL), the
probability of failure (PoF) is likely and given PoF a score of 3.

e When the asset condition good (CHI=3) and the ERL (%) is less than 45%, the probability of failure
(PoF) is somewhat likely and given a PoF score of 2.

e When the asset condition is excellent (CHI=4) and the ERL (%) is more than 45%, the probability of
failure (PoF) is Unlikely and given PoF a score of 1.

In the absence of historical condition data of an asset, the Estimated Remaining Life (ERL) is applied to
determine the replacement dates.”

a) Inthe case of the following statement permutation, please describe whether CHI or ELR
governs, why they govern, and what happens to the PoF:
“When the asset condition is good (CHI=3) AND the ERL (%) is greater than 45%”

b) Inthe case of the following statement permutation, please describe whether CHI or ELR
governs, why they govern, and what happens to the PoF:
“When the asset condition is excellent (CHI=4) AND the ERL (%) is less than 45%"

c) How often is ERL used to determine asset replacement dates due to an absence of historical
asset condition data?

d) What are the most common reasons for an absence of historical asset condition data?

Response:

a) If it is available, CHI always governs the PoF. When available, the CHI is used to calculate the
PoF, which returns the ERL. This ERL must fall within a range based upon the ERL Step model. If the ERL
that is calculated using the asset’s age [ERL(%) = (ESL-Age)/ESL] falls outside the ERL range determined
by the inspected CHI, the ERL is adjusted based on the range it should fall within and the Inspection_ERL.
These assets are then flagged for the user to investigate further.

Where ERL falls within the curve:
ERL = Inspection based ERL
Where the age determined ERL is “better” than the inspected ERL:

ERL = START + ((END-START) * (Inspection based ERL%) and Flagged with “Better”
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b) Where the age determined ERL is “worse” than the inspected ERL:

ERL = START + ((END-START) * (Inspection based ERL%) and Flagged with “Worse”

c) If an asset does not have a CHI, the ERL is used to determine the asset replacement date. As of
August 2016, there are 30,588 assets tracked in the ODM. There are 28,017 assets with a CHI. 91.6% of
the assets have condition data and therefore only 8.4% of the assets use and ERL to determine asset
replacement date.

d) The most common reason for an absence of historical asset condition data is the asset has not
been inspected in the last three years. Prior to the use of tablet computers in the field for data
collection, assets were inspected and the inspection details were recorded on paper. This method of
record keeping resulted in inconsistent input of inspection data into the database.
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IR: 2-Staff-18
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 59 (PDF 168)

“According to the City’s Official Plan, the City is expected to grow to a population of approximately
139,000 by the year 2031. This will be an average growth of 2.4% per year for the next fifteen years,
based on new industrial and residential development forecasted over the long-term. Based on this, BPI
projects a customer growth rate in line with the predicted population growth rate of approximately
0.9%. This would imply a customer base of approximately 41,300 by the end of the forecast period.”

a) Please reconcile the predicted 0.9% rate of customer growth with the expected 2.4% average
population growth rate.

b) Although the growth is anticipated to take place over the next 15 years, the City is planning to
service the majority of remaining city residential lands over the next 5 years, thereby requiring
Brantford Power to accelerate its normal level of System Access expenditures.

i Is Brantford Power able to influence the timing and scope of the City-planned projects
to optimize its own capital projects?
ii. If yes, please explain why Brantford Power is not pushing back on the accelerated

development since it appears to be causing early expenditures.

Response:

a) The 2.4% expected average population growth rate is a straight average over 20 years estimated by
the City of Brantford and includes population growth outside of BPI’s service area. The 0.9%
customer growth is BPI’s estimate of customer growth based on past experience and is consistent
with the 0.96% geomean growth rate used in the development of the load forecast.

b) The City and the local land developers finds themselves in a unique position at this time. The
existing land owners and developers who own land inside the current City boundary are pushing
forward to ensure their lands are serviced before the new land the City is obtaining from the County
of Brant is ready to be serviced. The City has said that it will be about five or so years before any of
the new lands will be serviceable.

While Brantford Power (BPI) can discuss the issues like servicing of the existing vacant residential
and employment lands with the City, the timing and scope of work ultimately rests with the City and
the land developers.
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IR: 2-Staff-19
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 86 (PDF 195)

“The capital project selection and prioritization methodology focuses capital funding on those assets that
pose the greatest risk. By selecting asset replacement or renewal projects that focus on areas containing
large numbers of high risk assets, it can be quantitatively shown that the projects selected are achieving
the highest cost and value possible by reducing the overall system risk. The Risk Management Strategy is
consistent with BPI’s Corporate Risk Policy and manages the overall system risk. The Lifecycle
Management Strategy uses asset information to plan infrastructure renewal projects based on asset
condition assessments and Estimated Remaining Life (ERL). All assets are to be replaced at 90% of their
useful life. This value is used as each asset’s Estimated Service Life (ESL). Using Year of Installation, ESL,
ERL, and Condition Health Index (CHI) for each asset in the Asset Database, the probability of failure
(PoF) is calculated. PoF values are used in the ODM'’s risk matrix to calculate the risk level of each asset.”

a) Please show how “useful life” as used in the sentence “All assets are to be replaced at 90% of
their useful life” is determined.

b) Please show the quantitative relationships between the term “useful life” and the other terms
used in the quoted paragraph: Estimated Service Life (ESL), Condition Health Index (CHI),
Estimated Remaining Life (ERL) and Probability of Failure (PoF).

c) Is “Risk level” as used in the quoted paragraph synonymous with “Probability of Failure”?

d) Why aren’t (very) low risk or similar assets allowed to run to fail?

e) Please explain why “the projects selected are achieving the highest cost ... possible by reducing

the overall system risk” is the correct strategy for Brantford.

Response:

a) “All assets are to be replaced at 90% of their useful life” or in other words the Estimated
Remaining Life (ERL) has fallen below 10%. At this point the CHI = 1 (asset condition is very
poor) and the Probability of Failure (PoF) is almost certain.

b) The terms are related as follows.
Useful Life = ESL

An asset with inspection history has a CHI score. A CHI score between 2 and 4 equates to an
ERL% between 11% and 100%. A CHI score of 1 equates to an ERL% between 0% and 10%. This
is shown in the ERL Lifecycle Step Model shown immediately below.
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Lifecvcle Model

CHI

1]

10n FRI 2% n

An asset with no inspection history will have its ERL (%) determined from the following
equation: ERL (%) = (ESL — Asset Age)/ESL

PoF is determined from the asset’s CHI or from the asset’s ERL%. The relationship between CHI,
ERL and PoF is shown in Table 1: Risk Matrix.

Table 3: Risk Matrix

ﬁzgﬁlr:l?nndex Probability of Consequence of Failure
(CHI) Estimated | Failure (PoF) (CoF)
Remaining 20
q >40-
Life - 0-20 |>20-40 50 >60-100
_5 Percentage 2
o = (ERL %) g E Minor | Moderate | Major | Catastrophic
§ “g S| & 1 2 3 4
1 Very 0-10
Poor 4 AImost H H
Certain
2 Poor 10-25 3 Likely M H
3 Good 25-45 5 ngewhat L M H
Likely
4 Excellent | 45-100 1 Unlikely L L M M

c) “Risk Level” is not synonymous with “Probability of Failure”. The “Risk Level” (ranging from Low
to Medium to High to Very High) is determined from the Risk Matrix which incorporates both an
asset’s Probability of Failure and its Consequence of Failure.
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Based on the Risk Matrix shown in Table 1: Risk Matrix, an asset with (very) low risk has an
estimated remaining life percentage of 25% or greater. An asset with this level of risk would not
be flagged for replacement and may actually run to fail.

Projects are prioritized in order to produce the greatest reduction in risk across the system and
have the greatest benefit to the Total Level of Service. By reducing the overall system risk, BPl is
decreasing the chance of a service disruption which will influence SAIDI, CAIDI, and SAIFI which

are primary measures of system performance.
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IR: 2-Staff-20
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 87 (PDF 196)

“BPI’s asset deterioration models are divided into two parts. The first part determines the estimated
service life of a group of assets and the remaining service life for each asset. The second part determines

the deterioration curve for each of the groups of assets. Data requirements for each of the two parts,
developed models, and future steps are also presented.

In order to determine remaining service life of an asset, and by extension, that of an asset class, service
life data is required. This includes a remaining service life assigned to each asset by an inspector, using
historic replacement data, or using industry standards for estimated service life.”

a) Please show the quantitative relationship, if any, between the Estimated Service Life and
Remaining Service Life of an asset.

b) Does Brantford Power use the pure age (i.e.: raw calendar age) of the asset to estimate the
Remaining Service Life for most of its assets?

i If yes, please explain why an adjusted age based on a condition assessment is not used.
Response:
a) Estimated Remaining Life (ERL) is defined by the equation: ERL (%) = (ESL — Age) / ESL
ERL determines PoF based on installation date and ESL

When CHl is available and does not align with expected ERL, the ERL is adjusted. For example: If
there is 1 year RSL, but an inspection with a CHI of 4, the ERL is adjusted to add remaining life to
the asset.

Each CHI has a defined RSL range; the ERL Step model in the database.

Figure 1: ERL Step Model

Lifecycle Model

CHI

100 ERL 26 0
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If the asset is at 90% of its ESL it will be placed at 90% of the way though the CHI step that it was
recorded in. Since each CHI is recorded with a year, the asset is then aged forward from that

year to the current year to get the current remaining life.

CHl is used and calculated an “adjusted age” based on the condition of the asset. When the CHI
is not available to calculate the ERL, an ERL that is calculated from the ERL Step model is used.
Brantford Power (BPI) does not use the pure age of the asset to estimate Remaining Service Life

for most of its assets.
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Figure 46: Poles Tree Diagram
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Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 89 (PDF 198)
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a) Please identify the decision criteria used at each bifurcation point in the tree diagram shown in

Figure 46 (or confirm that the assumption in each case is left branch = "Yes" and right branch =

"No").

b) Please confirm if the circled numbers equate to the percentage of Remaining Service Life of the

pole.

a. If thisis not the case, please provide an interpretation of the numbers.

b. If this is the case, please confirm that the tree diagram never results in a pole having a

Remaining Service Life higher than “77”, or lower than “51”.

Response:
a) Brantford Power (BPI) confirms that the left branch = ‘yes’ and the right branch = ‘no’.
b) The circled numbers equate to the Estimated Service Life (ESL) and not the remaining service life

%. This means that the ESL of the poles is always between 51 and 77.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 89 (PDF 198)
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 90 (PDF 199)

“Deterioration curves were created by determining a representative age for each CHI and interpolating
between them as well. Deterioration curves were developed for each leaf in the tree. Below is the scaled
equation for the curve segments:”

4ifx<0.35
CHI = {—8.7986x% + 5.843x +3.0391if 0.35< x < 0.9
1ifx=0.9

“The equation for Transformer deterioration curves is given below:”

5if x<0.04
CHI = {4.335x% — 8.853357x + 5.364 if 0.04 < x < 0.83
1ifx>0.83

a) Please explain how the above pole and transformer equations were derived, and provide
examples of how they are used in practice.

b) What parameter does “x” represent?

Response:

a) Asof2014/2015 the equations are no longer being used. The determination of CHI was
replaced by the ERL Step model.

Lifecyecle Model

CHI

100 ERL % 0

b) When the equations were in use, “x” represented the useful life {age/ESL}.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 94 (PDF 203)

“Upstream capability (i.e. HONI TS, transmission, etc.) to accommodate new load and generation are
determined through the Regional Planning process. Currently, as determined by Hydro One, there are
generation connection limitations on the Z bus feeders at Brantford TS. No other generator connection
limitations exist.”

a) Please describe how the Z bus restrictions could be mitigated quickly if an interconnection

request was received by a potential generation customer.

Response:

If a potential generation customer is located near (lies along) a feeder from the Y bus then Brantford
Power (BPI) will provide the potential customer with a cost estimate to extend the Y bus feeder to the
potential customer’s location. To date, BPI has provided a cost estimate two times and connected one
generation customer that would normally have been denied an offer to connect. In the second case, the
potential customer has not yet advised BPI if it will be proceeding with their proposed generation
project.

Another option used by BPl is to identify the potential for BPI to adjust the normal open points in its
distribution feeders that could shift the supply feeder used at the potential generation customer’s
location. Previously, BPI has used this option to connect a generation customer.
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Figure 51: System Access Capital Projects Forecast
2017 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Project Priority Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
Ranking Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost
New Services (Roll Ins) 5 267,585 305,234 324,131 333,128 95,275
Non Residential Connections - 2 246,579 198,288 225,483 227,463 230,301
Overhead
Non Residential Connections - 3 469,527 386,584 382,993 384,443 385,934
Underground
New Overhead Transformers NR 34,888 38,465 42,407 46,712 47,646
New Underground Transformers 4 321,680 354,652 391,004 430,688 439,302
Metering — New Customers NR 90,508 91,389 92,565 94,034 94,034
Relocation — Shellard Lane NR 0 165,690 0 0 0
Relocation — Dalhousie Street NR 0 0 1,536,800 0 0
(Clarence to Brant)
Relocation — Colborne-Dalhousie- NR 0 0 124,000 0 0
Brant-lcomm Intersections
Relocates - City & MTO MR 20,000 232,800 20,000 381,550 110,000
New Subdivisions/Townhomes 1 739,250 783,605 857,530 872,315 295,706
Capital Contributions NR -479,000 -479,000 -479,000 -479,000 -479,000
Other Expenditures Below MR 0 30,500 8,000 50,000 50,000
Materiality Threshold
Total System Access 1,711,017 2,108,207 3,525,913 2,341,333 1,269,198

a) Please confirm if all projects shown in Figure 51 are based upon customer interconnection or

other third party infrastructure-related requests.

b) Please confirm if all customer interconnection or third party infrastructure-related requests are

considered to be non-discretionary.

i If yes, please explain what the priority ranking column in Figure 51 is indicating.

ii. If no, please provide a list of customer interconnection requests that are considered to

be discretionary.

c) Given the significant increase in System Access spending in the middle three years of this

forecast, does Brantford Power have the latitude to defer any of these projects beyond 2021, or

to flatten the overall forecast spend pattern?

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) confirms that all projects shown in Figure 51 are based on customer

interconnection or other third party infrastructure-related requests.
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b) BPI notes that certain distributor activities such as the customer interconnection or third party

infrastructure-related requests are a condition of the distributor’s license. In order to meet the
conditions of license, BPI has no freedom of judgment to choose whether to meet these
obligations. BPI however ranks every project relative to the others for consideration in the

budget year.

c) BPI has no latitude to defer any of the projects identified by subdivision and townhome
developers or by the City of Brantford as these projects are activities that BPI is required to
complete in order to meet the conditions of our license. If the developers’ plans or the City
plans are deferred then BPI will defer its project spending on the appropriate project that is
deferred by the developer or the City.
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IR: 2-Staff-25
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 97 (PDF 206)

“Relocation — Dalhousie Street (Clarence to Brant): The City is reconstructing this section and it is an
opportunity to bring the system up to today’s standard and save money on restoration. The 3 blocks
covered under this project do not have any electrical infrastructure allowing for growth. The project
covers new junction boxes, vaults, concrete encased duct banks required for additional pipe and
underground services. BPI needs to install plant consistent with the rest of the downtown area. This
project is not material in the test year. The project will not be in-service until 2019.”

a) Given the cost of the project described in the quoted paragraph ($1,536,800), are there other
expenditures in the System Access or any other expenditure categories that can be deferred or

rescheduled to levelize the rate of capital spend?

Response:

There are no projects in the System Access category that can be deferred or rescheduled to level the
rate of capital spending in this category as these projects are related to distributor activities that BPI is
required to complete in order to meet the conditions of our license.
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Ref:

Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 98 (PDF 207)

Figure 52: System Renewal Capital Projects Forecast

Project 2017 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Priority Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
Ranking Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost
Conversion to 27kV and/or NR 63,669 66,853 70,195 73,705 77,391
Ownership
RTU Replacement MNR 0 0 150,000 0 0
Lynwood Drive NR 0 0 0 153,000 0
Pole Replacement 6 199,574 207,250 199,574 207,250 199,574
Rebuild — General NR 26,841 29,592 32,625 35,969 39,656
Rebuild — Oak Park Road NR 83,600 0 0 0 0
Rebuild — Vault Replacements NR 91,219 77,677 78,936 79,898 81,176
Rebuild — Line Transformers 7 142,410 143,834 145,272 146,725 148,192
Metering - Replace Existing NR 0 0 167,199 0 0
Total System Renewal 607,313 525,206 843,801 696,547 545,989

a) The Metering and RTU projects both have forecast single expenditures in year 2019, which is the
peak expenditure year in the overall capital forecast. Please confirm if Brantford Power has the

latitude to reschedule or defer spending in this category to levelize the rate of capital spend.

Response:

a)

Metering — Replace Existing project is required in order to remain in compliance with section 5.1.3
of the Distribution System Code that was amended in 2014. Brantford Power (BPI) has until August
21, 2020 to install a MIST meter on any existing installation that has a monthly average peak
demand during calendar years of over 50 kW. BPI has the ability to distribute the spending over the
period from 2018 to 2020 but cannot defer spending outside the period covered by this DSP. BPI
could advance this project to start in 2018 and extend it into 2020 in order to spread the cost over
three fiscal years.

RTU Replacement project could be deferred. BPI has a spare RTU of same vintage available should
the existing RTU fail while in service. In addition, Energy+, the 3/8th co-owner of the Powerline
Municipal Transformer Station (PMTS), is currently evaluating their available options to allow PMTS
to be controlled from the Energy+ control room. Their decisions related to the control of PMTS
could impact both the scope and timing of the RTU Replacement project.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 99 (PDF 208)

Figure 53: System Service Capital Projects Forecast

Project 2017 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Priority Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
Ranking Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost
SCADA 10 113,800 63,900 63,200 63,200 63,200
Downtown Automation NR 0 250,000 0 0 0
Automated Reclose Switches 11 195,755 117,042 96,640 144,960 144,960
Line Capacitors 12 112,000 112,000 0 0 0
Other Expenditures Below NR 19,688 49,970 0 0 87,000
Materiality Threshold
Total System Service 441,243 592,912 159,840 208,160 295,160

a) Expenditures in the System Service category peak in the first two years. Please confirm if
Brantford Power has the latitude to reschedule or defer any of the 2017 and 2018 System

Service projects to levelize the rate of capital spend.

Response:
a) Downtown Automation project is linked with the City of Brantford’s downtown infrastructure
renewal. The project would be deferred if the City of Brantford reschedules parts or all of their

infrastructure renewal.

Line Capacitors project could be deferred or leveled over four years. Deferral of this project will
reduce the impact the project could have on feeder voltage regulation and the expected power
quality impact for Brantford Power’s (BPI) customers with voltage sensitive manufacturing

processes.

The other projects could be deferred or could have their scope changed to reduce project
spending in each year. Deferral of the projects or reduction in the scope of a project will delay
or reduce the benefits from the projects that BPI's customers would see.
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Figure 54: General Plant Capital Projects Forecast
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2017 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Project Priority  Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
Ranking Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost
CaPltaI Contribution to HONI (115kV NR 0 3752548 0 0 0
Switches)
Vehicle Replacements 13 425,000 400,000 350,000 225,000 375,000
Office Furniture and Computer Hardware NR 35,800 17,800 36,900 10,400 40,800
SIP-Other NR 0 57,188 396,200 0 0
Customer Inff:rmatlcn System 3 682,149 0 0 0 0
Implementation
Operations and Customer Service OMS 9 239,904 0 0 0 0
Other Expenditures Below Materiality NR 25,000 25,000 25,000 0 0
Threshold
Total General Plant 1,407,853 4,252,536 808,100 235,400 415,800

a) Please explain why the planned contribution to the HONI 115 kV Switches project is treated as a

General Project expenditure.

Response:

a) Table 1in Section 5.1.1 of the Board'’s Filing Requirements for Electricity Transmission and

Distribution Applications, Chapter 5 — Consolidated Distribution System Plan Filing Requirements

identifies “capital contributions to other utilities” as an example of a General Plant investment

category activity. Brantford Power believes it followed the filing requirements and treated the

Capital Contribution to HONI (115kV Switches) appropriately.
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IR: 2-Staff-29
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 100 (PDF 209)

“SIP-Other — This project is for the purchase of and implementation of other systems BPl deemed
necessary in order to complete the systems integration projects as identified in the study completed in
2013. This project is not material in the test year.

Customer Information System Implementation — This project is for the implementation of a new
customer information system. In 2017, this is the #8 priority project.

Operations and Customer Service OMS — This project is for the purchase of and implementation of a new
outage management system. In 2017, this is the #9 priority project.”

a) Please confirm if it is possible to defer the SIP project into 2021 or out of the present forecast
period. If not, why not?

b) Please confirm if it is possible to defer the Customer Information System Implementation
project into 2021 or out of the present forecast period. If not, why not?

c) Please confirm if it is possible to defer the Operations and Customer Service OMS project into

2021 or out of the present forecast period. If not, why not?

Response:

a) Possible —yes, however the benefits that would accrue to customers will be deferred. Integrating
the new systems (FIS, CIS, OMS) with remaining legacy systems and installation of a Work Force
Automation system allows for better visibility through each system into the various operational
models and transactions. This improved visibility will allow operations, engineering and customer
service staff to respond with greater confidence to customers in case of inquiries or service orders
from customers. The benefits that would accrue to customers would be improved operations; timely
reporting; and improved/timely communication to customers/field staff through consistent and
complete information across systems. Each of these benefits would improve the value of service
provided by Brantford Power (BPI) to its customers. Completion of this project would be consistent
with the findings from BPI’s findings of customer priorities which placed Value Of Service as their
top priority.

b) Possible —yes, however the benefits that would accrue to customers will be deferred. These
benefits include a more robust service offering to customers including expanded self-service options
and improved communications to customers. BPI believes these benefits help it improve the level
and value of service the customer receives.
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Possible- yes, however the benefits that accrue to customers will be deferred. These benefits
include improved response by Brantford Power to outages and improved communication of
information to customers impacted by outages. BPI believes these benefits help it improve the level
and value of service the customer receives.
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“The plan identifies the following features:
e To support the near and medium term needs, the following options were presented:
- Addition of capacitor banks at Powerline TMS to provide reactive power support
- Addition of 115 kV transmission switching facilities at Brant TS
- Implementing conservation targets
- Demand response opportunities”

a) Please confirm if there are any capital costs in this DSP relating to the “implementation of
conservation targets” or “demand response opportunities”.

i If yes, please provide a list of these projects.

Response:

a) Brantford Power confirms there are no capital costs in this DSP relating to the “implementation
of conservation targets” or “demand response opportunities”.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 107 of 339

IR: 2-Staff-31
Ref:  Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 113-114 (PDF 222-223)

Figure 61: Customer Priorities

Kev Driver Residential Customers Business Customers (9% Weighted
¥ (91% of all customers) of all customers) Average Rating
Value of Service 19% 11% 18%
Affordability of Service 15% 9% 14%
Overall Quallt\,i of 12% 51% 13%
Customer Service
Reliability of Service 9% 21% 10%
Billing Accuracy 11% Mot Ranked 10%
Overall Q.ualllt\r of 9% Not Ranked 79
Communication
Being Leader in the Not Ranked 10% 1%

Community

a) Given that the top two drivers for Residential customers are Value and Affordability of Service,
and both of these drivers are related to the cost of service, please show how Brantford Power
has adjusted its capital spending plans to minimize rate impacts and to distribute expenditures

evenly throughout the forecast period.

Response:

The higher ranked projects are planned to be completed early so that the benefits of each completed
project accrue to the customers through the full life of the DSP. Lower ranked projects are spaced out
through the life of the DSP to level expenditures in order to minimize the rate impacts.

Value of Service is the number 1 driver of customer satisfaction. In 2017 the projects ranked 1 to 5 are
all related to providing electrical services to customers. Projects ranked 6 and 7 are related to public
safety and restoring service to customers affected by equipment failure. The projects ranked 8 to 12 are
all related to value of service. These five projects are noted in Table 2-Staff-31 A: Projects Linked to
Value of Service Diver of Customer Satisfaction below.

Table 2-Staff-31 A: Projects Linked to Value of Service Diver of Customer Satisfaction

Project Name 2017 Priority In-service Year
Customer Information System 8 of 13 2017
Implementation

Operations and Customer 9 of 13 2017

Service OMS

SCADA 10 of 13 2017-2021
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Automated Reclose Switches
Line Capacitors

11 of 13
12 of 13

2017-2021
2017-2021

Affordability of Service is the number 2 driver of customer satisfaction. All projects have been ranked.

Brantford Power (BPI) minimized the rate impacts and distributed the expenditures throughout the

forecast period.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 123 (PDF 232)

"System Renewal:

e 2012 included the final year of a multi-year project to remove submersible transformers from
residential areas and replace these with pad mount transformers.

e BPI forecasts the replacement of the Remote Terminal Unit (RTU) at Powerline MITS in 2019. The RTU
will be 15 years old and at its end of life.

e BPI plans to replace the non-interval meters located at its GS>50kW customers in 2019. BPI is
required by the OEB to complete the conversion of all remaining non-interval meters for this customer
class no later than August 2020."

a) Please confirm if the 15 year end of life assessment for the RTU is based on actuarial estimates
or Brantford Power 's understanding that the equipment will not be serviceable after 2019.
b) Is the scheduled replacement of the non-interval meters in 2019 discretionary or non-

discretionary (in respect of both need and timing)?

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) based the end of life assessment for the RTU on both the actuarial
estimate and its understanding that the equipment will not be serviceable after 2019. The actuarial
estimate is based on BPI’s Typical Useful Life for Remote SCADA (System Supervisory Equipment) assets
as noted in Appendix 2-BB. BPI believes the equipment will not be serviceable after 2019 based on the
recent trend in uptime of the equipment. BPI has implemented contingency measures to ensure that
the RTU can be replaced with a spare unit should there be a catastrophic and permanent failure of the
in-service RTU.

b) The scheduled replacement of the non-interval meters in 2019 is required based on section
5.1.3 of the Distribution System Code. BPI has until August 21, 2020 to install a MIST meter on any
existing installation that has a monthly average peak demand during a calendar year of over 50kW. BPI
scheduled the project for 2019 in order to defer the final technology selection decision to take
advantage of the most recent advancements in wireless communication for MIST meters. BPI could
advance this project to start in 2018 and extend it into 2020 in order to spread the cost over three fiscal
years.
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Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 125-126 (PDF 234-235)

“Relocation or replacement of existing plant normally results in an asset being replaced with a similar
one, so there would be little or no change to resources for ongoing System O&M purposes (i.e.
inspections still need to be carried out on a periodic basis as required per the DSC). There may be some
slight life advantages when a working older piece of equipment is replaced with a newer one that would
impact on System O&M repair related charges. Overall the system investments in this category are
expected to put neutral pressure on System O&M costs.

Replacement of end-of-life plant with new plant will still require the allocation of resources for ongoing
System O&M purposes. Repair would be the most significant System O&M activity impacted by new
plant. Certain assets, such as poles, offer few opportunities for repair related activities and generally
require replacement when deemed at end of normal life or critically damaged. Other assets such as
direct buried cable offer opportunities for repair related activities (e.g. splices) up to a point where
further repairs are not warranted due to end of life conditions. New primary cable installed in duct
replaces direct buried primary cable and is expected to provide higher reliability and life. This will shift
response activity for a cable failure from repair (System O&M) to replacement (Capital). If assets
approaching end of life are replaced at a rate that maintains equipment class average condition then
one would expect little or no change to System O&M costs under no growth scenarios but would still see
upward System O&M cost pressure on positive growth scenarios (more cumulative assets to maintain
each year). Replacement rates that improve equipment class average condition could result in lowering
certain maintenance activities costs (e.g. pole testing, reactive repairs, etc.). Overall this is expected to
put downward pressure on System O&M repair related costs.”

a) Please confirm if the present level of incremental capital additions is expected to materially

impact O&M costs on an annual basis through the forecast period.
i If yes, please quantify the impact.

b) Please confirm if System Renewal projects help reduce the requirement for emergency call-outs
and unplanned outages by removing assets with higher risk of failure from the operating asset
fleet.

i If yes, would this effect help to offset any anticipated O&M increases arising from
incremental plant additions?

c) Brantford Power indicates in its evidence that System Renewal projects will not materially
reduce overall O&M costs. Is it possible for Brantford Power to defer the proposed Renewal
projects beyond the forecast period to mitigate rate impacts of other non-discretionary

projects?
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Response:

a)

b)

c)

Brantford Power (BPI) confirms it does not expect the present level of incremental capital
additions to materially impact O&M costs on an annual basis through the forecast period.
BPI confirms its belief that System Renewal projects help to reduce the requirement for
emergency call-outs and unplanned outages. This is based on the assumption that the assets
being removed from service through proactive replacement are the ones most likely to fail.

i) BPI does not believe this will help offset any O&M increases arising from incremental
plant additions. This is based on the assumption that overall weighted average useful
remaining life of the asset fleet is not increasing rapidly enough to be noticeable.

BPI could defer the Lynwood Drive project (scheduled for 2020). The impact of this is expected
to have a negative impact on reliability in the area. While the proactive replacement of the
assets at the end of useful service life will result in outages (that negatively impact reliability
statistics) the replacement of assets that have failed while in-service typically results in longer
overall outages. The initial outage at the time of asset failure may result in an outage impacting
all customers on the feeder or downstream of an automated reclose switch. The outage
required while replacing the failed asset is typically longer than the outage required to

proactively replace an asset.
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“BPI uses the following six criteria for prioritizing and pacing of capital expenditures.

Safety

Access

Renewal

General Plant

Reliability

Timely, Accurate Communication”

SO ALNR

a) Please explain how Renewal and General Plant are used as "criteria" for prioritizing and pacing

capital expenditures.

Response:

a) Brantford Power’s (BPI) asset management objectives are to: [reference: E2 — Attachment A —
DSP, Section 5.3.1.a, page 45]

BPI’s asset management objectives are to:

Serve present and future customers,

Align utility interest with customer interest,
Optimize investment,

Focus on value for money,

Reflect regional and smart grid considerations, and

AN

Support achieving of public policy objectives.

BPI’s asset management prioritization criteria are linked to each of the asset management objectives
noted above. The six criteria are ranked in order of importance.

For Renewal criterion, BPI prioritizes projects based on the risk level of the assets to be renewed. This
was identified in the DSP as noted below.

System Renewal Projects

Identify
e System Renewal projects fall into three types.
0 Type 1 projects are identified in the asset management program as clusters of
assets with a very high risk level and are nearing end of service life.



Select

Prioritize

Pace
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0 Type 2 projects are identified in the asset management program as individual assets

with a very high risk level and are at the end of their service life.
0 Type 3 projects are identified through failure while in service.

BPI selects all Type 2 project assets for replacement in the next year.

BPI selects the Type 1 cluster projects beginning with the project having the highest level of
risk that can be mitigated through replacement of the assets in the cluster.

BPI does not select Type 3 projects but will provide capital for their replacement in the next
year’s capital budget. The budget amount will be based on the recent history of asset failure
while in service.

BPI prioritizes the System Renewal projects based on the risk level. Determination of risk
level was discussed in section 5.3.3.b on page Error! Bookmark not defined..

BPI paces System Renewal projects based on availability of staff and external resources that
may be required.

For General Plant criterion, BPI prioritizes projects based on impact on overall level of customer

satisfaction.

This was identified in the DSP as noted below.

General Plant Projects

Identify

Select

Prioritize
[ ]

Pace

General Plant projects are driven by the internal needs identified by BPI.

BPI selects projects based on addressing customer preferences related to customer service
issues and on addressing business needs related to the continued provision of service levels
to BPI's customers.

In the coming years, BPI will incorporate additional non-system physical plant, computer
systems (hardware and software) and vehicles into the asset management system. This will
provide BPI with additional tools to select and prioritize these assets for renewal and/or
upgrades.

BPI prioritizes General Plant projects based on impact on overall level of customer
satisfaction.

BPI paces General Plant projects over multiple years when at all possible.

In this DSP, BPI is now in the process of replacing or upgrading a number of business systems
(customer information system and outage management system). These are being paced
over multiple years to avoid resource constraints in any one year.
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IR: 2-Staff-35
Ref: Exhibit 2 - Attachment A, pg. 161 (PDF 270)

Project ID: MP-008

Project/Activity Name: Pole Replacement

Efficiency, Customer Value, Reliability — Alternatives [5.4.5.2 Bl.c.iv)

The alternatives are run to failure or defer. The non-destructive testing has already identified particular
poles as having less than 60% remaining strength and possibly of being in danger of imminent failure.
Failure puts the public at risk of personal injury or property damage and puts customers at risk of
unplanned outage.

Choices related to the type of poles are consideraed. Choices are wood vs concrete. Concrete is used in
heavy traffic areas; BPI identified specific areas based on susceptibility to motor vehicle accidents.
Wood poles are less expensive and are therefore used throughout the majority of BPI's service area.
Concrete poles sometimes require 3rd party assistance and often result in an outage. Replacements are
on a like-for-like basis.

a) Please confirm if Brantford Power ever opts for the “run to failure” alternative for any of its
assets.

b) Please confirm if the strategy of run to failure is primarily motivated by economic factors, or by
other factors.

i If other factors, please provide details.

Response:

a) Brantford Power (BPI) experiences situations where some assets like transformers “run to
failure”. The failure is usually linked to the failure of a component (like a bushing) or is related
to a weather event (like a lightning strike).

b) BPI confirms that the strategy of run to failure is primarily motivated by other factors.
Specifically, the criticality of the asset as determined by the number of customers impacted by

the failure of the asset and/or the energy usage related to the asset.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-9

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Is all of the $14,750,349 added to rate base in 2016, or was some of it added in 2015?

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further details.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-10

Ref:  Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 17

a) What is the current status of the acquisition and repurposing of the new facility?

b) What is the current forecast for the costs? Please provide an updated version of Table 2.1-D
that reflects the current amounts spent and the amounts forecast to be spent in 2016.

Response:

a) BPIno longer believes it will be able to complete the acquisition and repurposing of the facility
in the 2016 Bridge Year and 2017 test year. BPI expects to seek an ICM application for its facility
relocation during an IRM year (i.e. 2018 to 2021) once the planning progresses further.

b) BPIis withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please
refer to the response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-11

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Did BPI do any sensitivity analysis around the option to lease calculations, such as changes in the
weighted average cost of capital and/or inflation? If not, please explain why not. If yes, please provide
a summary of the scenarios run, the assumptions and the results.

Response:

BPIl is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-12

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please update Table 2.1-G to reflect the Board decision for Milton Hydro in EB-2015-0089.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-13

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 16

a) Please provide a table that shows the breakout of the $751,669 in forecasted operating costs by
line item. Please also show the line item savings that are forecasted to total $574,902.

b) Please provide a table that shows for each of 2013 through 2016 the total costs associated with
the three current facilities that will be eliminated with the move to the new facilities.

c) Please confirm that there are no costs included in the 2017 revenue requirement associated
with any of the three current facilities. If this cannot be confirmed, please quantify the costs
included in the 2017 revenue requirement and explain why these costs are still included in the
forecast.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information regarding the OM&A impacts of this adjustment. As a
result of the adjustment, BPI has updated OM&A amounts to reflect the continuation of leasing and
related operating costs for the its current facilities leased from City of Brantford) in 2016 and 2017.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-14

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 2.1-H

BPI has reflected the OM&A cost associated with the new facilities of $406,502 in the calculation of the
working capital component of rate base. Please explain why the OM&A savings of $574,902 have not
been reflected in the working capital calculation.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-15

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 2.1-D
a) What is the cost associated with the land included in acquisition cost of $10,800,0007?

b) If this amount is different from the $4,500,000 shown in the 2016 fixed asset continuity
schedule, please explain fully.

c) BPlindicates that the land has an acquisition cost of $125,000 per acre. Please confirm that the
land being purchased is 36 acres ($4,500,000/$125,000). If this is not confirmed, please explain
fully.

d) BPI proposes to exclude 5 acres from rate base because this land is surplus to BPI’s needs and
could be severed and sold. How many acres does this leave for BPI and included in rate base?

e) Please provide the address for the facility.

Response:

BPIl is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-16

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please confirm that there are no differences in the net book values calculated in Table 2.1-Q through
2.1-U as compared to the Tables 2.1-V through 2.1-Z. If this cannot be confirmed, please highlight any
differences (other than WIP and non-regulated utility assets).

Response:

BPI confirms that there are no differences in the net book values calculated in Table 2.1-Q through 2.1-U
as compared to the Tables 2.1-V through 2.1-Z.
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-17

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

a) Please confirm that Table 2.1-X for 2015 was based on audited financial actual data. If this
cannot be confirmed, please provide an updated Table 2.1-X.

b) Please provide an updated Table 2.1-Y for the 2016 bridge year that reflects the most recent
year-to-date figures available for 2016, along with the current forecast for the remainder of the
year.

c) Based on the response to part (b) above, please provide an updated Table 2.1-Z for the 2017
test year that reflects the updated 2016 figures.

Response:

a) BPI confirms that Table 2.1-X for 2015 was prepared using audited financial actual data.
b) Please see table 2-EP-17.a below for the updated 2.1-Y.
c) Please see table 2-EP-17.b below for the updated 2.1-Z.
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Accounting Standard MIFRS
Year 2016
Cost Accumulated Depreciation
CCA OEB Opening Closing Opening Closing Net Book
Class 2 | Account |Description * Balance Additions * Disposals Balance Balance Additions Disposals Balance Value
12 1611 Computer Software (Formally known as Account
1925) $  1,042539|3% 886595 |% - |$ 1029134 - 727,640 |- 202,859 | $ - |8 930499|$ 998,635
CEC 1612  |Land Rights (Formally known as Account 1906) 3 107,716 | $ - s s 107,716 3 13342 |8 2,035 | $ - s 15376 | s 92,339
N/A 1805 |Land $ 181,961 | $ - $ - $ 181,961 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 181,961
47 1808 |Buildings $ 1,167,587 | $ - $ - $ 1,167,587 -$ 277,134 |-$ 27,623 | $ - |8 304,757 | $ 862,830
13 1810 |Leasehold Improvements $ - |3 - 1$ - 18 - $ - 1% - 1% - 18 - 1s -
a7 1815 [Transformer Station >80 kv $  4638631]|$ - s - [$s 4638631 $ 1,083,539 | 113604$ - | 1107,143|$ 3,441,487
47 1820 | Distribution Station Equipment <50 kV $ 80,683 | $ - |3 - s 80,683 $ 74,941 |-$ 212 | $ - | 75,153 | $ 5,530
47 1825 |Storage Battery Equipment $ - $ - $ - $ - $ o $ S $ S $ - $ -
47 1830 |Poles, Towers & Fixtures $ 18,937,516 | $ 217,021 |-$ 30,000 | $ 19,124,537 -$ 7,597,880 |5 386,589 | $ 20,000 |-$ 7,964,469 | $ 11,160,068
47 1835 |Owerhead Conductors & Devices $ 14289930 $ 638,124 | $ - $ 14,928,054 -$ 5143292 |-$ 270,530 |$ - |-$ 5413822[$ 9,514,232
47 1840 _|Underground Conduit $ 14,672,907 | $ 106,388 | $ - $ 14,779,295 -$ 6,052,759 |-$ 247,920 | $ - |- 6,300,679 |$ 8,478,617
47 1845 |Underground Conductors & Devices $ 20,859,901 |$ 864,422 | $ - $ 21,724,322 -$ 6,828,907 |-$ 675641 |$ - |-$ 7,504,548 | $ 14,219,774
47 1850 _|Line Transformers $ 18,741,828 |3 506,661 |-$200,000 | $ 19,048,488 $ 7,612,285 |- 490,264 [ $ 110,000 |-$ 7,992,549 | $ 11,055,940
47 1855 |Senices (Overhead & Underground) $ 2,033,210 | $ 181,777 | $ - $ 2,214,987 -$ 485,014 |-$ 85,089 | $ - 8 570,103 | $ 1,644,884
47 1860 |Meters $ 4,496,620 | $ 89,626 | $ - $ 4,586,246 -$ 1,904,213 |-$ 239531 |$ - |- 2143743 |$ 2,442,503
47 1860 |Meters (Smart Meters) $ 5,371,776 | $ - $ - $ 5371776 -$ 2115705|-$ 371,730 |$ - |3 2487,435|$ 2,884,341
N/A 1905 |Land $ - |8 - |8 - s - $ - |8 - |$ - s - s -
47 1908 |Buildings & Fixtures $ - 1s - 1$ - 18 - $ - 1$ - 1$ - 13 - 1s -
13 1910 _|Leasehold Improvements $ 51,184 | $ - $ o $ 51,184 $ 26,687 |-$ 16,210 | $ - 18 42,897 | $ 8,287
8 1915 |Office Fumiture & Equipment (10 years) $ 26,657 | $ 4800[$ - |s 31,457 $ 4664[-$  2929|% - |8 7,593 |$ 23,863
8 1915 |Office Fumniture & Equipment (5 years) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
10 1920 |Computer Equipment - Hardware $ = $ = $ = $ - $ = $ - $ - $ - $ -
45 1920 |Computer Equip.-Hardware(Post Mar. 22/04) $ o $ o $ o $ - $ 8 $ = $ 5 $ - $ -
45.1 1920 |Computer Equip.-Hardware(Post Mar. 19/07) $ 167,104 [ $ 87,200 | $ = $ 254,304 -$ 143,791 |-$ 17,775 | $ - 1$ 161,566 | $ 92,738
10 1930 J $ 3,366,382 | $ 400,000 [$ - |$ 3,766,382 $ 2,274,178 |-$ 181,301 | $ - |8 2455479 |$ 1,310,903
8 1935 | Stores Equipment $ 5184 (S - s - I8 5,184 -$ 1,244 |-$ 518|$ - |8 1762|$ 3,422
8 1940 | Tools, Shop & Garage Equipment $ 211,799 [ $ 25000($ - |s 236799 $  125508[$ 18863|$ - |s 144461|s 92338
8 1945 [Measurement & Testing Equipment $ 8114 |% - ls - |s 8,114 -$ 1,217 |-$ 812 |3 - s 2,029 |% 6,085
8 1950 |Power Operated Equipment $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
8 1955 |Communications Equipment $ 45716 | $ - |3 - s 45,716 $ 30,661 |- 12,054 [$ - |8 42,715 $ 3,001
8 1955  |Communication Equipment (Smart Meters) $ - s - |s - s - $ - |s - s - s - s -
8 1960 Equipment $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3$ - $ - $ - $ - 3$ -
47 1970 |Load 1t Controls Customer Premises $ o $ - $ o $ - $ o $ o $ o $ - $ -
47 1975 |Load 1t Controls Utility Premises $ - |8 - |8 - s - $ - |8 - s - s - |8 -
47 1980 |System Supenisor Equipment $ 874,160 | $ 89,337 | $ - $ 963,497 -$ 255,334 |-$ 62,512 | $ - 1$ 317,846 | $ 645,651
47 1985 |Miscellaneous Fixed Assets $ ) - 1% - I8 - $ - % - 8 - 8 - 8 -
47 1990 _|Other Tangible Property $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 2 $ = $ - $ -
47 1995 |Cq & Grants $ 5056929 (S - s - [s 5056929 $ 1,207,815 |$ 117,508 | $ - |$ 1,325,323 (-8 3,731,606
47 2440 |Deferred Revenue® $ 754,016 |-$ 479,000[$ - [$ 1233016 $ 19,635 [$ 24,303 (8 - s 439383 1,189,078
$ - $ - s -
Sub-Total $ 105,568,160 [ $ 3,617,949 [-$ 230,000 [ $ 108,956,110 -$ 41,552,576 [-$ 3,284,789 [$ 130,000 [-$ 44,707,365 [ $ 64,248,745
Less Socialized Renewable Energy Generation
Investments (input as negative)
$ - $ - |8 -
Less Other Non Rate-Regulated Utility Assets
(input as negative) s ) s s )
Total PP&E $ 105,568,160 [ $ 3,617,949 [-$ 230,000 | $ 108,956,110 -$ 41,552,576 [-$ 3,284,789 [$ 130,000 |-$ 44,707,365 | $ 64,248,745
Depreciation Expense adj. from gain or loss on the retirement of assets (pool of like assets), if amglicab\e6
Total -$ 3,284,789
Less: Fully Allocated Depreciation
[10 ] [Transportation | Transportation $
8 Stores Equipment Stores

Net Depreciation

$ -
7$ 3,103,488
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Accounting Standard MIFRS
Year 2017
Cost Accumulated Depreciatio
CCA OEB Opening Closing Opening Closing Net Book
Class > | Account |Description * Balance Additions* | Disposals Balance Balance Additions | Disposals | Balance Value
12 1611 Computer Software (Formally known as Account
1925) $ 1,929,134 |$ 952,053 | $ = $ 2,881,187 -$ 930,499 |-$ 346,697 | $ - |$ 1,277,196 | $ 1,603,991
CEC 1612 |Land Rights (Formally known as Account 1906) s 107,716 | $ _ s . 3 107,716 $ 15,376 |3 2,035 | $ - s 17411 8 90,305
N/A 1805 |Land $ 181,961 [ $ = $ = $ 181,961 $ = $ = $ = $ - $ 181,961
47 1808 |Buildings $ 1,167,587 [$ - Is - s 1167587 $ 304,757 | 27,623 [$ $  332,380[$ 835,207
13 1810 |Leasehold Improvements $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
47 1815 |Transformer Station Equipment >50 kV $ 4638631(% - Is - [$ 4638631 -$ 1,197,143 [-$ 113604 [$ - |'s 1310748[$ 337,883
a1 1820 |Distribution Station Equipment <50 kV $ 80,683 [ $ o - s 80,683 -$ 75,153 [-$ 212($ - |8 75,365 $ 5,318
47 1825 |Storage Battery Equipment $ S $ o $ = $ - $ S $ S $ S $ - $ -
47 1830 |Poles, Towers & Fixtures $ 19,124,537 [$ 205,362 |-$ 30,000 [$ 19,299,899 -$ 7,964,469 |-$ 379,398 |$ 20,000 |-$ 8,323,867 | $ 10,976,032
47 1835 |Overhead Conductors & Devices $ 14,928,054 [ $ 691,054 | $ - $ 15,619,108 -$ 5413822 |- 301,037 |$ - |$ 5714859 % 9,904,249
47 1840 |Underground Conduit $ 14,779,295 [ $ 91220 $ = $ 14,870,515 -$ 6,300,679 |-$ 242,273 [$ - |$ 6,542,951 [$ 8,327,564
47 1845 |Underground Conductors & Devices $ 21,724,322 | $ 1,231,615 | $ = $ 22,955,937 -$ 7,504,548 |-$ 694,513 | $ - -$ 8,199,061 | $ 14,756,876
47 1850 _|Line Transformers $ 10048488 |$  525025[$% 200,000($ 19,373,513 -$ 7,992,549 |-$ 493490 [$ 110,000 [-$ 8,376,030 | $ 10,997,474
47 1855 |Senices (Overhead & Underground) $ 2214987 |$ 267,585 [ $ - $ 2,482,572 -$ 570,103 |-$ 94,076 | $ - [ 664,179 [ $ 1,818,393
47 1860 |Meters $ 4,586,246 [ $ 90,508 | $ - $ 4,676,754 -$ 2,143,743 |-$ 237,566 [$ -$ 2,381,309 |$ 2,295,445
47 1860 'Wters (Smart Meters) $  5371,776 [ $ - Is - |'s 5371776 $ 2,487,435 [$ 371,730 [ $ $ 2,859,165 [ $ 2,512,611
N/A 1905 |Land $ - [s - [s - [s - $ - [s - [s - s - [s -
47 1908 |Buildings & Fixtures $ = $ = $ = $ - $ = $ = $ $ - $ -
13 1910 |Leasehold Improvements $ 51,184 [ $ - $ - $ 51,184 -$ 42,897 [-$ 6,279 [ $ - [$ 49,176 [ $ 2,008
8 1915 _|Office Fumiture & Equipment (10 years) $ 31,457 |$ - |s - | 31,457 -$ 7593 (%  3169|$ $  10763|$ 20,694
8 1915 |Office Furniture & Equipment (5 years) $ = $ = $ = $ - $ S $ S $ $ - $ -
10 1920 |Computer Equipment - Hardware $ $ = $ = $ $ $ $ $ - $ -
45 1920 [Computer Equip.-Hardware(Post Mar. 22/04) $ S $ o $ = $ - $ S $ S $ o $ - $ -
45.1 1920 |Computer Equip.-Hardware(Post Mar. 19/07) $ 254,304 [ $ 35800 $ = $ 290,104 -$ 161,566 [-$ 30,374 [ $ - % 191,940 $ 98,163
10 1930 | Transportation Equipment $ 3,766,382 $ 425,000 | $ - $ 4,101,382 -$ 2455479 |-$ 218,274 | $ - |$ 2,673,753|$ 1,517,629
8 1935 | Stores Equipment $ 5184|$ - s - s 5,184 $ 1,762 |-$ 518 [ $ - s 2280 $ 2,904
8 1940 |Tools, Shop & Garage Equipment $ 236,799 | $ 25,000 | $ - |s 261,799 $  144461($ 19287|$ $ 1637488 98,051
8 1945 |Measurement & Testing Equipment $ 8114|$ - |8 - s 8,114 $ 2,029 |-$ 812 (% - s 28418 5,273
8 1950 |Power Operated i it $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ - $ - $ -
8 1955 |Communications Equipment $ 45716 [ $ = $ - $ 45,716 $ 42,715[-$ 12,054 | $ - |$ 54,769 |-$ 9,053
8 1955 [Communication Equipment (Smart Meters) $ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ $ - $ -
8 1960 ous Equi it $ $ - s - s - $ $ $ - s - s -
47 1970 |Load Management Controls Customer Premises $ $ o $ = $ $ $ $ $ - $ -
47 1975 |Load Management Controls Utility Premises $ - |$ - 13 - 18 - $ $ - |$ - 13 - 18 -
47 1980 |System Supenvisor Equipment $ 963,497 | $ 90,760 | $ - |$ 1054257 $ 317,846 |3  68515|$ $  386,361|$ 667,896
47 1985 |Miscellaneous Fixed Assets $ - 13 - 13 - | - $ - |8 - |$ - |8 - |8 -
47 1990 |Other Tangible Propert; $ = $ = $ = $ - $ $ = $ $ - $ -
47 1995 | Contributions & Grants $ 5056929 | $ - s - |$ 5056929 $ 1,325323[$ 117,508 |$ - |$ 1442831[35 3,614,008
47 2440  |Deferred Revenue® -$ 1,233,016 |-$ 479,000 [ $ - |- 1,712,016 $ 43938 (3% 36,507 | $ $ 80,445 [-$ 1,631,571
$ - $ - s -
Sub-Total $ 108,956,110 [$ 4,151,982 |-$ 230,000 | $ 112,878,092 -$ 44,707,365 |-$ 3,509,520 | $ 130,000 |-$ 48,086,885 | $ 64,791,207
Less Socialized Renewable Energy
Generation Investments (input as negative)
$ - $ - s -
Less Other Non Rate-Regulated Utility Assets
(input as negative)
$ - $ - |8 -
Total PP&E $ 108,956,110 [$ 4,151,982 [-$ 230,000 | $ 112,878,092 -$ 44,707,365 |-$ 3,509,520 | $ 130,000 |-$ 48,086,885 [ $ 64,791,207
Depreciation Expense adj. from gain or loss on the retirement of assets (pool of like assets), if a[;_mlicable6 - 100,000
Total -$ 3,609,520
Less: Fully Allocated Depreciation
10 |Transpo|1at|on Transportation
8 [stores Equipment Stores Equipment s - 1

Net Depreciation

-$ 3,391,247
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-18

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please explain why BPI continues to add capital expenditures on meters in the meters line rather than
the smart meters line on the fixed asset continuity schedules.

Response:

Brantford Power (BPI) treats all of it new revenue meters as ‘meters’ rather than differentiating
between ‘smart meters’ and some other kind of meter. BPI confirms that all new revenue meters used
for customers with a demand less than 50kW (residential and general service) are in fact smart meters
as prescribed by the Distribution System Code.



IR: 2-Energy Probe-19

Ref:

Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1 &

Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 1
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An amount of $218,274 is shown as fully allocated depreciation in the 2017 test year fixed asset
continuity schedule in Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1.

a) How much of this amount has been allocated to capital expenditures and how much has been

included in OM&A?

b) Table 2.3-A in Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 1, shows a reduction in OM&A expenses used to
calculate the working capital allowance in 2013 through 2016 of an amount that is equal to the
fully allocated depreciation expense shown in the corresponding fixed asset continuity
schedules. However, the 2017 reduction for working capital allowance is significantly less than
the fully allocated depreciation expense shown in the fixed asset continuity schedule for the test

year. Please explain.

Response:

a) Total fully allocated depreciation in 2017 is $218,274. Of this amount, $134,124 was included in
OMR&A and $84,150 was allocated to capital expenditures.

b) The working capital allowance in 2017 was reduced by the portion of fleet amortization
allocated to OM&A expenses only, versus prior years that included fleet amortization allocated
to OM&A and capital (in error), BPI has made the correction to 2013-2016 and updated Table
2.3-Ain Table 2-EP-19 below.

Table 2-EP-19

Description 2013 Board 2013 Actual 2014 Actual | 2015 Actual 2016 Bridge 2017 Test Year
Approved Year

Distribution Expenses- Operation 1,232,931 1,440,365 1,569,559 1,551,035 1,697,963 1,633,794
Distribution Expenses- Maintenance 2,047,331 1,902,706 1,668,155 1,562,869 1,612,241 1,623,083
Billing and Collecting 2,558,831 2,577,446 2,872,826 2,840,394 3,233,610 3,088,680
Community Relations 97,000 37,976 10,279 11,505 16,585 17,390
Administrative and General Expenses 2,917,931 2,831,493 2,999,741 3,146,313 4,432,371 4,107,559
Donations-LEAP - 22,006 22,407 22,606 23,500 25,000
Taxes other than Income Taxes 12,000 35,147 - - -
Less Allocated Depreciation (75,766) (69,709) (78,755) (94,259) (111,304) (134,124)
Power Supply Expenses 96,524,304 95,741,330 | 97,788,366 | 107,276,399 | 115,101,756 | 115,837,446
Total Working Capital Expenses 105,314,563 104,518,759 | 106,852,577 | 116,316,862 | 126,006,722 | 126,198,828




IR: 2-Energy Probe-20

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 5, Schedule 2

Please update and correct Table 2.5-A to reflect each of the following:

Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
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i) 2012 Plan and Actual data as indicated in the evidence and title of the table;

ii) Please provide the total budgeted capital expenditure for each year shown, in place of the Plan
figure, other than for 2013, which should match the Board approved figures from EB-2012-0109
(please note that the budgeted capital expenditures need not be broken down into the four
categories); and
iii) Replace the 2016 Actual figures with the most recent year-to-date actuals available along with
the forecast for the remainder of the year.

Response:

The updated and corrected Table 2.5-A is shown below in Figure 1: Revised TABLE 2.5-A: Appendix 2-AB-
Capital Expenditure Summary - 2012-2021.

Figure 2: Revised TABLE 2.5-A: Appendix 2-AB-Capital Expenditure Summary - 2012-2021

Historical Period (previous plan* & actual)

Forecast Period (planned)

CATEGORY

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual®
System Access| (1) $1,503,450 (1) $1,452,691 (1) $1,098,678 (1) $1,282,159| $ 1,125,682 $ 827,765( $1,711,016 $2,108,207 | $3,525,912 $2,341,333| $1,269,199
System R (1) $1,292,551 (1) $ 447,280 (1) $ 534,238 (1) $ 744,528| $ 704,414 206,244 $ 607,313| $ 525,206 $ 843,801 $ 696,548 $ 545,989
System Service| 1) $ 713,987 (1) $ 553,194 (1) $ 837,000 (1) $1,531,276| $ 403,946 118,164 $ 425,798 $ 592,912| $ 159,840( $ 208,160 $ 295,160
General Plant| (1) $ 434,228 (1) $ 454,692 (1) $ 324,327 (1) $ 553,348| $16,134,256 403,368| $1,407,853| $4,252,536| $ 808,100 $ 235,400| $ 415,800
TOTAL EXPENDITURE| $5,190,830| $3,944,217| $2,901,500| $2,907,857 | $3,973,218| $2,794,244 | $5,655,273| $4,111,311| $18,368,299 | $1,555,541 [ $4,151,981 [ $7,478,861 | $5,337,654 [ $3,481,441 $2,526,147

(1) Historical “previous plan” data is not required unless a plan has previously been filed
(2) Six months of actual data; January 1, 2016 - June 30, 2016
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IR: 2-Energy Probe-21

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 5, Schedule 4

Please explain the difference between the amount capitalized for the facility/project manager shown in
Table 2.5-AS for 2016 of $154,392 and the amount of $100,714 noted in Table 2.1-D.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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[Ex.2-1]
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Please provide an update on the forecast in-service date of all 2016 material capital projects.

Response:

2016 Material Project

Forecast In-Service Date

Notes

New Services (Roll Ins)

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

Roll Ins are completed
throughout the year and
immediately placed in-service.

Non-Residential Connections —
Overhead

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

Non-Residential Connections —
Overhead are completed
throughout the year.

Non-Residential Connections —
Underground

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

Non-Residential Connections —
Underground are completed
throughout the year.

New Underground Transformers

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

e New Underground
Transformers include any
transformers that are not of
the pole mounted overhead
type.

e |Installation and
commissioning of New
Underground Transformers
is installed throughout the
year.

New Subdivisions/Townhomes

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

High Voltage (HV) servicing of
New Subdivisions/Townhomes is
commissioned and energised
throughout the year.
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2016 Material Project

Forecast In-Service Date

Notes

Total Capital Contributions

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

e (Capital Contributions for
New
Subdivisions/Townhomes
are recorded as the HV
distribution system is
energised.

e (Capital Contributions for
Non-Residential Connections
is recorded when the
individual service is
energised.

e Recovery of costs from
City/MTO relocation projects
is recorded when the
individual project is
substantially complete.

Dalhousie (Drummond -
Stanley) Rebuild

Unknown. City has deferred
their UG services refurbishment
project until 2019 at the earliest.

Costs treated as Work In
Progress.

Pole Replacement

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

Identified poles are replaced
throughout the year.

Rebuild - Line Transformers

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

Identified transformers are
replaced throughout the year.

Rebuild — Vault Replacements

On-going throughout the year
with a final completion date of
Dec. 31, 2016

e Vaults include equipment
vaults for submersible
equipment, pads for pad
mounted equipment, and
any in-ground junction boxes
or pull boxes.

o |dentified Vaults are
replaced throughout the
year.

Automated Reclose Switches

Dec. 31, 2016

Line Capacitors

Dec. 31, 2016
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2016 Material Project

Forecast In-Service Date

Notes

Vehicle Replacements

Nov. 30, 2016

Financial Information System
Implementation

Dec. 31, 2016

Land Purchase

Not expected to be completed in
2016.

Building Purchase

Not expected to be completed in
2016.

Facility Management

Not expected to be required in
2016.
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IR: 2-SEC-11

[Ex.2-1-1, p.9]
With respect to the proposed new facility:

a. Please provide any internal business case and all materials provided to the Board of Directors
regarding the new facility and potential options.

b. Please identify and describe each of the 17 properties CBRE, and a rationale for each of the 15
properties that the Applicant chose not to investigate.

c. Please provide a copy of the AECOM reports and letters which provided advice regarding both,

Property A and Property B.

Please provide a copy of the Feasibility Study regarding Property B.

Please provide a status update on the project.

Please provide the basis for AECOM'’s budgeted costs for the new facility.

Does the Applicant have a more accurate forecast of the total costs at this time? If so, please

provide details, and the basis for it.

h. Please complete the following table:

@ 0o

a
) Total (Admin and Admin Only
Operations)
In-Service Year
Cost Type (Actual or Estimate)
Total Cost (SK)
Total Sq. Ft.
FTEs (Year In-Service)
FTEs (Test Year)
Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 134 of 339

IR: 2-SEC-12

[Ex.2-1-1, p.16]
Please explain how customers benefit from the purchase of a new building.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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Please complete Appendix 2-AB by providing internal budgeted amounts for the year in the ‘Plan’ column. Please explain any material variances
between plan and actual for each year.

Response:

Brantford Power (BPI) has completed Appendix 2-AB by:

i.  Adding the columns for 2012 that were omitted from the original version of Appendix 2-AB.

ii.  Adding the total internal budget amounts for each of the historical period years (2012 — 2016) in the ‘plan’ column.
iii. Adding the 2016 actual spending from January 1, 2016 — July 31, 2016.
This is the same table that was revised in reply to 2-Energy Probe-20.

Figure 3: Revised Appendix-2-AB-Capital Expenditure Summary - 2012-2021

Historical Period (previous plan® & actual)

Forecast Period (planned)

CATEGORY 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual Plan Actual®

System Access 1) $1,503,450 (1) $1,452,691 1) $1,098,678 (1) $1,282,159| $ 1,125,682 $ 948,613| $1,711,016| $2,108,207 | $3,525,912| $2,341,333| $1,269,199
System Renewal 1) $1,292,551 (1) $ 447,280 (1) $ 534,238 (1) $ 744,528 $ 704,414 236,303 $ 607,313| $ 525,206| $ 843,801| $ 696,548| $ 545,989
System Service (1) $ 713,987 (1) $ 553,194 (1) $ 837,000 (1) $1,531,276| $ 403,946 131,293 $ 425,798| $ 592,912 $ 159,840| $ 208,160| $ 295,160
General Plant 1) $ 434,228 (1) $ 454,692 (1) $ 324,327 1) $ 553,348| $16,134,256 470,390 $1,407,853| $4,252,536| $ 808,100| $ 235,400 $ 415,800
TOTAL EXPENDITURE| $5,190,830| $3,944,217| $2,901,500| $2,907,857 | $3,973,218| $2,794,244| $5,655,273| $4,111,311| $18,368,299| $1,786,599 | $4,151,981| $7,478,861| $5,337,654 | $3,481,441| $2,526,147

(1) Historical “previous plan” data is not required unless a plan has previously been filed
(2) Seven months of actual data; January 1, 2016 - July 31, 2016

The 2012 material variance of between actual and plan expenditures can be attributed to the following items:
i Lower actual spending on installation of new underground transformers (-5408k),
ii. Lower actual spending on installation of new metering (-5139k),



iii.
iv.
V.
vi.
vii.
viii.

No conversion of privately owned high voltage distribution system equipment to ownership by BPI (-5159k),
Lower actual spending on rebuild of failed or aging distribution system equipment (-$249k),

Higher number of poles replaced along Powerline Road and installation of new feeder ($346k),

Increased number of lots serviced in new subdivisions ($217k),

Increased capital contributions from developers, economic evaluations and municipal relocations (-$407k), and

Thirteen other items that do not individually exceed the materiality threshold (-$511k).

There is no material variance between the 2013 Board approved plan and the 2013 actual expenditures.

The 2014 material variance between actual and plan expenditures can be attributed to the following items:

i
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.

Higher number of poles replaced along Powerline Road and installation of new feeder ($174k),

Lower number of lots serviced in new subdivisions (-5415k),

Project to upgrade the phone system in customer service was not required (-5140k),

Lower implementation costs on system integration projects due to delays in starting projects (-5247k), and
Thirty-five other items that do not individually exceed the materiality threshold (-5552Kk).

The 2015 material variance between actual and plan expenditures can be attributed to the following items:

i

ii.
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.
vii.
viii.

Higher number of new underground services for non-residential customers ($196k),

Higher number of poles replaced along Powerline Road and installation of new feeder ($134k),
Lower number of lots serviced in new subdivisions (-5$226k),

Higher number of vaults and other underground structures replaced ($107k),

Higher number of transformers replaced ($227k),

Lower actual spending on installation of new metering (-5113k),

Project to purchase land for a new building was delayed (-$1,500k),

Project to begin design and construction of new building was delayed (-$500k), and

Forty other items that do not individually exceed the materiality threshold ($27k).
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IR: 2-SEC-14

[Ex.2-Attach A, p.54-56]
For which assets has the ERL% been adjusted due to their observed CHI? Please provide details of the
adjustments made to each of those assets.

Response:

Brantford Power (BPI) currently has 30,588 assets tracked in the ODM. BPI has 28,017 of these assets
with a CHI. Assets with a CHI directly use the CHI in the determination of the Probability of Failure (PoF).
Assets without a CHI will use the ERL% determined by the asset type Estimated Service Life (ESL) and
Age in the determination of the PoF.

91.6% of the assets have a CHI. 8.4% of the assets use the calculated ERL%.

For the 8.4% of the assets without a CHI, the ERL% = (ESL —age)/ESL.
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IR: 2-SEC-15

[Ex.2-Attach A, p.54-56]
Please complete the table included in Excel file 2-SEC-15 for all asset types and provide the response
also in Excel format.

Response:

Please refer to Excel file “2-SEC-15.xIsx”.



IR: 2-SEC-16
[Ex.2]

Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 139 of 339

Please add a column appendix 2-AA to the following appendices that show year-to-date actuals for

2016.

Response:

A revised Appendix 2-AA with the 2016 year to date actuals is shown below.

2016 YTD| 2017

2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 |206Brdee) Ty e Tl rest
Year

Projects Actuals Year
Reporting Basis CGAAP | CGAAP | CGAAP | MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS
System Access
New Services - roll ins 249,530 92,219 76,695| 127,577 181,777 45,152 267,585
New Non Residential Connections - Overhead 299,893 113,850 135,280 299,152 231,864 63,586| 246,579
New Non Residential Connections - Underground 320,581| 445,550 233,217| 309,455 380,812 673,880| 469,527
New OH Transformers 35,258 48,145 14,009 74,985 31,645 0| 34,888
New UG Transformers 205,947| 204,122 283,592| 296,076 291,773 0| 321,680
Metering- New Customers 157,760 93,524 | 111,576 92,454 89,626 31,620 90,508
Relocation- Shellard Lane - - 278,761 18,839 - 4,308 -
Dalhousie (Clarence - Brant Ave.) - New Build (PN278) - - - - - - -
Colborne/Dalhouse/Brant Ave/lcomm Intersection (PN162) - - - - - - -
Relocations- City & MTO 16,707 22,587 31,551 31,792 26,480 6,068 20,000
Sub-Total 1,285,676|1,019,995| 1,164,681 1,250,330 1,233,976 824,614|1,450,766
New Subdivision Costs (Before Capital Contributions)
Other Subdivision Costs 18,853 - - - - - -
Diana Condos 124,328 4,992 - - - - -
Grand Valley Phase 2A & 2B 669,319 25 - - - - -
Wyndfield Phase 1 2,242 - - - - - -
Wyndfield Phase 2A & 2B 8,584 | 606,537 - - - - -
Wyndfield Phase 3 = 534,218 |- 174,899 8,861 = = =
Wyndfield Phase 4 - - 394,727 6,965 - - -
Wyndfield Phase 5 - - - 156,429 - - -
Hardling Gardens - - 49,879 | 160,400 - - -
Heatherington Heights Condos - - - 7,984 - - -
Wyndfield lots for 2016 - - - - 260,216 - -
Town Home Condos for 2016 - - - - 35,490 3,151 -
Lots & Townhomes for 2017 - - - - - - 739,250
Sub-Total 823,325(1,145,772| 269,708| 340,639 295,706 3,151] 739,250
Capital Contributions
Diana Condos -55,374 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grand Valley Phase 2A & 2B -315,372 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wyndfield Phase 2A & 2B 0| -368,883 0 0 0 0 0
Wyndfield Phase 3 0| -313,980( -113,280 0 0 0 0
Wyndfield Phase 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hardling Gardens 0 0 0| -125,793 0 0 0
Wyndfield Phase 5 0 0 0| -87,600 0 0 0
Lots & Townhmes for 2016-2017 0 0 0 0 -272,721 0| -369,528
City/MTO Relocations -218,797| -10,697| -141,373 -36,232 -59,713 0| -66,425
GS customer connection economic evaluation -16,008| -19,516| -77,282| -59,186 -146,566 0| -43,047
Sub-Total -605,551| -713,076| -331,936[ -308,811 -479,000 0| -479,000
Total System Access Net of Capital Contributions 1,503,450 1,452,691 1,102,453 1,282,159 1,050,682 827,765|1,711,016

Table continued on following page.
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. 2016 YTD| 2017
2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 |206Bridoel el rest
Year

Projects Actuals Year
Reporting Basis CGAAP | CGAAP | CGAAP | MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS
System Renewal
Conversion to 27kV and/or Ownership 0 12,366 78,666 1,695 60,638 0 63,669
Colborne UG System Modifications 0 0 0| 117,655 56,480 11,420 0
Dalhousie (Drummond - Stanley) - Deep Services (PN333) 0 0 0 0 108,314 934 0
D20 RTU Replacement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lynwood Drive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rebuild- Pole Replacements 442,854| 204,016| 188,648 157,832 207,250 85,513 199,574
Rebuild- General 111,786| 109,692 83,057 25,826 24,345 0 26,841
Rebuild- Oak Park/403 0 0 0 0 0 0 83,600
Rebuild- Vault replacements 0 0 72,839| 150,082 106,388 23,072 91,219
Rebuild- Line Transformers 55,378| 121,206 180,966| 226,958 141,000 85,305 142,410
Rebuild- Lynden Hills 1,083,360 0 0 0 0 0 0
Standby Adjustments -400,826 0| -106,048 64,481 0 0 0
Metering- Replace Existing 0 0| 29,875 0 0 0 0
Sub-Total 1,292,551| 447,280 528,003| 744,528 704,414| 206,244| 607,313
System Service
SCADA 37,018] 61,319] 23923 128 76,400 113,800
Downtown Automation Project 0 0 0 0 0 0
Powerline Rd. Feeder Upgrades 676,969 408,800 653,789| 584,243 0 46,507 0
Automated reclosers 0 0| 130,873 172,825 195,858 60,297| 195,755
pole-top capacitors near end of feeder 0 0 0 0 112,000 112,000
Capacitor Study and Installation of Line Banks 0 51,125 28,415| 703,834 0 2,915 0
Sub-Total 713,987| 521,244 837,000{1,461,030 384,258| 109,719| 421,555
General Plant
Automated Switches (115kV)- B12/B13 - - - - - - -
Asset Management & AM/FM & GIS 181,500 | 163,491 | 108,175 796 20,000 1,686 -
Vehicles 123,836 | 176,849 | 118,017 | 399,909 400,000 |- 1,208 | 425,000
Office Furniture and Computer Hardware 114,036 10,605 21,277 6,733 92,000 35,800
SIP-Other - - - - - -
FIS Implementation Costs - - - - 845,907 | 392,663 -
CIS Implementation Costs - - - - - 682,149
Operations and Customer Service OMS - - - - - 239,904
Land = = = = 4,500,000 =
Building - - - - 10,149,635 -
Facility Manager - - - - 100,714 -
Sub-Total 419,372 350,946| 247,469| 407,438 16,108,256| 393,141|1,382,853
Miscellaneous 14,856 135,696 79,318| 216,156 120,688 18,672 29,243
Total 3,944,217|2,907,857|2,794,243(4,111,311| 18,368,299|1,555,541|4,151,981
Less Renewable Generation Facility Assets and Other Non-Rate-Regulated Utility Assets (input as negative)
Total 3,944,217(2,907,857|2,794,243|4,111,311| 18,368,299|1,555,541 (4,151,981
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IR: 2.0 - VECC - 6
Reference: E1/T1/S1

a) Please provide the analysis which shows combining the three facilities is more cost
efficient than the existing arrangements.

b) Please explain the conditions of the current lease which allow for early termination.

c) What plans does the city have for the properties currently occupied by BPI?

d) Please provide an update on the negotiations to acquire the existing building.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2.0-VECC-7
Reference: E1/T1/S1/pg.17

a) Inthe analysis of the existing vs new build why is there an adjustment for depreciation in
the latter, but not the former (new build)?

Response:

BPIl is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2.0-VECC-8
Reference: E2/T5/S2/Table 2.5

a) Please provide the rationale for capitalizing the costs of the proposed facility manager.
b) Please provide any precedent for this form of accounting treatment.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2.0-VECC-9
Reference: E2/T1/S1/pg.7 & Table 2.5

a) The evidence summarizes the total estimated building space requirement as 37,000 sq.
ft. Please reconcile that figure with the table at page 11 of the AECOM report which
identifies total GSF of 13,167 for existing requirements.

b) Please explain the additional 20 FTEs (30%) increase in FTE over the 2015-2017 period
which were incorporated into the requirements. Specifically identify all positions above
the 56 actual FTEs in 2015 which are anticipated to be resident in the new facilities.

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2.0-VECC-10
Reference: E2/T1/S1/Table 2.1-G

a) Does the square footage shown in this table include garage space?
b) If yes, please provide a breakdown of square footage by office and garage space
separately for each of the comparators

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 2.0-VECC-11
Reference: E2/T9/S1

c) Please provide the outages (humber and duration) for 2012 through 2015 by cause code.
d) Please explain how the proposed DSP is forecast to impact outages caused by defective

equipment.
Response:
a) The following chart provides the outages (number and duration) for 2012 through 2015 by cause
code.
Outages by Cause Code 2012 2013 2014 2015
# of customers affected 8,387 4,857 91 188
Unknown - Code #0 # customer mins of interruption 24,270 124,889 7,085 9,386
# of customers affected 1,713 805 2,345 599
Scheduled Outage - Code #1 # customer mins of interruption 102,166 41,552 72,164 38,258
# of customers affected 16,251 25,384 - 5,500
Loss of Supply - Code #2 # customer mins of interruption 213,453 979,963 - 33,000
# of customers affected 1 22 103 72
Tree Contact - Code #3 # customer mins of interruption 105 1,800 7,215 2,835
# of customers affected 2,873 5,719 41 10,223
Lightning - Code #4 # customer mins of interruption 79,312 356,078 5,100 51,967
# of customers affected 3,186 10,557 4,604 8,527
Defective Equipment - Code #5 # customer mins of interruption 109,329 | 286,488 | 154,143 74,318
# of customers affected 2,015 5,071 14,622 209
Adverse Weather - Code #6 # customer mins of interruption 5,400 442,156 | 612,671 17,578
# of customers affected - - 47 5,408
Adverse Environment - Code #7 # customer mins of interruption - - 6,580 | 471,560
# of customers affected 2,900 14 - -
Human Element - Code #8 # customer mins of interruption 17,400 112 - -
# of customers affected 12,794 619 3,512 13,321
Foreign Interference - Code #9 # customer mins of interruption 154,328 44,395 | 107,101 517,536

b) Brantford Power (BPI) has forecast projects in two investment categories that will impact
outages caused by defective equipment.

a. System Renewal Investment Category projects — The rebuild and replacement projects
in the 2016 to 2021 period will impact outages that could be caused by defective
equipment by proactively replacing equipment before in-service failure.

b. System Service Investment Category projects — The Downtown Automation and
Automated Reclose Switches projects in the 2016 — 2021 period will impact outages that
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could be caused by defective equipment that fails while in-service. Both of these
projects have the capability to reduce the number of customers impacted by an outage
if the defective equipment that fails is located downstream of the automated reclose
switch.
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E2/Attachment A — DSP/pg. 26
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a) Please provide a table showing the project, cost and start date and in-service date for all

capital programs required as part of the completed IRRP Report.

Response:

Table 2-VECC-12 below shows the projects, project cost, project start date and project in-service date
for each of the recommendations in the completed IRRP Report that require a capital program.

Table 2-VECC-12

Capital Project Required
as Part of the IRRP Report
Recommendations

Total Project Cost

Project Start Date

Project In-Service Date

Installation of Line Banks

$697

,064

April 2014

July 2015

Capital Contribution to
HONI (115kV Switches)

SNIL

November 2015

February 2019
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IR: 2.0-VECC-13
Reference: E2/Attachment A — DSP/pg. 49-

a) Please provide a table which shows for each asset class the asset percentage by condition
(i.e. very poor to excellent) and the method by which the condition was determined

(inspection, age, sampling, etc.)

Response:

Please see the table below which shows the percentage by condition for each asset class along with the
method used to determine the condition.

Condition Method
Asset Class Excellent Good Poor Very % by % by
Poor ERL CHI

Pole 67% 27% 5% 1% 4% 96%
Primary 97% 1% 1% 1% 8% 92%
Conductor

Secondary Bus 95% 1% 1% 3% 7% 93%
Structure 75% 19% 4% 2% 39% 61%
Switch 92% 5% 2% 0% 20% 80%
Transformer 65% 31% 4% 0% 4% 96%

There are two methods used to determine condition. The Condition Health Index (CHI) method which is
based on an actual inspection or testing; and the Estimated Remaining Life (ERL) method with is done
for those assets that do not have a CHI. The second method uses the Estimated Service Life (ESL) of an
asset type and the present age to determine the ERL. ERL% = (ESL — age)/ESL.



IR: 2.0 - VECC -14

Reference:

E2/Attachment A — DSP/pg. 96-

Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 150 of 339

a) Please provide a table showing separately the capital contributions for (i) customer

access, ii) municipal relocations, (iii)connection evaluations; (iv) lots and town houses. In

separate rows please provide the total capital spending related to each category of

contributions.

b) Please explain why contributions for lots & townhomes were not received in 2012
through 2015, but are expected in 2016 and 2017 (see Appendix 2-AA).
c) Please explain how the forecast of contributions for 2016 and 2017 was derived.

d) Please provide the total actual contributions for 2016 to-date by category.

Response:

a) Table 1: Capital Contributions and Capital Spending by Type below shows the breakdown of the

capital contributions related to Lots & Townhomes, Municipal Relocations and Connection

Evaluations. In its reply to this question, Brantford Power (BPI) has assumed that the term

‘customer assess’ used in part a) of the question refers to new connections that are not lots &

town houses being serviced in a subdivision or development; and not a new commercial,

industrial or multi-residential building. BPI notes that for the customer access type, it does not

receive any capital contributions. Capital spending for the customer access type will be

accounted for in the ‘New Services (Roll Ins)’ System Access Capital Project identified in Exhibit 2
— Attachment A — DSP, Section 5.4.1.d, Figure 51, page 96. BPI notes that the ‘Metering — New
Customers’ project identified in the above mentioned Figure 51 will include the capital cost of all

new meters and metering instrumentation for all new customers.

Table 4: Capital Contributions and Capital Spending by Type

Capital Contribution Type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Lots & Townhomes (5369,528)

Municipal Relocations (566,425)

Connection Evaluations (543,047)

Customer Access 0 0 0 0 0
Total Contributions ($479,000) ($479,000) ($479,000) (5479,000) ($479,000)
Capital Spending by Type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Lots & Townhomes $739,250 $783,605  $857,530 $872,315 $295,706
Municipal Relocations $103,600 $398,490 $152,000 $431,550 $160,000
Connection Evaluations $936,093 S$1,072,674 S977,989 S$1,041,887 $1,089,306
Customer Access $267,585 $305,234 $324,131 $333,128 $95,275
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BPI notes that the Total Contributions for 2017 in Table 1: Capital Contributions and Capital
Spending by Type was based on the 2016 Total Contributions which was the average Total
Contributions over the period from 2012 — 2015. For the 2017 contributions from Municipal
Relocations and Customer Evaluations, BPI did estimate these individually. The 2017 Lots &
Townhomes value was the value required to have the sum of the three types equal the Total

Contributions value.

BPI notes that Exhibit 2 — Attachment A — DSP, Figure 69, page 134 identified the total capital
contributions received in the years 2012 — 2015. The row from that figure is reproduced in
Table 2: Capital Contributions 2012 - 2015 below.

Table 5: Capital Contributions 2012 - 2015

Project 2012 2013 2014 2015

Total Capital Contributions (5605,551) (5713,076) ($331,936) (5308,811)

c)

The capital contributions identified in Table 2: Capital Contributions 2012 - 2015 include
contributions for Lots & Townhomes, Municipal Relocations and Connection Evaluatons.

BPI derived the 2016 Total Contributions based on the average total contributions in the 2012 —
2015 period. BPI used the same value for the 2017 Total Contributions.

The 2016 and 2017 forecast for the Municipal Relocations was derived from the forecast costs
for seven identified City of Brantford or MTO projects. 50% of the cost for each of the following
projects was included in the Municipal Relocations contribution value: Relocation — Shellard
Lane; Relocates — City/MTO; Relocation — Colborne-Dalhousie-Brant-lcomm Intersections; and
three projects whose individual expenditures are below the materiality threshold (Colborne
Street — Clarence to Brant; Clarence Street — Colborne to West; and Greenwich Street — sewer

rebuild).

The 2016 and 2017 forecast for Connection Evaluations was derived from the average economic
amount paid per project in the 2012 — 2015 period multiplied by the average number of projects
that paid a connection evaluation contribution in the 2012 — 2015 period.

d) The total contributions by category is:

a. Lots & Townhomes - $33,000 (accrued for 33 townhomes energized)
b. Municipal Relocations - SO (all projects are currently work in progress)

c. Connection Evaluations - $76,915 (three projects paid for, two of the three are

energized)
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IR: 2.0-VECC- 15
Reference: E2/Appendix 2-AA

a) Between 2013 and 2015 BPI capital spending on New Services was on approximately 99k.
The 2017 test year shows a forecast of $267k. Please provide the supporting evidence
for this above average increase.

b) Please identify the subdivision or developments which support this forecast.

c) Please provide the 2016 forecast of new services (number of services) and the actual do-
date.

Response:

a) New Services (Roll Ins) evidence is provided below. Table 1: Roll In Historical, Bridge and Test Year
Data, shows the amount of capital spending and number of roll in service orders closed by year from
2013 to 2015, 2016 actual values through June 30, 2016, 2016 year end forecast values and 2017
forecast values.

Table 6: Roll In Historical, Bridge and Test Year Data

Year Capital Spending Roll Ins Type

2013 $92,219 208 Actual Values

2014 $76,965 219 Actual Values

2015 $127,577 301 Actual Values

2016 $45,152 115 June YTD Actual

2017 $267,585 325 Budget Forecast
Total Roll Ins 1353

Roll Ins do not necessarily happen the same year that a subdivision or townhouse complex is
energized from the high voltage distribution system. The homes or townhouse units will be
electrically serviced at the secondary distribution voltage as the homes and townhouse units are
constructed. This secondary distribution voltage servicing is referred to as a Roll In. Table 2:
Development Construction 2012 - 2017 identifies the developments that were (or are forecast to
be) energized from the high voltage system in the period from 2012 to 2017. The lots and units
energized during this period is larger than the Roll Ins completed or forecast to be completed in the
same period.
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Development Name Year Lots/Units

Wyndfield Phase 2A & 2B 2012 -2013 212
Wyndfield Phase 3 2013-2014 185
Wyndfield Phase 4 2014 - 2015 232
Harding Gardens 2014 -2015 55
Wyndfield Phase 5 2015 -2016 80
Heatherington Heights 2015-2016 33
Wyndfield Phase 6A 2016 - 2017 198
Wyndfield Block 130 2016 36
Park Street North Condos 2016 12
242 Mount Pleasant Rd. Condos 2016 - 2017 18
41 Garden Ave. Condos 2016 - 2017 21
89 Garden Ave. Pinevest Homes 2016 - 2017 4
Wyndfield Phase 6B 2017 273
Wyndfield Phase 7A, 2017 59
Grey & Garden 2017 24
105 Garden 2017 100

Total Lots/Units Energized 1542

b) The developments which support the Roll In values and forecast are noted in Table 2: Development

Construction 2012 - 2017 shown above.

c) The 2016 year to date Roll In values are shown in Table 3: 2016 Roll Ins Year to Date Values below.

Table 8: 2016 Roll Ins Year to Date Values

Year Capital Spending

Roll Ins

Type

2016 $59,787

154
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IR:2.0 - VECC - 16
Reference: E2/Appendix 2-AA

a) The annual spending on vehicles between 2015 and 2017 is almost three times the
average annual spending between 2012-2014. Please explain why?

Response:

Brantford Power (BPI) has identified the following useful lives for various types of vehicles.

Vehicle Description Useful Life Value
Trucks, Bucket Trucks - Large 13 years

Trucks, Bucket Trucks - Small 10 years

Pickup Trucks, Vans, Cars, Other 8 years

Trailers 20 years

BPI uses the useful life as a guide for vehicle replacement. When the vehicle condition indicates that the
vehicle can remain in service, the vehicle stays in service. Conversely, a vehicle may become expensive
to service before it has reached its ideal useful life point. That vehicle would be replaced earlier than
planned.

In the period from 2012 to 2014, the following vehicles were replaced.

Year of Vehicle Year of Purchase Remaining Useful  Total Yearly
Replacement Description Life When Replacement Cost
Replaced
2012 Truck - Small 2002 0 years $123,836
2013 Van 2003 -2 years $176,849
Pickup Trucks 2003 -2 years
Small Truck 2000 -5 years
2014 Van 2004 -2 years $118,017
Van 2002 -4 years
Pickup Truck 1999 -7 years

During the period from 2012 to 2014 BPI replaced vehicles that had for the most part, exceeded their
useful life point.
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In the period from 2015 to 2017, the following vehicles were replaced or are forecast to be replaced.

Year of Vehicle Year of Purchase Remaining Useful Total Yearly
Replacement Description Life When Replacement Cost
Replaced
2015 Bucket Truck — 2001 -1 year $399,909
Large
Van 2008 1year'
2016 Bucket Truck — 2006 0 years $400,000
Small Budget Amount
Van® 2008 0 years
2017 Bucket Truck - 2004 0 years $425,000
Large Budget Amount

In 2015, BPI replaced one vehicle that had exceeded its useful life and one vehicle that had become too
expensive to repair.

In 2016, BPI will replace two vehicles that had reached their useful life. BPI notes that the van being
replaced in 2016 is similar to the van replaced in 2015 and is exhibiting the same repair issues as the one
replaced in 2015.

In 2017, BPI will replace a vehicle that has reached its useful life and becoming too expensive to repair.

BPI notes that the large bucket trucks are long delivery items and require 13 to 15 months to construct
and deliver after the purchase order has been issued.

The next table shows all the vehicles in the BPI fleet by type and year of purchase. BPI attempts to have
the vehicles of each type spread in age across the useful life range. This is done to ensure that there is
some flexibility to smooth the replacement of each type through a 12 to 14 year period.

BPI notes that it is entering a period where a number of the relatively more expensive vehicles will be
required to be replaced.

! Vehicle’s frame rusted beyond repair.

2 . . .
Vehicle’s frame shows advanced signs of corrosion from rust.
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Vehicle Description

Year of Purchase

Number of
Vehicles

Total by Type

Trucks, Bucket Trucks —
Large

Trucks, Bucket Trucks —
Small

Pickup Trucks, Vans,
Cars, Other

Trailers

2015
2009
2007
20043
2012
2011
2010
2008
2006*
2005
2015
2014
2013
2010
2008
2006
2010
2007
2005
1998
1991
1990
1982
1973
1964
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4

13

10

3 Being Replaced in 2017
4 Being Replaced in 2016

> Being Replaced in 2016
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IR: 2.0-VECC- 17
Reference: E2/Attachment A — DSP/Appendix 13 & E4/T2/S1/pgs.7-

a) Inaddition to CIS, FIS, OMS projects Util-Assist identified over 20 projects to improve
processes and productivity (see page 137). Please provide a table which lists all the
projects identified, indicates whether BPI intends to implement the recommendation,
gives the in-service time of that project and the total project cost (please identify capital
separately from OM&A).

b) Please also show the quantum of savings expected by implementing each project.

Response:

a) In April 2013, the BPI Board of Directors approved the engagement of Util-Assist to
conduct a System Integration Study (SIS). The System Integration Study was designed to
review BPI’s data requirements, systems and operations to recommend integration plans
that will result in significant improvements to the organization’s operational efficiencies.
This study anticipated a number of deliverables including:

e Guiding principles for the Systems Integration Study and future integration efforts;

e Productivity measures to assess and evaluate the feasibility of integration options;

e Inventories of data, databases, systems and work flows as are required to complete
the systems integration study;

e A gap analysis identifying opportunities for improvement and/or consolidation of
processes, systems and data as well as new system requirements as well as an
assessment of the risks resulting from not making improvements;

e A strategy to move toward appropriate functional integration;

e Implementation plans to achieve integration within three or five year time horizons;

e A decision-making and business process framework to support implementation of
integration efforts.

Throughout 2013, Util-Assist conducted numerous meetings and workshops with various BPI

Departments, the City of Brantford’s IT Department, BPI system vendors and other parties

necessary to fulfill the mandate of the study. Util-Assist issued their interim report on

September 13, 2013 with their final report issued to Management on November 22, 2013.

Following the review of the findings by BPI’s Senior Leadership Team, Util-Assist presented

their findings to the Expanded Senior Leadership Team as part of the Management Retreat

agenda held on January 23 & 24, 2014. Their findings identified over 20 individual projects
necessary to achieve the future state of system integration.

The following table summarizes the specific projects identified in the study. The last column



of the table also identifies BPI’s intent to implement the system:
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System | Project Project SIS Status / BPI intent to
ID report implement
Page #
AMI Al Proof of concept: ESM meters 56 Complete
AMI A2 Proof of concept: remote 58 Future — business case
disconnect meters to be developed. BPI
intends to evaluate this
after completing the
implementation of FIS,
CIS and WFM systems
AMI R1 Define department vision 61 Complete
statements, including
ownership of systems, data,
and interfaces
CIS C1 Begin a CIS procurement 65 BPI intends to
implement. CIS
procurement underway
and expect to
implement in 2017
CIS C2 Implement service order 68 Completed for Daffron
integration CIS. Will need to be
developed again in the
new CIS project
CIS C3 Implement Workforce 71 BPl intends to
Management (WFM) implement a WFM
system in 2018 after CIS
is completed
DESS G1 Integrate GIS with ODS 74 BPI has implemented
(Integrate systems to this partially and intends
communicate the “as- to evaluate this further
designed” connectivity model) as part of integrations
project in 2019 after all
systems are
implemented
DESS Gl Integrate DESS with ODS 74 BPI intends to
(Integrate systems to implement this as part
communicate the “as of the Integrations
designed” connectivity model) project in 2019
ESB E1l Implement an Enterprise 78 BPI intends to evaluate
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System

Project
ID

Project

SIS
report
Page #

Status / BPI intent to
implement

Services Bus (ESB)

ESB and compare to
alternatives such as the
current point-to-point
interfaces and assess
which alternative will
address BPI needs at the
lowest possible cost. BPI
has included in its plan
an ‘Integrations’ project
in 2019 which will build
the required integration
across systems (either
with or without an ESB
tool)

FIS

F1

Procure a Financial
Information System (FIS)

85

BPI has already
procured the FIS system
and implementation is
underway — expected to
go-live by December 31,
2016

GIS

G1

Integrate CIS with GIS
(Integrate systems to
communicate the “as-
designed” connectivity model)

74

Completed for Daffron
CIS. Will need to be
developed again in the
new CIS project

GIS

G1

Integrate GIS with ODS
(Integrate systems to
communicate the “as-
designed” connectivity model)

74

BPI has implemented
this partially and intends
to evaluate this further
as part of integrations
project in 2019 after all
systems are
implemented

MV90

M1

Make ODS the source of
metering data, and move GS
meter data into the ODS

91

Complete. All metering
data has been moved to
ODS however BPI has
made a business
decision to use MDM/R
as the source of
metering data for billing
(and not the ODS).

The ODS is used to
support and reconcile
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System

Project
ID

Project

SIS
report
Page #

Status / BPI intent to
implement

the MDM/R data for the
residential and GS<50
customers. The MDM/R
is the source of all of
this data.

ODS

01

Integrate the AMI and the
0oDS

94

Complete

ODS

02

Enhance VEE processes

95

Future - BPI will review
this in the future. Util-
Assist report has also
identified this project as
lower in priority and one
that would yield
maximum benefit only
after all the other
systems changes are
completed.

ODS

03

Implement “OMS Lite” / OMS

97

BPl intends to
implement an Outage
Management System
(OMS) in 2017. BPI will
deploy “OMS Lite” in
2016.

SCADA

G1

Integrate systems to
communicate the “as
designed” connectivity model

74

BPI has implemented
this partially and intends
to evaluate this further
as part of integrations
project in 2019 after all
systems are
implemented

SCADA

G2

Integrate systems to
communicate the “as
operated” connectivity model

103

BPI has implemented
this partially and intends
to evaluate this further
as part of integrations
project in 2019 after all
systems are
implemented

TAPS

c3

Implement Workforce
Management (WFM)

71

BPl intends to
implement WFM in
2017

WEB

Wi

Implement e-billing

107

Complete
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vision and implement enabling

integration

System | Project Project SIS Status / BPI intent to
ID report implement
Page #
WEB W2 Implement Web presentment 108 BPl intends to
of TOU data implement TOU web
presentmentin 2017
UEM Ul Build Asset Management 110 Future — BPI will review

this after implementing
the FIS and WFM
systems and incorporate
the required
integrations through the
Integrations project in
2019.

Cost of the above identified projects is identified in the table below:

Project name Total 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
budget

FIS $2,458,903 | $1,624,335 $289,642 | $181,642 | $181,642 | $181,642
Capital $845,907 $845,907

Operating $1,612,996 $778,428 $289,642 | $181,642 | $181,642 | $181,642
(o $3,333,218 $2,178,286 | $426,718 | $363,312 | $364,903
Capital $682,149 $682,149

Operating $2,651,069 $1,496,137 | $426,718 | $363,312 | $364,903
OMS (Outage $448,951 $31,029 $374,511 $14,470 $14,470 $14,470
Management)

Capital $239,904 $239,904

Operating $209,047 $31,029 $134,607 | S$14,470 | $14,470 | $14,470
TOU web $261,962 $172,298 | $29,291 | $29,882 | $30,492
presentment

Capital

Operating $261,962 $172,298 | $29,291 | S$29,882 | $30,492
WFM (Workforce $114,063 $101,563 $6,250 $6,250
Management)

Capital $57,188 $57,188

Operating $56,875 $44,375 $6,250 $6,250
Additional $396,200 $396,200
integrations (INT)

Capital $396,200 $396,200
Operating
Total $7,013,297 | $1,655,363 | $3,014,737 | $753,683 | $991,756 | $597,757
Total Capital $2,221,348 $845,907 $922,053 | $57,188 | $396,200
Total Operating $4,791,949 $809,456 | $2,092,684 | $696,496 | $595,556 | $597,757

See Table 4.2F : SIP — Normalization of implementation and OM&A costs in Exhibit 4, Tab
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2, Schedule 1 (page 14 of 20) on how the OM&A costs above have been normalized over
the five years from 2017 to 2021.
b) Below table outlines the summarized business case for each project. In most cases, BPI

does not see cost savings as a key driver for implementing a technology solution but the

reduction in risk levels that BPI and its business is currently exposed due to the delays,
lack of information and other challenges in existing systems.

Project name

Business case / savings expected

FIS

BPI has never invested in a financial system and relied on the City
systems to carry along the operations. This investment and the on-going
costs to maintain will bring greater control and ownership over the FIS
solution by BPI and BPI’s ability to respond and report to its various
stakeholders. Some savings are expected in the service level agreement
(SLA) costs that BPI currently pays to the City but these are marginal,
since the current City systems have been stable with minimal changes.
These costs are expected to bring productivity gains in the longer run but
are difficult to quantify.

It is not practicable to measure all the benefits in monetary terms. A lot
of the benefits will be in terms of better timing of information, more
time to perform meaningful analysis, greater confidence in the
numbers/information from the system and better service/visibility to the
internal and external business stakeholders/ consumers of financial
information.

CIS

BPl investment in CIS is expected to bring a number of opportunities by
creating a foundational customer service platform that is well
supported, incorporates best practices in the Ontario LDC market and
allows BPI the systems flexibility and nimbleness to adapt to changes in
the environment (regulatory, customer service driven, competitive etc.).
Current key gaps:

- BPI uses the Daffron CIS Version 5 which is over 25 years old, highly
customized and at risk of running out of vendor support.

- current Daffron platform does not easily support “a ‘robust’
customer care engagement package”, including the integration with
proposed peripheral services (such as e-services) without extensive
vendor and internal customization. A number of Ontario LDCs that
used Daffron have migrated to other CIS platforms due to this reason
(compounding the risk of in #i above)

- current Daffron system is not intuitive or easy to use/learn, does not
use a graphical user interface (GUI) and requires a high level of
support (higher effort and costs to
maintain/upgrade/enhance/modify) than some of the alternatives in
the market that use a more current technology platform

As a result of the above, BPI currently requires longer timelines and
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Project name Business case / savings expected

greater effort to modify the current Daffron system and test the system
for changes (example, programs such as OESP, removal of debt
retirement charge, clean energy etc.). Any changes due to regulatory or
environmental changes (that impact all LDCs in the Ontario LDC market)
need to be programmed into the current Daffron CIS system by BPI’s
Daffron programmers; BPI is unable to avail of software vendor supplied
updates in a timely manner (primarily due to the older version / current
vendor updates).
Investment in a new CIS is expected to allow BPI to adopt a system that
is more commonly used in the Ontario market and avail of
updates/releases from the vendor at least for some, if not all, updates.
BPI can gain better confidence and reduce the risk of an unsupported
system. Further, BPI may be able to avail opportunities to collaborate
with other Ontario LDC/s on the same CIS platform and share system
wide best practices and potentially share costs of changes where such
changes are required for all such LDC/s.
BPI expects approximately $100,000 to $150,000 in annual savings
starting 2018 on the service level agreement (SLA) costs that BPI
currently pays to the City for Daffron support. In addition, the new CIS
system is expected to bring a number of benefits, which are difficult to
quantify, such as:

e qualitative benefits outlined above,

e reduced development costs to meet regulatory/industry

requirements
e reduced foreign exchange risk as current Daffron support
charges are in US dollars

e productivity gains in the longer run

oMS Currently, BPI does not have a robust OMS system and tracks outages in
an old MS Access database by recording outages after the fact. The
database and reporting has significant limitations on being able to track
the exact impact of the outage and customers impacted. BPI hence
operates with delayed/partial information on outages. This limits BPI’s
ability to proactively respond and manage outages, including
communication to customers.

An OMS is expected to allow BPI to be more proactive, address outages
and provide information to impacted customers on outages and status.
OMS is not expected generate significant cost savings but instead
improve operations, timely reporting and improved/timely
communication to customers/field staff.

TOU Web Currently, customers do not see TOU data used in the calculation of
presentment their bills, although this data is being used by the Daffron CIS to
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Project name Business case / savings expected

calculate the billing. Making this data available to customers allows

them to understand usage pattern and manage usage, conserve energy

and save on their bills.

e A number of LDCs in Ontario are already offering TOU web
presentment. Brantford Power would like to offer similar or better
information (and services) to BPI customers.

e OEB had required electricity distributors in the province to submit a
plan for web presentment of TOU information to customers and this
initiative furthers that plan.

BPI investment in TOU is expected to bring a number of opportunities:

- BPI customers can get direct access to the TOU information on
which their bill is based, monitor

- BPI customers can manage their consumption based on
information on their past/current usage including on/off peak
usage

- potentially reduce inquiries from customers through phone / email
for TOU related information/data

- place BPI on par with other Ontario LDCs and

- allow compliance with OEB requirements to present TOU
information on web for customers to view and monitor

Currently, BPI does not have this service/ feature offered to BPI

customers.

Of the above opportunities, the potential reduction in inquiries for TOU

information may be the only one that could result in some productivity

gains. However, it is difficult to estimate what percentage of the
customer base will avail of the service and whether there will indeed be

a real reduction in number of inquiries. These inquiries may be replaced

by other types of inquiries like customers wanting to understand the

graphs/charts and information presented through TOU web
presentment.

WFM Currently, BPI does not have a WFM system and manages field service

through paper orders. Util-Assist has outlined the key issues in the

current manual environment like a manual keypunch process into CIS

and likelihood of errors. Util-Assist has also outlined a number of

benefits of moving to an automated WFM system.

BPI investment in WFM is expected to bring a number of opportunities

such as:

e Eliminating the need to handle paper service orders

e Eliminating the delays in getting information returned into the CIS

e Reducing the error-correction process that results from keypunch
errors
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Project name Business case / savings expected

e Reducing the "mundane" tasks associated with many daily processes
e Paper management; currently, significant resource time is involved in
filing paper service orders in the event they are required for future

reference.

e Storing service order information for update once billing completes

e Improved work assignment; automated WFM systems generally
include mapping of work, allowing the dispatcher a geographic view
of service/work orders and a more efficient distribution of field work

e Safety considerations; automated WFM systems allow
"configuration" of employees and vehicles within the system which
can prevent orders from being assigned to the people or vehicles
that are not able to safely perform the work due to lack of
certification or tools. In addition to this work assignment safety
consideration, the ability to track locations of crews provides added
safety - the BPI Operations team has cited location tracking as a goal
to improve safety in such situations as feeder breaker "hold off"
situations.

e Form management; as well as service orders, crews can complete
predefined forms in the WFM which can be used to populate
information into other downstream systems such as payroll, or for
tracking MTO drive time information.

WFM is not expected generate significant cost savings but instead

improve operations, timely reporting and improved/timely

communication to customers/field staff.

Additional Currently, BPI does not have appropriate levels of integration across
integrations systems requiring manual effort, reconciling data from different systems
(INT) or in some cases incomplete data available for analysis. Primary driver

for this initiative is to connect the data across systems so there is
sharing of information electronically across systems and ability to obtain
a harmonized or comprehensive view of information across systems.

BPI investment in INT is expected to bring a number of opportunities

such as:

e Reporting on transformer (Tx) loading for improved asset
management

e Reporting on voltage to satisfy the "due diligence" to ensure
"conditions of service" are maintained

e Improved outage/restoration processes through either the ODS (i.e.,
current capability), or the OMS (i.e., future system)

e Work order integration to FIS to feed in financial information

electronically on costs relating to work orders and avoid manual
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Project name

Business case / savings expected

upload with potential for delays and/or errors
e Work order information to ODS to allow reporting of work orders
and status against each transformer, meter and other assets
INT is not expected generate significant cost savings but instead
improve operations, timely reporting and improved/timely
communication to customers/field staff through consistent and

complete information across systems.
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Exhibit 3: Operating Revenues
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IR: 3-Staff-36
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2, pgs. 1 and 3

Brantford Power states that the monthly flag variables control for seasonal variability in power
purchases during the spring and fall months. The prediction model outline lists an April flag and a May

flag.

a) Please explain how variability in fall power purchases has been explained in the model.

Response:

Variability in fall power purchases has not been explained in the model.

Although BPI makes reference to monthly flags for power purchases during the spring and fall months,
the monthly flag for October was found to be less statistically significant and removed which is why the
prediction model outline lists only an April and May flag. October was removed during the final run of
the regression model however the written evidence was not adjusted to reflect that BPI only included
the spring monthly flags.

The chart below compares the statistical data including and excluding the October flag.
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Excluding Including

October October
Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.913029826] 0.915179893
R Square 0.833623463] 0.837554237
Adjusted R Square 0.823224929] 0.825846434
Standard Error 2734371.825] 2714021.261
Observations 120 120
ANOVA (df)
Regression 7 8
Residual 112 111
Total 119 119
Coefficients
Intercept -29865741.66] -34545160.4
Heating Degree Days 16419.90774] 15463.77862
Cooling Degree Days 125379.6434] 118828.2867
Ontario Real GDP Monthly % | 368436.2998| 374950.4142
Number of Days in Month 1795333.391] 1942863.101
apr -3839799.44] -4178034.56

may -2806041.255| -3322881.791
oct -1702011.222
Negative Impact Variable -2.738072966| -2.757485684
t-Stat

Intercept -1.567806688| -1.806568605
Heating Degree Days 11.35501743] 9.980976518
Cooling Degree Days 15.51432654 13.25871
Ontario Real GDP Monthly % | 3.032454425| 3.107522364
Number of Days in Month 5.590111108] 5.865447853
apr -4.01497218| -4.300917553
may -2.834158585| -3.219620837
oct -1.638877001
Negative Impact Variable -6.772654624| -6.868823745

Page 169 of 339
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IR: 3-Staff-37
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2, pg. 3

Brantford Power states that the Negative Impact Variable reflects the impact of CDM on the load
forecast, as well as the impact of economic conditions in the service area. The model also incorporates
Real Ontario GDP.

a) Please explain how economic effects are explained by the model, when the derivation of the
variable on page 4 of the evidence appears to reflect only CDM savings.
b) Please explain why multiple variables are required to reflect economic conditions.

Response:

a) The statement “The Negative Impact Variable...” in Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2 page 3 at row 17
was misstated. Economic effects are explained by the GDP variable in the model. The negative
impact variable represents only CDM savings

b) As per the response to a) above, BPI has not used multiple variables to reflect economic
conditions.
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IR: 3-Staff-38
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2, pg. 3

OEB staff notes that customer numbers have not been included in the model.

a) Please explain why customer numbers (or other customer growth variables) have not been

included in the model.

Response:

As BPl was developing its Load Forecasting model, a model was tested using 2015 part-year data which

included a customer numbers variable, consisting of the customer number in the residential, GS<50 and
GS>50 classes. While the model was statistically significant, the coefficient of this variable was negative,
which is a non-intuitive relationship. As customer numbers grow, power purchases are expected to also

grow.
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IR: 3-Staff-39
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pg. 5

Brantford Power states that it had significantly increased disconnection notices in 2015.

a) Please explain why.
b) What actions has Brantford Power taken to address this issue

Response:

a) In 2015, there was a greater focus on managing bad debt as a result of the 2013 MEARIE which
indicated that BPI was lagging behind industry standard in this measure.

b) The increase in disconnections, as noted above, is related to BPI’s focus on collections activities
rather than on changing customer behavior.

BPI complies with the OEB's rules for low-income customers (for example, the provision of an Arrears
Management Program) and works actively to promote the LEAP and OESP programs with social agencies
and community partners. BPI has a practice not to send notices or perform disconnections during
periods of extreme weather such as during extended heat or cold alerts. All of this is in addition to
individual efforts by Customer Service and Collections staff to assist customers. However, like most
businesses, BPI must be prudent in its collections processes in order to stay financially viable, including,
as a last resort, performing disconnections. Failure to do this would remove a significant disincentive for
delinquent customers to pay their bills, would allow the level of outstanding bills to increase, and would
result in increases to the bad debt expense included in rates.
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-22

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Table 3.1-A shows revenue associated with the SSS Administration Charge beginning in the 2016 bridge

year.

a) Where was this revenue recorded in previous years?

b) Please show the actual amount of revenue from this source for each of 2013 through 2015.

Response:

a) SSS Administration Charges was included in Distribution Revenues in Historical years as stated in

Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pg. 2.
b) As stated in Table 3.1-A, below is the actual amount of revenue from SSS Administration Charge

from 2013 through 2015.

2013 2014 2015

$106,572 $108,547 $111,559
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-23
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please provide the “statistically weak results” of the regression analysis based on the individual rate
classes noted on page 1. Please provide the regression analysis and data used in a live Excel
spreadsheet.

Response:

The statement at line 22 of E3/T2/S1 “In attempting to use the method suggested, BPI found it produced
statistically weak results.” should have read “In attempting to use the method suggested in the past, BPI
found it produced statistically weak results.” BPI did not attempt to use this method for the current

application.

These trials were completed early in the load forecast design process for the 2013 COS, however, they
produced results with R-Squared results in the 20-30% range for the residential forecast, and 30-40% for
the General Service Greater than 50 rate Class and GS less than 50 kW rate classes.
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-24
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2

Please confirm that the negative impact variable is, in fact, calculated based on CDM only, as shown in
the Negative Impact Var tab of the forecasting model.

Response:

BPI confirms the negative impact variable is calculated based on CDM only.
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Ref:

Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2
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Please show the derivation of the figure of 18,155,410 for net kWh savings in 2017 from 2015 to 2017
CDM programs based on the figures shown in Table 3.2-Q.

Response:

The figures shown in Table 3.2-Q represent the full years savings while the 18,155,410 represents
expected actual savings applying the half year rule. The chart below shows the calculation.

2015 2016 2017 Total
Full Year Savings 5,235,000 | 7,730,072 | 15,611,676 | 28,580,748
Multiplication Factor 50% 100% 50%
Expected Actual Savings | 2,615,500 | 7,730,072 | 7,805,838 | 18,155,410




IR: 3-Energy Probe-26
Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2

Ref:

a)

b)

c)

d)
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For each of the three rate classes shown in Table 3.2-V please estimate a regression equation
where the dependent variable is the kW/kWh ratio and the dependent variable is a trend

variable.

For each of the regression equations estimated in part (a) that has a statistically significant
coefficient on the trend variable, please provide the regression statistics and calculate the
forecast for 2017 for the kW/KWh ratio.

Based on the kW/kWh ratio calculated in part (b) above, what is the impact on the kW forecast
for the 2017 test year shown in Table 3.2-W?

Based on the change in the kW forecast noted in part (c) above, what is the impact on the
revenue deficiency in the test year?

Response:

a)

As requested, for each of the three rate classes shown in Table 3.2-V BPI has estimate a
regression equation where the dependent variable is the kW/kWh ratio and the independent
variable is a trend variable.

b) The regression statistics for each of the classes are provided below. BPI has included the
Streetlight results below as well as in the subsections below, however the coefficient for the
trend variable in that class is not significant. The forecast for the 2017 kW/KWh ratio is shown in

the answer to part c).

GS>50 Sentinel Streetlight

Regression Statistics Regression Statistics Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.93298504 Multiple R 0.782211412 Multiple R 0.01031952
RSquare 0.870461085 RSquare 0.611854692 RSquare 0.000106492
Adjusted R Square 0.85426872 Adjusted R Square  0.514818365 Adjusted R Square -0.1248802
Standard Error 3.84934E-05 Standard Error 4.24579E-05 Standard Error 5.65766E-06
Observations 10 Observations 6 Observations 10
ANOVA ANOVA ANOVA

df df df
Regression 1 Regression 1 Regression 1
Residual 8 Residual 4 Residual 8
Total 9 Total 5 Total 9
Coefficients t Stat Coefficients t Stat Coefficients t Stat

Intercept 0.0024042 91.4282486| |Intercept 0.003178867 80.42432127| |Intercept 0.0030556 790.5993281
Trend Variable 3.10727E-05 7.331950862| |(Trend Variable -2.5486E-05 -2.51105932| (Trend Variable 1.81818E-08 0.029189564]
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c) Based on the kW/kWh ratio calculated in part (b) above, the chart below shows the impact on
the kW forecast for the 2017 test year shown in Table 3.2-W.

2017 GS>50 Sentinel Streetlight

Weather Normal kWh's forecast (Table 3.2-T) | 477,408,179 413,902 7,460,329
kW/kWh ratio as per regression 0.2777%| 0.2975% 0.3056%
Calculated kWs 1,325,797 1,231 22,797
Reported in Application 1,251,277 1,291 22,657
Difference 74,520 (60) 140

d) Based on the change in the kW forecast noted in part (c) above, the impact on the revenue
deficiency in the test year is a decrease of $277,316.44 including all three classes.

2017 GS>50 Sentinel | Streetlight Total
Change in kWs 74,520 (60) 140 74,601
Current volumetric rate 3.0605| 19.4167 2.8877

Impact to Revenue Deficiency | (228,069.18)( 1,158.20 (405.46)| (227,316.44)
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-27

Ref:

a)

b)

Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 2

Please rerun the regression analysis using the model as filed, with the addition of trend variable
as an explanatory variable (i.e. value of 1 in the first month, 2 in the second month, and so on).
Please provide the regression statistics and forecast for the 2017 test year, as well as the Excel
spreadsheet that would replace the forecast model if the new equation was used.

What is the resulting impact on the revenue deficiency if the equation that includes the trend
model is used?

Response:

a)

BPI has rerun the regression analysis using the model as filed, with the addition of a trend
variable as an explanatory variable (i.e. value of 1 in the first month, 2 in the second month, and
so on). The regression statistics are shown below and the forecast purchases for the 2017 test
year are 943,711,190. As well, the Excel spreadsheet that would replace the forecast model if
the new equation was used has been provided as Attachment 3-EP-27.

Please note that BPI had previously used a trend variable in one of the trials and observed that
the resulting predicted purchases were not in line with expectations. Compared to the original
application, the predicted purchases using the trend variable are 19 million kWhs higher.

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.96333506

R Square 0.928014438

Adjusted R Square 0.922826289

Standard Error 1806682.142

Observations 120

ANOVA

df

Regression 8

Residual 111

Total 119

Coefficients t Stat

Intercept -79758410.49 -6.020185002
Heating Degree Days 16631.03931 17.40361479
Cooling Degree Days 126822.6742 23.74486429
Ontario Real GDP Monthly % 762921.67 8.801473191
Number of Days in Month 1789820.588 8.434505829
apr -3800134.672 -6.013716179
may -2750237.218 -4.204024255
Negative Impact Variable -1.213402131 -4.106137154
Trend Variable -141484.9389 -12.06435271




Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 180 of 339

b) The chart below shows the resulting impact on the revenue deficiency if the equation that
includes the trend model is used.

2017 Residential GS<50 GS>50 Sentinel |Streetlight USL Total

Billed kWh's as per original application 299,914,722 | 102,713,003 | 484,599,496 382,297 | 7,460,329 | 1,405,154 | 896,475,001
Billed kWh's as per original application 291,567,897 | 99,837,652 | 477,408,179 | 382,297 | 7,460,329 | 1,405,154 | 878,061,508
Change in kWh's 8,346,825 2,875,351 7,191,317 - - - 18,413,493
kW/kWh ratio 0.2575%| 0.3090%| 0.3056%

Change in kW's 18,518 - - 18,518
Current volumetric rate S 00110|S 00069 |S$S 3.0605 | $19.4167 | $ 2.8877 | S 0.0076

Impact to Revenue Deficiency (91,815)] (19,840), (56,673) - - - (168,328)
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-28
Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1

Please provide a version of Table 3.4-A (only that portion found on page 1) that reflects the removal of
CDM related revenues (account 4375) and costs (account 4380) in all the years shown. If applicable,
please also remove any revenue or costs associated with interest on regulatory assets (deferral and
variance accounts) included in account 4405.

Response:

Please see Table 3-EP-28 below for the version of Table 3.4-A which reflects the removal of CDM related
revenue and expenses, and revenue/expenses associated with interest on regulatory assets. BPI notes
that its original Application incorrectly included these items as part of revenue offsets. BPI’s responses in
1-Staff-1 b) remove the impacts of interest on regulatory assets and CDM related costs and revenues.
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Table 3-EP-28

Appendix 2-H
Other Operating Revenue
USoA # |USoA Description 2013 Actual [Actual Year2|Actual Year?|Actual Year|Bridge Year?| Test Year
2013 2014 2014 2015 2016 2017
Reporting Basis CGAAP CGAAP MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS
4235 |Specific Service Charges -$ 441,756 |-$ 539,109 [-$ 539,109 [-$ 650,019 [-$ 496,272 |-$ 506,195
4225 |Late Payment Charges -$ 152,695 |-$ 207,146 |-$ 207,146 [-$ 219,014 |-$ 226,236 [-$ 235,599
4080 |SSS Revenue -$ 106,572 |-$ 108,547 |-$ 108,547 [-$ 111,559 |-$ 110,820 [-$ 111,730
4082 |Retail Services Revenues -$ 36,888 |-$ 46,483 |- 46,483 |-$ 44,303 |-$ 41,369 |-$ 41,376
4084 |Service Tax Requests -$ 17,103 |-$ 16,257 |-$ 16,257 |-$ 15,882 |-$ 9,506 [-$ 9,589
4090 |Electric Services Incidental to Energy Sales $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4205 |Interdepartmental Rents $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4210 |Rent from Electic Property -$ 107,996 [-$ 108,645 |-$ 108,645 [-$ 109,740 |-$ 99,527 |-$ 101,517
4215 |Other Utility Operating Income $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4220 |Other Electric Revenues $ = $ 929 [ $ 929 | $ = $ = $ =
4240 |Provision for Rate Refunds $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4245 |Government Assistance Directly Credited to Income $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4305 |Regulatory Debits $ - |3 - |3 - |3 - |8 - |8 -
4310 |Regulatory Credits $ - $ - $ - $ - $ = $ =
4315 |Revenues from Electric Plant Leased to Others $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4320 |Expenses of Electric Plant Leased to Others $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4325 [Revenues from Merchandise, Jobbing, Etc. $ - $ - $ - $ - $ = $ =
4330 |Costs and Expenses of Merchandising, Jobbing, Etc $ - $ - $ - $ = $ s $ =
4335 |Profits and Losses from Financial Instrument Hedges $ = $ = $ - $ - $ -
4340 |Profits and Losses from Financial Instrument Investments $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ -
4345 |Gains from Disposition of Future Use Utility Plant $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4350 |Losses from Disposition of Future Use Utility Plant $ - |3 - |3 - |3 - |8 - |8 -
4355 [Gain on Disposition of Utility and Other Property -$ 12,687 [-$ 13,477 |-$ 13,477 |-$ 39,464 [-$ 15,000 [-$ 15,000
4360 [Loss on Disposition of Utility and Other Property $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4365 |Gains from Disposition of Allowances for Emission $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4370 [Losses from Disposition of Allowances for Emission $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ =
4375 |Revenues from Non-Utility Operations $ - |8 85,811 |-$ 85,811 [-$ 410,229 [-$ 415,250 |-$ 1,016,302
4380 |[Expenses from Non-Utility Operations $ 118,500 |$ 211,119($ 211,119 |$ 707,218 |$ 703,376 | $ 892,222
4385 |Expenses of Non-Utility Operations $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ =
4390 |Miscellaneous Non-Operating Income $ 7,493 |-$ 6,511 [-$ 6,511 |-$ 56,029 [-$ 15,000 [-$ 15,300
4395 |Rate-Payer Benefit Including Interest $ - $ - $ - $ s $ = $ =
4398 |[Foreign Exchange Gains and Losses, Including Amortization | $ - $ - $ - $ ° $ = $ =
4405 |Interest and Dividend Income -$ 210,520 [-$ 173,390 |[-$ 173,390 |-$ 133,246 [-$ 156,337 [-$ 132,986
4415 [Equity in Earnings of Subsidiary Companies $ - $ - $ - $ - $ =
Specific Service Charges -$ 441,756 [-$ 539,109 |[-$ 539,109 |-$ 650,019 [-$ 496,272 |-$ 506,195
Late Payment Charges -$ 152,695 [-$ 207,146 [-$ 207,146 [-$ 219,014 [-$ 226,236 [-$ 235,599
Other Operating Revenues -$ 268,559 [-$ 279,002 |-$ 279,002 |-$ 281,484 [-$ 261,222 |-$ 264,212
Other Income or Deductions -$ 112,200 [-$ 68,070 |-$ 68,070 |$ 68,250 [ $ 101,789 |-$ 287,366
Total -$ 975,210 [-$ 1,093,328 [-$ 1,093,328 [-$1,082,268 [-$ 881,941 |-$ 1,293,372
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-29

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1

Please provide the year-to-date actual revenues for the most recent period available in 2016 in the same
level of detail as the portion of Table 3.4-A on page 1. Please also include the revenues for the

corresponding period in 2015. Please exclude all CDM related revenues and costs and any regulatory
asset interest, consistent with the table requested in the preceding interrogatory.

Response:

Please see the table below for June 2016 Actuals, and June 2015 Actuals.



Brantford Power Inc.

EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses

Page 184 of 339

Appendix 2-H
Other Operating Revenue
USoA # |USoA Description 2016 Actual 2015 Actual
June YTD June YTD
Reporting Basis
4235 |Specific Service Charges (279,611) (300,771)
4225 [Late Payment Charges (125,039) (110,106)
4080 |SSS Revenue (56,584) (55,519)
4082 |Retail Services Revenues (28,575) (25,722)
4084 [Service Tax Requests (10,704) (4,965)
4090 |Electric Services Incidental to Energy Sales - -
4205 |Interdepartmental Rents - -
4210 [Rent from Electic Property (48,391) (47,833)
4215 |Other Utility Operating Income - -
4220 |Other Electric Revenues - 728
4240 |Provision for Rate Refunds = =
4245 |Government Assistance Directly Credited to Income - -
4305 |Regulatory Debits = =
4310 |Regulatory Credits - -
4315 |Revenues from Electric Plant Leased to Others - -
4320 |Expenses of Electric Plant Leased to Others = =
4325 |Revenues from Merchandise, Jobbing, Etc. - -
4330 |Costs and Expenses of Merchandising, Jobbing, Etc - -
4335 |Profits and Losses from Financial Instrument Hedges - -
4340 |Profits and Losses from Financial Instrument Investments - -
4345 |Gains from Disposition of Future Use Utility Plant - -
4350 |Losses from Disposition of Future Use Utility Plant - -
4355 [Gain on Disposition of Utility and Other Property (41,278) (22,964)
4360 |Loss on Disposition of Utility and Other Property = o
4365 |Gains from Disposition of Allowances for Emission = =
4370 |Losses from Disposition of Allowances for Emission - -
4375 |Revenues from Non-Utility Operations = =
4380 |Expenses from Non-Utility Operations - -
4385 |Expenses of Non-Utility Operations - -
4390 |Miscellaneous Non-Operating Income (41,451) (1,020)
4395 |Rate-Payer Benefit Including Interest - -
4398 |Foreign Exchange Gains and Losses, Including Amortization = =
4405 |Interest and Dividend Income (67,198) (72,135)
4415 |Equity in Earnings of Subsidiary Companies - -
Specific Service Charges -S 279,611 [-S 300,771
Late Payment Charges -S 125,039 [-$ 110,106
Other Operating Revenues -S 144,254 [-S 133,311
Other Income or Deductions -S 149,928 [-S 96,118
Total -$ 698,832 |-$ 640,306
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IR: 3-Energy Probe-30

Ref:

a)

b)

d)

Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1

Please explain why there is no offsetting revenue in 2016 shown in Table 3.4-A for the $118,939
in account 4380 for new building operational costs — non-utility.

Please explain the decline in pole rental revenues other in account 4210 in 2016 and 2017
relative to the previous years.

Please explain the significant decrease in revenues from specific service charges forecast for
2016 and 2017 relative to 2015. In particular, please explain what is meant by field connection
charge and explain why this is forecast to drop by approximately $150,000 in 2016 and 2017 as
compared to 2015.

Please explain, including showing all calculations and assumptions used, in the decline in
investment income in account 4405 in 2016 and 2017 relative to the average of the previous
years shown.

Response:

a)

b)

c)

The 2016 projected trial balance does not report this adjustment, as the 2016 trial balance is a
reflection of what BPI expects in revenue and expenses for 2016. In 2017,without this
adjustment made to offset the expenses for the new operational costs-non utility, account 4380
would have a debit balance, with no offsetting credit amount, which would increase the service
revenue requirement by that amount. The adjustment was only done in 2017 as it is the test
year, and BPI wanted to ensure this amount was not included in our revenue requirement. As
BPI has removed the funding request for the building, and any associated non-utility expenses in
relation to the building, BPI has made no equivalent adjustment in the response to 1-staff-1 b).

There was a budgeting error where some of the historic actuals for pole rental revenue were not
considered when establishing the 2016 and 2017 projections. The correct 2016/2017 revenues
should be roughly in line with the 2015 actuals.

There was a typo and it is meant to be field collection charges. BPI expected field collection
charges to decrease in 2016 because of the Ontario Electricity Support Program (“OESP”), which
was put in place to assist low income customers, effective 2016. The year to date actual
revenues for June 2016 are $189,930, which is an increase over the original expectation. As a
result, BPl increased its expectation for 2016 field collection charges in the updated revenue
offsets included with 1-Staff-1.
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d) The decline in investment income is as a result of decreasing projected interest from bank
balances. This decreased bank balance is a result of funding a component of the building
purchase in 2016 through cash in the original application.

The calculation of investment income is as follows: The average bank balance is calculated as the
average of the opening and closing bank balance (bank balance is the equivalent of cash and cash
equivalents). An assumed bank interest rate of 1.2% is applied on the average bank balance.

BPI notes the investment income in 4405 was incorrectly based on a previous version of the budget. The
corrected calculation is set out below:

Opening Bank Balance
Closing Bank Balance

Average Bank Balance

Interest Rate Applied

Expected Interest

Interest per budget & Application

2016
$9,915,249.00

$6,879,228.00

2017
$6,879,228.00

$9,378,927.00

S 149,337.00

$8,397,238.50

1.20%

$100,766.86

$ 125,846.00

$8,129,077.50

1.20%

$97,548.93

BPI has updated its forecast for interest income for 2016 in its response to 1-Staff-1.
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IR: 3.0-VECC-18

Reference: E3/T1/S1, page 1
E8/T5/S4, page 1, Table 8.5-B

a) Please confirm that the revenue at proposed rates set out in Table 3.1-A is actually the
proposed revenue allocation to each of the customer classes.

Response:

BPI confirms that the revenue at proposed rates set out in Table 3.1-A is the proposed revenue
allocation to each of the customer classes as also shown in E8/T5/54, page 1, table 8.5-B.

In other words, Table 3.1-A does not include the transformation allowance added to determine the
volumetric rates in Table 8.1-G. It is not the revenue at proposed rates since if the proposed rates were
used it would reflect transformer allowance amounts.
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E3/T2/S1, page 1 (lines 6-7)
E3/T2/S2, pages 1-5
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a) Did Brantford test any other model specifications to determine whether the model and

variables used in EB-2012-0109 were still the most appropriate?

b) If yes, what other model specifications and/or variables were tested and what were the

results?

Response:

a) BPIdid test other model specifications to determine whether the model and variables

used in EB-2012-0109 were still the most appropriate.

b) The table below outlines the additional variables tested. BPI notes that these trials were

tested throughout the rate application preparation process, so other items, for example

more recent actual data, were updated between trials. That is to say, the trials done

III

were not on an “all else equal” basis.

Variable Tested

Reason for Rejecting

Customer numbers — Res and GS<50

T-statistic of 0.5 t0 0.71

Spring/ Fall Flag

Individual month indicators had better t-statistics,

when they were >|2|

Trend Variable

eResulting forecasts inconsistent with recent years;

*This variable has no real explanation, it is picking
up the impacts of other un-represented factors.
How do we predict patterns in the future term, if

we don’t know what the variable is measuring?

October, September, November Month Variables

t-stat <| 2|

Brantford Area StatsCan data for labour force,

unemployment, employment, participation rate

edifficult to forecast;

et-stats <|2|
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -20
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 2

a) Please explain why the predicted purchases for 2015 are materially less than those the
years immediately prior (e.g. 2014) or immediately after (2016 and 2017).

b) The Table indicates that the 20 year value is based on the 20 year average while the text
(line 5) indicates it is based on the 20 year trend in weather data. Please clarify which is
the case.

c) If Table 3.2-D is based on the 20 year average in weather data, please provide the results
based on the 20 year trend per the Filing Guidelines.

Response:
a) BPI has determined the kWh’s impact of each variable on the forecast by multiplying the value

of each variable by its coefficient. Using this method the explanations for the year over year
variances are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Predicted purchases for 2015 are less than 2014 primarily due to the full year impact of 2014
CDM results which reduce kWhs in 2015 by (52m). This is offset by increases related to GDP of
16m kWhs and the net impact of heating and cooling degree days of 5m kWh:s.

The predicted kWhs for 2016 are 906m which is not shown in table 3.2-D. The increase from
2015 to 2016 is primarily due to increasing GDP of 17m kWhs, offset by additional CDM savings
of (6m) kWhs.

The increase from 2015 to 2017 is mostly related to increasing GDP, 33m kWhs, offset by small
decreases related to CDM and heating/cooling degree days.

b) BPIl used the 10 and 20 year average in its load forecast calculations.

The chart below shows the predicted kWh'’s using the 10 and 20 year trend. The 2016 Bridge year
has also been included.
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Year | Actual Predicted | % Difference
B L 2006]  1,022.8 990 ' -3.3%
2007, &)4ﬂ—i—_ 1011  -3.2%
i L L _2008]  1,0134 | 991, -2.3%
2009 940.8 | 955 1.5%
. 20110  9508|  97a|  24%
B L L 2011 944.9 | 984,  4.0%|
2012, 964.4 985 2.1%
i L L 2013 9613 969 _ 0.8%
B L L 2014 9135, 924  1.1%
2015, 920.5 893 -3.1%
2016 Bridge Weather Normal - 10 year trend | L _L 905 L ]
2016 Bridge Weather Normal - 20 year trend 904
2017 Test Weather Normal - 10yeartrend [ 04|
2017 Test Weather Normal - 20 year trend | 923 ,
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -21
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 4

a) Has Brantford Power received the report from the IESO on its actual 2015 CDM results?
If so, please provide a copy of the Report and update the load forecast model and 2016
& 2017 predictions for power purchases.

Response:

BPI has received the report from the IESO on its actual 2015 CDM results. A copy is provided as
Attachment 3-VECC-21. The load forecast model has been updated and the 2016 & 2017 predictions for
power purchases are shown in the table below. Please note this update is isolated to only updating for
2015 actual results and does not incorporate any other information from other interrogatories.

2016 2017
As Submitted in Application 905.7 924.7
Updated Based on 2015 Actual CDM Results 901.4 919.5
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -22
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 4

Load Forecast Model, CDM Results Tab, Cells T3 to AE11
Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-H, page 12

339

a) In many instances the savings in the years 2013 and 2014 due to CDM program from
each of the years 2006-2014 as set out in the CDM Results Tab do not reconcile with the
totals for 2013 and 2014 as set out in the Burman Report (page 12). Please explain why
the differences exist and/or correct the tables as necessary.
b) Based on the results of part (a) please revise the load forecast model/projections and the
LRAM claim as necessary.
Response:
a) BPI agrees that the savings in the years 2013 and 2014 due to CDM program from each
of the years 2006-2014 as set out in the CDM Results Tab do not reconcile with the totals
for 2013 and 2014 as set out in the Burman Report (page 12). In consultation with
Burman Energy Consultants in order to assess the differences, adjustments were
necessary for both the Burman report and BPI’s load forecast. The revised Burman
report is included as Attachment 3-VECC-22. BPI has adjusted the table in the CDM
results tab as follows:
Results Year
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
2006 2,666,105 2,666,105 2,666,105 2,666,105 463,043 463,043 423,559 423,559 397,999 397,999 376,021
2007 0 1,387,120 1,375,497 1,375,497 1,375,497 1,374,565 1,319,406 1,319,449 1,319,406 451,387 311,035
2008 0 0 2,696,911 2,083,518 2,083,518 2,083,518 1,953,835 1,952,703 1,818,844 1,718,921 1,280,426
2009 0 0 0 6,943,327 6,230,629 6,230,629 6,227,931 6,110,636 5,806,438 5,738,138 5,736,648
2010 0 0 0 0 4,170,820 2,995,440 2,991,631 2,989,542 2,866,698 2,447,090 2,432,987
Program 2011 0 0 0 0 0 4,515,774 4,502,851 4,269,480 4,164,655 4,044,925 3,842,745
Year 2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,363,496 5,801,327 5,778,849 5,681,217 5,580,103
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,994,578 6,908,925 6,895,581 6,806,732
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33,821,560 33,152,890 33,032,221
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,539,722 7,402,101
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,730,072
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 2,666,105 4,053,225 6,738,513 13,068,447 14,323,507 17,662,970 22,782,709 29,861,274 62,883,374 68,067,869 74,531,091
Please note that in this chart 2015 has been updated to reflect actual CDM results and
persistence numbers for 2015 thru 2017 related to CDM programs from 2011-2014 have
also been adjusted based on work done with Burman Energy Consultants in answering
this interrogatory.
b) Based on the results of part (a) BPI has revised the load forecast model/projections and

incorporated the revisions in the response to 1-Staff-1 b).
The following table shows the updated LRAM claim and rate riders.

2017

376,021
164,898
950,424

4,440,683
2,367,568
3,585,982
5,264,741
6,111,099
32,854,801
7,402,101
7,730,072
15,611,676
86,860,067
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2011-2014 CDM LRAMVA
2014 LRAMVA . .
Program Lost Baseline (Lost Revs- Carrying Charges Total Claim
Customer Class Revenues in 2014 Baseline)
Residential S 67,300 S 55,518 S 11,782 S 151 S 11,933
General Service less than 50 kW S 43,794 §$ 35,187 $ 8,607 $ 111 S 8,718
General Service 50to 4,999 kW S 180,799 S 41,468 S 139,332 S 1,789 S 141,121
Total $ 291,893 $ 132,172 $ 159,721 $ 2,051 $ 161,772
LRAM Claim by Customer Class
2017 Forecast 2017 Proposed

Customer Class LRAM Claim Biling Unit Billing Units LRAM Rate Rider

Residential S 73,513 kWh 300,579,328 S 0.0002

General Service less than 50 kW S 19,171 kWh 102,906,032 $ 0.0002

General Service 50to 4,999 kW S 25,611 kW 1,259,313 S 0.0203

Total $ 118,295
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -23

Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 4
Load Forecast Model, CDM Results Tab
Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-J, page 7
a) Please provide any reports available from the IESO/OPA regarding the persistence of

b)

savings from 2011-2014 CDM programs through to 2017 (i.e., similar to the projections
provided in the 2010 CDM Report for 2006 to 2010 programs).

Please reconcile the 2011-2014 CDM results as show in the CDM Results Tab with those
set out in Attachment 4-J, Tables #1 and #5. In particular, it appears that the values as
set out in the CDM Results Tab have not been appropriately adjusted to account for
“Adjustments to Previous Years’ Verified Results” as shown in Attachment 4-J, Table 1.

Response:

a)

b)

BPI has provided reports available from the IESO/OPA regarding the persistence of
savings from 2011-2014 CDM programs through to 2017 (i.e., similar to the projections
provided in the 2010 CDM Report for 2006 to 2010 programs) as Attachments 3-VECC-
23-A and 3-VECC-23-B.

BPI agrees that the values as set out in the CDM Results Tab have not been appropriately
adjusted to account for “Adjustments to Previous Years’ Verified Results” as shown in
Attachment 4-J, Table 1. The following table shows the “Adjustments to Previous Years'
Verified Results” in the applicable years.

CDM Program year 2011 2012 2013 2014
Amounts as reported in Application 4,515,774 | 5,363,496 | 5,079,363 | 35,997,464
Timing - Adjustments related to previous years
2011 (229,429)] 230,189 (760)
2012 260,528 (83,141) (177,387)
2013 1,997,757 | (1,997,757)
Adjusted Totals 4,286,345 | 5,854,213 | 6,993,979 | 33,821,560
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Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 9

Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 195 of 339

a) Please provide the actual customer/connection count for each class as of June 30, 2016.

Response:

The table below shows BPI’s customer count as at June 30, 2016. Please note BPI and the City of
Brantford have determined that the number of connections has been incorrectly reported in the past

and beginning in 2017 the correct number of connections, 6351, will be used for tracking and billing

purposes. BPl used the updated connection number in its load forecast and rate design and has based

its cost allocation on the updated number of connections.

Count at

Customer Class June 30 2016
Residential 35,981
General Service <50 kW 2,795
General Service > 50 kW 454
Embedded Distributor 1
Unmetered Scattered Loads 427
Streetlight Connections 10,229
Sentinel Light Connections 577
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -25
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 9

a) Please explain the historical decrease in Streetlight use per connection. Is it due to
reductions in energy use per device or due to a decrease in the number of devices per
connection?

Response:

The historical decrease in Streetlight use per connection is due to reductions in energy use per device
resulting from the installation of more efficient streetlights when new or replacement lights are installed
as well as the shift to LED lights. Please note that while there has been no decrease in the number of
devices, BPI and the City of Brantford have determined that the number of connections has been
incorrectly reported in the past and beginning in 2017 the correct number of connections will be used
for tracking and billing purposes. BPI used the updated connection number of 6351 in its load forecast
and rate design and has based its cost allocation on the updated number of connections.
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -26
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 12

a) Please provide a copy of Brantford’s 2015-2020 CDM Plan as submitted to the IESO.

Response:

a) A copy of Brantford’s 2015-2020 CDM Plan as submitted to the IESO is included as
Attachment 3-VECC-26.
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -27
Reference: E3/T2/S2, page 14

a) Given that the full year net level savings are used for LRAM purposes and the load
forecast model uses 2015 data why are savings from 2015 CDM programs included in the
LRAMVA baseline?

Response:

BPI agrees the 2015 CDM programs should be excluded in the LRAMVA baseline. The following table
reflects the adjustment.

Year | Residential | GS<50 ' GS>50 [sentinel [Streetlight’ USL |  Total
2017IRAMVAKWh | 840580, 8oss02| m3ssess] | ] T 15535910
2017 LRAMVA kW + + | 35,765 | , | T 7 35,765
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Respo

Reference:

a) Please provide a schedule that sets out the actual energy use and billed kW for the first

E3/T2/S2, page 17

seven months of 2014, 2015 and 2016 for:
Wholesale Market Participant.

nse:

i) the Embedded Distributor and ii) the
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The following schedule sets out the actual energy use (kWh) and billed (kW) for the first seven months

of 2014, 2015 and 2016 for both the Embedded Distributor and Wholesale Market Participant rate

classes.
Embedded Distributor Wholesale Market Participant
2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016
Month Energy Energy Energy
Energy Used Billed Energy Used Billed Energy Used Billed Used Billed Used Billed Used Billed
(kWhs) (kWs) (kWhs) (kws) (kWhs) (kws) (kWhs) (kws) (kWhs) (kws) (kWhs) (kws)
January 7,540,983 14,443 7,118,842 13,631 5,918,030 11,140 539,050 899 509,277 854 506,989 841
February 6,680,179 13,719 6,631,977 13,182 5,487,795 11,341 490,253 921 459,636 833 470,186 848
March 7,019,355 14,947 6,455,514 12,535 5,376,000 11,139 548,268 949 532,234 871 519,551 908
April 5,865,475 13,508 5,411,872 10,944 4,937,817 10,670 548,443 1,044 540,243 1,036 516,200 1,016
May 5,650,928 13,613 5,249,954 10,769 4,919,923 10,419 599,690 1,181 606,937 1,165 578,760 1,134
June 5,933,375 14,271 5,260,160 10,983 5,103,880 11,467 638,127 1,220 598,590 1,173 609,121 1,155
July 6,169,396 14,796 5,960,525 12,311 5,887,617 12,628 673,542 1,201 658,590 1,160 635,290 1,181
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IR: 3.0 -VECC -29
Reference: E3/T3/T1, page 5

a) Has Brantford also reduced its forecast OM&A for 2016 and 2017 to account for the
expected decrease in field connection activity (per lines 15-18)? If so, please indicate
where in Exhibit 4 the reduction is reflected.

Response:

No, BPI has not reduced its OM&A forecast for the expected decrease in field collection activities.
However, BPI has experienced lower-than-anticipated take-up on OESP in its service area, and the June
2016 YTD numbers indicate the decrease in field collection charges is not materializing as expected.
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Exhibit 4: Operating Expenses
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IR: 4-Staff-40
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Brantford Power has described its budget process in this exhibit.

a) Does the budget process specifically consider bill impacts?

b) Was Brantford Power’s Board of Directors given information regarding the proposed bill impacts

in this application?

c) If so, were the bill impacts specifically approved by the Board of Directors?

Response:

a)

Although the budget process does not include the determination of bill impacts at a specific
customer class or consumption level, the process does consider the overall impact on the
level of distribution revenues which is used as a proxy for bill impact considerations. As
outlined in Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Sch 3 Page 4 of 5 Table 1-1D Key Budget Considerations, the
budget process considers the five stated factors in assessing the reasonability of a budget
proposal which includes Stakeholder Input which “requires the business to consider and
assess the impacts of any significant decision on... customers”.

Yes, the Board of Directors was provided an illustration of the rate and bill impacts based on
the current information available at the time of the April 28, 2016 Board Meeting. They
were provided a view of the rate impact on total bill and distribution portion of the bill for
each customer class at the typical consumption levels. (Note: There were very minor
changes to the finalized rate impacts following the Board meeting to reflect minor
calculation corrections identified during final internal quality assurance reviews completed
prior to filing the Cost of Service Distribution Rate Application. These changes resulted in no
material changes to the information presented to the Board members).

No, the information was provided as an information item and no approvals were requested.
Please also refer to the response to 1-SEC-8
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IR: 4-Staff-41
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 3

Brantford Power states that its senior leadership team considers feedback received and direction from
the Board of Directors prior to finalizing the budget. Please provide examples of the feedback received
and resulting changes to the 2017 budget.

Response:

BPI’s Senior Leadership Team typically presents a budget update at the October Board of Directors
meeting which outlines some of the key budgetary issues as well as the tentative plans it has

developed to address them. These typically include:

o Key industry developments and any implications to the budget;

e Overview of key budget risks and uncertainties;

e Understanding of the staffing levels planned and other major departmental projects;

e Magnitude of expected distribution revenue adjustments and likely impacts on customers;

e The expected impact of the Senior Leadership Team’s budget plan on the budget year and
forecasted financial position of the business in relation to the availability of capital and the

timing of planned investments for customer, strategic or other business initiatives.

As the purpose of this initial meeting with the Board of Directors is to provide an update on the budget
process, the feedback received is obtained through questioning by the Directors and no formal direction
or resolution is typically provided at this time. Based on this interaction with the Directors, the Senior
Leadership Team will be able to determine whether its current approach is in keeping with the Board of
Directors’ expectations or whether there are specific areas that need to be revisited before a final

budget proposal is submitted for approval.

During the October 2015 meeting, the Board of Directors was generally satisfied with the responses to
their inquiries and the general direction of the Senior Leadership Team’s budget plan and they did not

provide any specific feedback requiring a change to the tentative budget plan.
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During the December 2015 Board of Directors meeting where the final budget was presented and

approved, the Board of Directors provided feedback that they acknowledged the requirement for
accepting a lower rate of return in 2016 (Bridge Year) as the planned spending influenced by major
projects such as the transition to new facilities and the acquisition and implementation of a financial
information system reflected Brantford’s transition from the planning phase to the execution phase on
these major initiatives. Such transition requires one time and ongoing OM&A and capital funding that

were not contemplated in the funding envelope resulting from the 2013 cost of service decision.

The Board of Directors indicated it was prepared to approve the 2016 and 2017 budgets as submitted so
that the business can proceed on a timely basis with the required business renewal projects. The Senior
Leadership Team was requested to ensure that the 2017 Cost of Service Distribution Rate application
reflect a revenue requirement request that is sufficient to recover Brantford Power Inc.’s prudently
incurred cost of service necessary to achieve a reasonable return on equity at the level established by

the Ontario Energy Board of Directors.

In keeping with this Direction, the Senior Leadership Team ensured its 2017 Cost of Service Revenue
Requirement reflected more current information than was available in the budgets submitted to the
Board of Directors. Among these changes were the following:

e Update to the Systems Integration Costs to reflect a change in the hosting arrangements
contemplated and the pacing of the underlying costs over the next IRM period;

e Updated timing of certain capital projects to reflect revised third party information regarding
the timing and scope of such projects;

o Updated for the amortization over 5 years of System Integration Project OM&A costs and
Regulatory One-Time Costs;

e Updates for building rate base adjustment, etc.
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IR: 4-Staff-42
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 3

Table 4.2-B opening balance for the last rebasing year of $8,854,025 is the OEB approved OM&A
expense from Brantford Power’s last cost of service. Brantford Power has included a “final settlement
reduction from 2013 COS” as a cost driver in this table. Please explain why the final settlement
adjustment is not included in the opening balance?

Response:

BPI’s settlement in its 2013 COS was completed in February of 2014. BPI had updated its evidence
during interrogatories to provide 2013 November Year to Date plus forecast OM&A, which was largely in
keeping with the 2013 final numbers. The final settlement resulted in a further reduction to OM&A of
$108,275. As the costs for 2013 had already been incurred, this reduction created a variance between
2013 Board Approved and 2013 Actuals.
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IR: 4-Staff-43

Ref:

Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 7

Brantford Power’s application contains no actual data for 2016. Procurement and implementation of the

new FIS have begun with a forecast in-service date of December 31, 2016.

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Please provide a status update for this project.

Is the expected in-service date still December 31, 2016?

Please provide an update to the forecast costs.

Please provide a copy of the RFP.

Please provide a decision matrix employed in the decision process (you may redact applicants’
names), indicating the preferred vendor.

Response:

a) BPI response: BPI completed the planning phase of the project with the short listed vendor

(‘preferred vendor’) in May 2016 and completed the contract negotiations by mid June 2016. On

June 17, 2016, BPI signed a final Master Services Agreement (MSA) which encompassed

procurement of software licenses, hosting facilities, hosting services and implementation services

for the FIS solution. BPI has commenced the design phase of the project on June 20, 2016 and as of

August 18, 2016, BPI has completed a number of the design phase activities working with the

preferred vendor (and their methodology and approach), including:

Application walkthrough sessions completed by July 8, 2016

Application design sessions completed July 28, 2016

Data conversion design sessions are in progress

Integration design sessions are completed and integration specifications document is being
developed

To-be process flow reviews are under way and expected to complete by early September 2016.
Design books that document the outcome of design sessions are being drafted by the preferred
vendor and plans for BPI to review the design books in early September 2016.

Environment setup and application installations are complete.

Overall, all design phase activities are planned for completion by late September 2016 and BPI
and the preferred vendor do not see any issues or significant risks that could affect the
completion of these activities in the timeline planned.

b) Yes. As per the status above, design phase is well underway and on track for completion as

planned. Other activities leading up to the go-live (in-service date) are as follows:



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 207 of 339

Configuration phase activities (configuring the application based on the design session inputs)

will commence in parallel and is expected to complete by September end.

The preferred vendor will then complete their own test/quality assurance of the configured

environment before releasing to BPI for testing in early to mid-October 2016. BPI user
acceptance testing and training is expected to occur from mid-October to end of November
2016.

Deployment and rollout activities of the application are expected to occur in December 2016
leading to a fully functional live environment on December 31, 2016.

c) BPlresponse: Below is an update of the forecast costs for the FIS project. These costs are
based on the final signed contract with the FIS preferred vendor plus additional BPI internal
resource cost estimates refined based on the inputs received during the planning phase and
through contract negotiations.

Revised project cost - Capital vs Operating split by year

Cost type

Capital g

Onetime costs:

Software licensing $412,648 $412,648 1
Implementation services (external) $689,293 $344,647 $344,647 2
Internal resource costs $460,962 $152,117 $235,292 i $73,553 2
Other expenses $44,000 $44,000 1
Total onetime costs $1,606,902 $909,412 $623,938 i $73,553
Recurring costs (annual):
Support and maintenance $80,767 $80,767 1,4
Hosting charges $58,749 $58,749 1,4
Total recurring costs $139,516 ] $139,516 I S0
Total costs $1,746,419 $909,412 $763,455 $73,553
Contingency (25% of total costs) $436,605 $227,353 $190,864' $18,388
Total costs (including contingency) $2,183,023 $1,136,764 $954,318 " $91,941 J
i 52%
FIS costs |.nclt.1ded in 2016 numbers for COS $1,610,124 $845,007 $764,217 $0
Rate application
Increase / (decrease) $572,899 $290,857 $190,101 $91,941
51%
Original budget costs 548,500

Notes:

1. All licensing costs are capitalized (as intangible assets). All support, hosting and expenses are expensed to Operating & Maintenance (O&M)
2. Implementation services costs (external) are capitalized at 50%, while internal resource costs are capitalized at 33%

3. 2017 costs split out relate to end-user training on budgets and final validation of budgets for go-live in 2017 as part of the 2018 budget cycle.
4. Recurring costs for support and hosting continue in 2017 as regular operating expense; not shown here to keep tie-in to the project cost

5. The proportion of capital to total costs (50-55%) is consistent - from the COS rate application numbers to the revised FIS cost

d) 4-SEC-18-c.1 FIS-RFP.zip — contains the RFP issued and appendices that accompanied the RFP

4-SEC-18-c.2 FIS-BAFO.zip — contains the Best-And-Final-Offer (BAFO) document, which was
issued to two short listed proponents based on an evaluation of the RFP responses from the
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proponents. The BAFO was designed to get further information and a final offer for BPI

consideration and final selection.

Below is a summary of the procurement process and stages through which BPI evaluated the

RFP respondents, progressively shortlisted the respondents and leading to the final selection

of the preferred vendor:

(0}

BPl issued an RFP for the FIS solution to the market in April 2015. See copy of RFP
attached in response to (d) above
Three vendors responded to the RFP. BPI eliminated one vendor due to the lack of their
experience in the electricity distribution market and specifically in the Ontario markets.
This was a key requirement and the RFP had specifically outlined that vendors not
compliant with this requirement would not make it to the subsequent stages in the
procurement.
BPI requested the remaining 2 vendors (‘the preferred vendor’ and ‘the competing
vendor’) to provide demonstrations and supply reference checks. BPI reviewed the
demonstrations and performed reference checks to further evaluate the two vendors.
BPI used a score based evaluation framework (that was defined prior to the issue of the
RFP). Both vendors were comparable in their scores (including the pricing score)
BPI then issued a BAFO to obtain further competitive quotes from both vendors and
obtain further details on aspects of the proposal that were unclear. One of the
additional asks was for both vendors to also provide an estimate of the BPI internal
resource requirements to execute the implementation project for the FIS.
Both vendors responded to the BAFO and submitted their revised quote and responses
to questions in the BAFO, including an estimate of the BPI internal resources
On further evaluation and scoring of the BAFO responses, BPI selected the preferred
vendor for contract negotiations due to the following reasons:
= |nternal (BPI) resourcing expectations for the project were significantly higher
for the competing vendor in comparison to the preferred vendor.
= The preferred vendor’s solution was far more comprehensive and specific to an
LDC; brings together Microsoft Dynamics GP (for the core ERP functions),
Prophix (for budgeting models and Corporate Performance Management or
CPM), WennSoft Job costing solution and Quadra (Engineering standards and
estimation) . The competing vendor positions only the JD Edwards solution
(which is a core ERP solution only) without sufficient clarity or detail on the
other aspects of the requirements.
= The preferred vendor has experience implementing the solution at 20
utility/electric and related companies in Ontario with an additional 37 in the
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USA -Water, Gas and Electric. The competing vendor did not respond fully to
that question/ask. Further, BPI talked to a number of the preferred vendor
references and received positive feedback on the solution and the vendor. In
contrast, the competing vendor references did not support sufficient experience
in the Ontario LDC market.
BPI then engaged in a planning phase (scope determination phase) with the preferred
vendor to allow the vendor to fully appreciate the scope and provide a fixed price
contract for the hosting, software, implementation and support services. BPI also
explored alternative models of hosting with the preferred vendor and comparative
pricing under each model before determining the model and solution that best fit BPI
needs. The outcome of the planning phase and the contract negotiations further
confirmed that the preferred vendor was best suited to meet BPI’s needs.
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IR: 4-Staff-44
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 10

Brantford Power has amortized the implementation costs of its system improvements over 5 years,
similar to the process employed in a custom IR application.

a) Please explain why Brantford Power believes that this treatment is appropriate in a one year
cost of service application.

Response:

The primary motivation for proposing this approach was to ensure that the 2017 OM&A revenue
requirement impact for this major multi-year Information System Integration and Renewal Program did
not reflect a higher OM&A component than the average level of annual costs during the next five years.
The level of 2017 costs would be higher than the average annual costs simply because of the timing and
mix of the particular projects scheduled for roll out in 2017.

As the annual program OM&A cost represents a blend of transitional and on-going costs, the
establishment of the 2017 OM&A revenue requirement based solely on the total expected level of cost
for that single period would establish a level of funding that exceeds what would be required during the
subsequent IRM years.

Given the expected lumpy and varied OM&A levels required to complete this multi-year Information
System Integration and Renewal Program, BPI believes it is a fairer approach to establish the base
OM&A funding level at the average level for the period for the following reasons:

e It recognizes that this is a multi-year program with overall objective to renew BPI’s Information
System infrastructure and as a result, it does not have the same spending characteristics of regular
ongoing OM&A expenses i.e. the base set in a given year is not necessarily the requirement in
subsequent years as is often the case with regular OM&A spending;

e As the multi-year Information System Integration and Renewal Program involves a number of
specific projects, during each year of the program, the required OM&A costs will reflect the
following cost components particular to the menu and stage of completion for the particular
projects planned for that year:

0 OMR&A costs related to particular legacy systems that will end once equivalent replacement
systems are in place;

0 the go-forward level of OM&A once the systems are in service;
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0 One time OM&A costs related to the implementation of new systems and decommissioning

of old systems;

0 Overlapping OM&A costs as both systems are operational during implementation and
testing;

0 Annualization in subsequent years of the above noted cost changes depending on when the
new systems are put into service and old systems are removed,;

0 Annual changes in the portfolio and stage of projects will result in changing costing
characteristics as the business completes a project and begins to ramp up with related new
one-time and on-going transitional costs for the next project as those for the previous
projects are no longer required. Although all projects are components of the Information
System Integration and Renewal Program, each project will have its own scope and cost
elements that can materially differ and impact the overall OM&A costs for any fiscal year

depending on the roster for that particular year.

With the amount of variables outlined above, the net annual OM&A requirements for the program
will differ from year to year due to the specific circumstances related to the difficulty, timing and
scope of particular projects scheduled. The proposed approach will smooth out those impacts over
the term of this Cost of Service application for this specific cost envelope.

The OEB has already accepted the amortization approach on specific cost envelopes in the past by
providing for the smoothing of OM&A costs related to a cost of service application over a number of
years. Although this approach is related to a different specific cost envelope, Brantford submits the
nature of its Information System Integration and Renewal Program would also benefit customers if a

similar approach was accepted in this limited context.
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IR: 4-Staff-45
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 10, Table 4.2-C

Brantford Power’s new FIS is proposed to be in service December 31, 2016. Please explain why the
annual support fees for the current FIS continue to be paid to the City of Brantford after the new FIS is
implemented.

Response:

BPI is not planning to migrate the detailed historical transaction data from the existing City FIS system to
the new FIS system. In order to meet the regulatory and other requirements on retention of data, BPI
has requested the City to allow BPI to maintain access to the historical information in the existing City
FIS. Accordingly, the costs for FIS support have been retained at the same level year on year.
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IR: 4-Staff-46
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 11

Brantford Power has deferred its new CIS project until 2017, after completion of the FIS.

a) Please provide a status update for the CIS project, given any known delays in the FIS
implementation.

b) How do any delays in implementing FIS or CIS affect the implementation of proposed OMS and
TOU?

Response:

a) BPIlresponse:

Status update for the CIS procurement project: BPI has prepared an initial draft of the RFP for the new

CIS system. The RFP was on hold until BPI had completed the procurement of the new FIS system. With
the completion of the FIS system procurement in June 2016, BPI has revived the efforts to review and
finalize the RFP for the new CIS. Currently, BPI is performing this review and expects to issue the RFP to
the market by early to mid October 2016.

FIS status: As explained in para (a) of the response to 4-Staff-43 question, there are no known delays at
this point on the FIS implementation. And BPI expects to proceed as planned on the CIS procurement.

b) BPI response: Currently there are no foreseen delays in the FIS or CIS procurement that will impact

the implementation of the proposed OMS and TOU.
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IR: 4-Staff-47
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 13

The OMS and TOU systems have been budgeted based on a vendor quote.

a) Please describe the specific procurement processes that would be undertaken for these

projects.
b) Please provide an update on the status and costs for these projects.

Response:
a) BPIlresponse: BPI, in accordance with the procurement policy, plans to issue a formal RFP and
obtain responses, similar to the process and steps taken in the procurement of the new FIS. At a

minimum the following steps will be taken for the procurement:

e Issue RFP to market
e Obtain responses to the RFP from proponents and evaluate the responses using a scoring

framework similar to the one used for the FIS selection
e Demonstrations from shortlisted vendors
e Reference call checks on all shortlisted vendors

e Contract negotiations and contract finalization.

b) BPI response: Currently the costs incurred on these projects so far are minimal. BPI is focused
on the current FIS implementation and the CIS procurement. BPI expects the implementation
timelines for the OMS and TOU projects to be relatively short. On completing the selection of
the new CIS solution in late 2016, BPI will further evaluate integration of the prospective OMS
and prospective TOU data with new
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IR: 4-Staff-48
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 13

Brantford Power is forecasting a decrease in services provided to affiliates in 2017 due to the plan to sell
BGlI to the City of Brantford in 2016.

a) Please provide the proportion of executive services provided to each affiliate in each of 2014,
2015 and 2016.
b) Please provide a status update on the proposed sale of BGI.

Response:

a) The table below outlines the proportion of services each year, calculated as the proportion of
CEO and CFO salary allocated to affiliates compared to the total.

Year Proportion Executive Services Allocated to Affiliates *
2014 11%
2015 37%
2016 24%

* excluded Executive Assistant

b) The City of Brantford (COB), Brantford Generation Inc. (BGI) and Infrastructure Ontario (I0) have
reached an agreement in principle to have the COB acquire all assets from BGI. For greater
clarity given the wording of the question could imply the sale of the entity, the COB is acquiring
all tangible and intangible assets from BGI. The COB is not acquiring BGI as a legal entity. The
transaction closed on August 18, 2016.

As at May 2, 2016, all BGI operational responsibilities and custody of the assets have been
transferred to the COB pending the transaction close. Consequently, the Executive Services no
longer relate to facility operations. The remaining BPI responsibilities will be limited to a
custodian role of the legal entity including being responsible for the remaining corporate
administration functions until such time as the legal entity is dissolved anticipated later in 2016
or early 2017.
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IR: 4-Staff-49
Ref: Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-K, page 19

One of the next steps identified in the compensation review process is identifying the frequency of
future reviews. What are Brantford Power’s plans regarding future compensation reviews?

Response:

BPI does not anticipate it will conduct another fulsome compensation review within the next 5 year
period. BPl intends to use this period to implement the planned outcomes of the compensation review,
and to monitor progress and assess the effectiveness of the measures. If developments occur which
impact BPI’s ability to attract and retain talent, BPI will undertake reviews as necessary.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 217 of 339

IR: 4-Staff-50
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 2

Brantford Power has provided two sets of tables in its variance analysis for FTEs. Please explain the

difference between these sets of tables.

Response:

The additional FTE variance analysis tables in Exhibit 4 appear as the result of a formatting error in the
document. Please refer to the headings in each variance analysis explanation and to table 4.4-D for a
confirmation of the correct variances.
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Brantford Power’s FTEs have increased by 14% from 58 to 66 from 2013 OEB-approved. OEB staff notes

that some of these positions are temporary.

a) Please provide the number of permanent and temporary positions contained in the 2017 test

year.

b) Please provide the end date of the temporary positions included in the 2017 test year.

Response:

a) The 2017 test year includes 65 permanent and 6 temporary positions. Note these are counted

on the basis of headcount, not FTE.

b) The table below shows the end dates for the positions included in the 2017 year. BPI notes that
some of these positions are included in the system integration project OM&A costs which are

proposed to be amortized over 5 years.

Dept
Customer Service
Customer Service
Customer Service
Customer Service

Finance
Customer Service

Title
Supervisor
summer student
Customer Service/Billing Representative
Customer Service/Billing Representative
Acting Manager
Customer Service/Billing Representative

Start Date
1-Apr-17
1-Jun-17
1-Apr-17
1-Apr-17
current
1-Jun-17

End Date
31-Mar-19
1-Sep-17
31-Mar-19
31-Mar-19
31-Dec-17
31-Dec-17
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IR: 4-Staff-52

Ref:

Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 2, page 2

Brantford Power introduced its STI program to senior leadership in 2014.

a) For each of 2014 and 2015, please provide the total possible maximum payout and actual total
amount paid (NB — total, not per person)
b) Please provide the KPIs and KPI targets and actual performance for each of these years.
c) Please describe any plans that Brantford Power has to roll out the program to other levels of
staff.
Response:
a) The total STIP Incentive Paid in each year, as well as the maximum possible payout for the

b)

executive group is shown in the table below:

Total Paid  Maximum Payout
2014 S 88,802.00 $ 103,918.74
2015 $ 79,178.00 $ 106,741.86

BPI notes this is the amount for the full executive group (made up of three VPs and the CEQ). The
maximum payout averages 18% of salary. The program was developed based on the work done
with the Hay Group, which considered similar programs in comparable utilities, and the program
was designed towards the median (50" percentile) of the industry practice. The amount paid in
any year is related directly to BPI’s performance on its corporate scorecard.

Refer to attachments to 1-SEC-9. Additionally, Attachment 4-Staff-52 is BPI’s 2014 Corporate KPI
document.

BPI plans to roll out a similar program this year to the non-union exempt staff. The planis to
implement for the 2017 performance year BPI plans to begin this rollout in Q4 2016. The program
will also be related to the corporate scorecard KPIs in the same methodology as the previous 3
years.
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IR: 4-Staff-53

Ref:

Exhibit 4, Tab 5, Schedule 1, page 2

Brantford Power plans to negotiate a new shared services agreement to be effective January 1, 2017.

a) Please provide a status update for these negotiations.

b) If complete, please provide a copy of the new agreement.

c) If complete, please outline any impacts to Brantford Power’s OM&A costs arising from the new
agreement. Please include these impacts in the revisions requested in the response to 1-Staff-1,
above.

Response:
a) BPI has some preliminary discussions with the City of Brantford to initiate discussions regarding

b)

c)

the renewed SLA Agreement. BPI will assume Accounts Payable, Banking, Financial Information
System (FIS), and Payroll responsibilities with the new FIS, which will be in service by December
31%, 2016. It is expected that the terms for the provision of other services will continue in
keeping with the current agreement. BPI has not completed discussions nor has BPI drafted or
signed a revised agreement. BPI has discussed the concept of renewing the existing agreement
on a month to month basis until BPI can assess the organizational impact of FIS and whether
changes in the remaining City of Brantford services are warranted.

As indicated above, the negotiations are not complete.

The negotiations are not complete.
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IR: 4-Staff-54
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 7, Schedule 2

Brantford Power has included $13,560 in Incremental Costs related to its cost of service application.
Please describe these costs.

Response:

The incremental costs include primarily incremental overtime cost, as well as other costs such as
printing and courier costs.
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IR: 4-Staff-55

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 4, Page 2

Brantford Power provided the actuarial expense from 2013 to 2017. Please complete the 2017 Chapter
2 Appendix 2-KA.

Response:

BPI has provided the completed Appendix 2-KA below:

Appendix 2-KA
OPEBs (Other Post-Employment Benefits) Costs

A Please indicate if OPEBs were recovered on a cash or accrual accounting basis for each year since the distributor started to recover OPEBs

Notes:
(Please add any information to explain the accounting basis used for OPEBs cost recowery in rate setting. If basis is other than Cash or Accrual, an explanation is

In its 2013 Application, BPI moved to the cash basis for Post-Retirement Benefits expense, because actuarial costs were unavailable following BPI's 2012 restructuring
whereby it ceased to become a virtual utility.

B Please complete the following table:
Cash Basis - all OM&A
OPEBS 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Amounts included in |cash cash cash cash accrual - proposed
OM&A $ 108,000.00 | $ 108,000.00 | $ 108,000.00 | $ 108,000.00 | $ 120,272.17 | $ 552,272.17
Capital $ - $ $ $ $ $ -
Total $ 108,000.00 | $ $ $ $ $ 108,000.00
Paid benefit amountq-$ 108,682.00 |-$ 70,000.00 |-$ 52,222.00 |-$ 55,147.00 |-$ 55,698.17 |-$ 341,749.17
included in rates
relative to amounts |.g 682.00 | $ 38,000.00 | $ 55,778.00 | $ 52,853.00 | $ 64,574.00 | $ 210,523.00
actually paid.

C Please describe what the distributor has done with the recoveries in excess of cash payments:
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Brantford Power provided the 2015 Actuarial Report which determined the 2015 net benefit cost. Did
Brantford Power obtain an actuarial report for the transition to IFRS? If yes, please provide the report

and indicate the change in OPEBs due to the transition to IFRS.

Response:

BPI obtained a summary Actuarial Report in CGAAP for 2015, which is included as Attachment 4-Staff-
56. The change in OPEBS cost due to the transition to MIFRS is and increase of $37,717 in 2015, related
to the recognition of actuarial gains in OCI for MIFRS as opposed to in Net Benefit Cost under CGAAP.

2015
CGAAP
Net Benefit Cost
Accrual for service $71,129.00
Interest on Accrued Benefits S 43,753.00

Actuarial (gains) losses during the year ($31,717.00)

Net Benefit Cost Incurred $83,165.00

2015
MIFRS
Defined Benefit Cost

Service Cost

Net interest cost on net defined
benefit liability (asset)

Defined Benefit Cost

Re-measurements of net
defined benefit liability

Actuarial loss( gain) arising from
changes in financial
assumptions

Total amount recognized in OCI

$71,129.00

$ 43,753.00

$114,882.00

$(31,717.00)

$(31,717.00)
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IR: 4-Staff-57

Ref:

Exhibit 4, Tab 9, Schedule 1, Pages 9, 11-15

With regards to the depreciation schedules from 2013 to 2017:

a)

b)

Please explain why the useful lives on new additions for each account is different each year from
2013 to 2017 (E.g. Account 1830 is 18.31 years, 47.33 years, 43.19 years, 27.04 years, 26.67
years from 2013 to 2017).
Please explain how the useful lives in the depreciation schedules reconcile to that in Chapter 2
Appendix 2-BB (E.g. Account 1830 is 45 years).
There is a depreciation expense adjustment from the loss on retirement of assets of $100k in
2017.
i Please explain to what this loss pertains.
ii. No other gains or losses on retirement of assets were included from 2013 to 2016.
Please explain why this is the case and please explain Brantford Power’s process for
identifying gains and losses on retirement of assets.

Response:

a)

b)

This is due to the fact that there are different useful lives used within each USoA account. For
example, in Account 1830- Poles, Towers and Fixtures, BPl has Wooden Poles with a useful life
of 45 years, Concrete Poles with a useful life of 60 years and Major Inspection-Poles with a
useful life of 3 years. Therefore BPI has taken the weighted average of the addition values and
the useful lives for each component of 1830 for each year.

As mentioned above, BPI uses the weighted average method to calculate depreciation expense
each year. For example in Chapter 2 Appendix 2-BB under Account 1830 is Wooden Poles with a
useful life of 45 years and Concrete Poles with a useful life of 60 years. This reconciles with the
useful lives that BPI has used in the depreciation schedules, however the useful lives shown in
the depreciation schedules are the weighted average for account 1830 as a whole, whereas the
useful lives shown in Chapter 2 Appendix 2-BB is the useful life for each component under each
account, in this case, each component of 1830.

i) This loss pertains to the disposal of Poles (1830) and Transformers (1850). As per Chapter 2
Appendix 2-BA “Where a distributor for general financial reporting purposes under IFRS has
accounted for the amount of gain or loss on the retirement of assets in a pool of like assets as a
charge or credit to income, for reporting and rate application filings, the distributor shall
reclassify such gains and losses as depreciation expense, and disclose the amount separately.”
ii) Prior to 2017, loss on disposal is recorded into variance account 1575- IFRS-CGAAP Transition
PP&E. From 2017 going forward, loss on disposal is grouped with amortization, therefore should
be recorded into 5705- Amortization Expense.

BPI has two different process for identifying gains and losses on retirement of assets:
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Outright sale/trade-in of an identifiable asset (ie fleet disposals):

a) System is reviewed to determine if any residual value exists for the asset

b) Asset is written off

c) Any proceeds on disposal are net against the NBV to determine total gain/loss

Early disposal of pooled assets:

a)
b)

c)
d)

e)

f)

Finance gets the GIS data for poles and transformers on a quarterly basis

Compare the data to the previous quarter data to determine which assets are no
longer in service

Review installation dates from the GIS data to determine which items haven’t been
fully amortized

Confirm with Engineering that the asset was removed and wasn’t just a GIS clean up
change

Determine average cost of the asset based on the number of the particular type of
asset that were installed in the same year that were still in service at the beginning
of the year (ie wooden poles installed in 2006)

Write off the estimated cost and accumulated amortization of the asset
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IR: 4-Staff-58

Ref: Attachment 4-F PILS model

Ref: Attachment 4-G 2015 Draft tax return

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Pages 11 and 32
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 9, Schedule 1, Page 7

a) Historical Year UCC is $57.5M in the PILS model and $56.8M in Schedule 8 of the 2015 tax
return, a difference of $743k. Please explain the difference between the UCCs and revise the
PILS model as needed.

b) In Exhibit 2, the cost of the new “Property B” of $14.5M is included in rate base in 2016, where
$4.5M is allocated to land and $10.25M is allocated to building (page 32).

i Please explain how this allocation was determined.
ii. Please explain why the $10.25M is added to the PILS model UCC in Class 1 at 4% and not
Class 1 Enhanced at 6%. Please revise the PILS model as needed.

c) Inthe PILS model, depreciation expense of $3.9M is added back to 2017 net income before
taxes. In Exhibit 4, 2017 depreciation expense for rate setting purposes is $3.7M (after fully
allocated depreciation). Please explain why $3.7M is not used in the PILS model. If the reason is
due to an error, please revise the model accordingly.

Response:
a) Schedule 8 of the 2015 tax return. Refer to the table below for the updated Schedule 8-

Historical Year.
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UCC End of Less: Non- UCC Regulated
Class Class Description Year Historical | Distribution ) A
. Historical Year
per tax returns Portion

1 Distribution System - post 1987 27,601,502 27,601,502
1 Enhanced |Non-residential Buildings Reg. 1100(1)(a.1) election 0
2 Distribution System - pre 1988 0
8 General Office/Stores Equip 566,830 566,830
10 Computer Hardware/ Vehicles 665,639 665,639
10.1 Certain Automobiles 0
12 Computer Software 56,463 56,463
13, Lease#1 12,781 12,781
13, Lease #2 8,143 8,143
135 Lease #3 10,845 10,845
13,4 Lease #4 0
14 Franchise 0
17 New Electrical Generating Equipment Acq'd after Feb 27/00 Other Than Bldgs 0
42 Fibre Optic Cable 0
43.1 Certain Energy-Efficient Electrical Generating Equipment 0
43.2 Certain Clean Energy Generation Equipment 0
45 Computers & Systems Software acq'd post Mar 22/04 0
46 Data Network Infrastructure Equipment (acq'd post Mar 22/04) 0
47 Distribution System - post February 2005 27,799,956 27,799,956
50 Data Network Infrastructure Equipment - post Mar 2007 28,835 28,835
52 Computer Hardware and system software 0
95 CWIP 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
SUB-TOTAL - UCC 56,750,995 0 56,750,995

b) This is no longer an issue with BPI’s revised request to remove the building. Therefore BPI has

not provided an answer to subsection b).

¢) The PILS model adds back total deprecation (including fleet depreciation) as CCA is deducted

instead for tax purposes on depreciable property. Fleet is included in Class 10 and therefore CCA

is taken as a deduction on the tax return. Had BPI not added back the amortization on fleet, we

would be taking a deduction on fleet twice (amortization & CCA). This is the same treatment as
the 2015 tax return.
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IR: 4-Staff-59

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 2, Page 2
Property tax of $120,247 for 2017 does not appear to be included in the RRWF.

a) Please update the RRWF for property taxes.

Response:

a) BPlis withdrawing its request for building funding, and therefore does not have any property
taxes associated with the building. However, there is $20,031 in property taxes associated with
land that holds BPI’s Distribution, Station, Building and Fixtures and BPI has made an adjustment
in the RRWF in 1-Staff-1 accordingly. This amount was originally included in OM&A, but has
since been re-mapped to account 6105- Taxes Other Than Income Taxes.
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IR: 4-Staff-60
REF: Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-H, Burman Report

a)

f)

g)

Please confirm that Brantford is requesting approval of lost revenues that totals $283,013.93

and is made up of the following components:

e Lost revenues in 2013 from persisting 2006-2010 CDM savings in 2013 in the amount of
$118,381.22; and,

e Lost revenues in 2013 and 2014 (in account 1568) from savings from 2011, 2012, 2013
and 2014 CDM programs in 2013 and 2014 in the amount of $164,632.71.

Please provide all LRAM and LRAMVA calculations included within Brantford’s application and

the Burman report in live, unlocked MS Excel format.

Please provide all historic LRAM and LRAMVA requests for disposition and approvals that

Brantford has received in the past.

Please provide additional rationale that supports Brantford’s request to collect LRAM amounts

related to the persisting savings of historic 2006-2010 CDM programs in 2013. In your response,

please refer to Brantford’s delayed 2012 cost of service application.

Related to Brantford’s 2013 load forecast and CDM manual adjustment, please provide

responses to the questions below:

i) Please explicitly show the CDM amounts that were included as part of Brantford’s 2013 load
forecast.

ii) Please expand on the discussion at Exhibit 4, Tab 11, Schedule 3, Page 2 of 3, where
Brantford discusses its LRAMVA baseline. Please provide the CDM manual adjustment that
was included and approved as part of Brantford’s 2013 cost of service application.

iii) Please reconcile the Load Forecast CDM Component rows of the Brantford Power LRAMVA
Calculation table on page 13 of 18 of the Burman report with the CDM manual adjustment
amounts included in Brantford’s load forecast that were approved as part of Brantford’s
2013 cost of service application.

Brantford is requesting to recover LRAMVA amounts in 2013 and 2014 related to the persisting

CDM savings from 2011 and 2012 CDM programs. Please discuss the appropriateness of this

request as Brantford had an updated load forecast, based on actual historic data (including CDM

savings from 2011 and 2012), approved as part of its 2013 cost of service application.

Staff has identified a number of inconsistencies between Brantford’s 2013 Final Results from the

IESO and those savings included in its LRAMVA calculations. Specifically, the net energy savings

in 2013 for the following 2013 CDM programs appear to not reconcile:
e Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet
e Home Assistance Program
e HVAC
e HVAC Incentives
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e DR-3
e Energy Audit
e New Construction
e Business Retrofit
e High Performance New Construction
Please remove any demand savings related to demand response programs (Demand Response
3) in accordance with the OEB’s Report (EB-2016-0182) issued on May 19, 2016.

Response:

a)

b)

c)

BPI confirms it is requesting the amount of $118,381.22 for the persistence of 2006-2010 CDM
savings into 2013. BPI’s total request (in account 1568) is for $168,398.00 including carrying
charges. This represents the impact of 2011 to 2014 programs in 2014. BPI is not claiming the
amount of $3,307 calculated by Burman as the differences between the LRAMVA baseline
included in the 2013 COS and the 2013 Actual CDM results. BPI’s Settlement Agreement in EB-
2012-0109 included the agreement that no amounts for 2013 would be booked to Account
1568. The derivation of the $168,398 included for disposition in account 1568 is below:

Burman LRAMVA total (excl. carrying charges) $164,633.00
Less: Amount calculated for 2013 impact S (3,307.00)
Plus Carrying Charges S 2,072.00
Total Claim $163,398.00

Please find as attachment 4-## a live excel version of BPI’s calculations for LRAM and LRAMVA.
BPI does not have a live excel version of the calculations in the Burman report. BPI has
requested such a version, however Burman has declined to release the live excel version of the
report in order to protect proprietary efficiencies built into the model. BPI understands that in
previous cases involving Burman clients, this rationale for not providing the live calculations has
been acceptable to Board Staff. In future LRAMVA claims, BPI will submit live calculations via the
new LRAMVA work form, released in 2016 after BPI had filed this Application.

The table below summarizes BPI’s past LRAM and LRAMVA Application and Decision outcomes:


http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/oeb/_Documents/EB-2016-0182/Report_Policy_LRAMVA_Calculation_20160519.pdf
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LRAM
LRAMVA

LRAM
LRAMVA

LRAM
LRAMVA

Application

Decision

EB-2011-0147 (Rates Effective May 1, 2012)

Revenues Lost

Revenues lost

Revenues lost
due to
Programs from
2005 to 2010
N/A

Revenues Lost
in

2005 to 2010
N/A

Revenues lost

Revenues Lost
. due to

n Programs from
2011 2005 to 2010
N/A N/A

Revenues lost
due to
Programs from

2006 to 2010

Revenues Lost
in

2012

Amount in due to Amount
Programs from
S 643,351 2005 to 2010 2005 to 2011 $ 515,439
$ - N/A N/A $ -
EB-2012-0109 ( Rates Effective March 1, 2014)
Revenues Lost Revenues lost
Amount in due to Amount
Programs from
S 118,456 2005 to 2010 2011 S 118,456
$ 103,767 2011 to 2012 2011 to 2012 S -
EB-2014-0187 ( Rates Effective January 1,2015)
Revenues Lost Revenues lost
Amount in due to Amount
Programs from
$ 116,048 2012 2006 to 2010 $ 116,048
$ 107,734 2011 to 2012 2011 to 2012 $ 107,734

2011and 2012 2011 and 2012

d) The CDM Guidelines and the OEB’s approval of BPI’s previous and similar LRAM claims are the

basis of BPI's understanding that it is eligible for the current LRAM claim. Namely the following

items:

1) Distributors are eligible for LRAM claims related to pre-2011 CDM programs until new rates,

based on a load forecast which has incorporated CDM results, are approved by the OEB;

2) The OEB confirmed in its Decision that BPI’s 2008 load forecast did not incorporate the impacts

of CDM programs.

3) BPI’s distribution rates did not reflect an updated load forecast which included a CDM
component until March 1, 2014 (the effective date of the OEB’s Decision and Order in EB-2012-
0109). The load forecast underpinning distribution rates charged throughout 2013 was the load

forecast from BPI’s 2008 Application.

Therefore BPI understands that it should be able to claim lost revenues related to pre-2011 programs in

2013.
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BPI had been originally scheduled to file a new cost of service rate application with a test year of 2012.
On April 28, 2011, BPl issued a letter to the OEB requesting permission to defer its Cost of Service
beyond the 2012 rate year. On June 17, 2011, the OEB confirmed it would not require BPI to rebase its
rates for the 2012 year.

If BPI had rebased its rates for the 2012 rate year, the load forecast would have reflected CDM
reductions, preventing the creation of lost revenues in 2012 and 2013. However, as the distribution
rates were not adjusted to incorporate the load forecast effects of CDM until 2014, BPI met the
conditions for LRAM recovery in 2013. The intent of the current LRAMVA and the previous LRAM
mechanism is to keep distributors revenue neutral for CDM activities between rebasing applications.

e) 1) the CDM was reflected through the "manual adjustment"” reduction of 2,538,855 kWh to the
test year forecast for billed energy, representing projected 2013 CDM results of 5,077,710,
adjusted for the half-year rule.

li) The manual adjustment is as follows ( on the billed energy level, per rate class):

Residential (673,430.62) kWh
GS<50 (904,860.72) kWh
GS>50 (960,563.40) kWh
Total (2,538,854.74) kWh
GS>50 kW/kWhRatio 0.002545725

GS>50 KW (2,445.33) kW

iii)
Comparison of expected 2011-2013 programs in 2013 to actual 2011-2013 programs in 2013

Difference is the impact of 2011 and 2012 actual programs and 2013 half year.

Total manual adjustment

Half year of expected 2013 results (2,538,854.74)
Expected full year results 2013 ( per Settlement) (5,077,709.48)
Add: Expected impact of 2012 results in 2013 (5,232,705.00)
Add: Expected impact of 2011 results in 2013 (4,498,762.00)
Expected 2011-2013 results in 2013 (14,809,176.48)

Allocation of Expected 2011-2013 results among rate classes:
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Variable
Distributi
% kWh allocated kWh-kW on Rt Baseline Amount
allocated Adjustment (2014
weighted
avg)
Residential 27% 3,928,130.30 NA $0.0141 S 55,517.57
GS<50 36% 5,278,065.33 NA $0.0067 S 35,187.10
GS>50 38% 5,602,979.85 14,263.65 $2.9072 S 41,467.52

S 132,172.20

The stated LRAMVA baseline from BPI’s settlement proposal in EB-2012-0109 includes the
assumed impact of 2011 and 2012 programs in 2013. For an apples-to-apples comparison in the
calculation of LRAMVA using this baseline, BPI believes it is necessary to include the 2011 and
2012 savings.

BPI agrees there were a number of inconsistencies between Brantford’s 2013 Final Results from
the IESO and those savings included in its LRAMVA calculations. Please refer to interrogatory 3-
VECC-23 and 3-VECC-22, in particular, Attachment 3-VECC-22 which is an updated report from
Berman Energy Consultants which now agrees with the IESO results including any adjustment

for prior years being reflected in the correct year. An updated LRAM claim has been provided
under 3-VECC-22 b)

Please refer to 3-VECC-22 b) for an updated LRAM/LRAMVA claim. BPI confirms there are no
DR-3 amounts included in the updated claim amounts.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-31

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Does Table 4.1-A include costs associated with property taxes and LEAP? If not, please provide the
additional costs associated with each of these items for the 2013 through 2017 period, including Board
approved 2013.

Response:

BPI confirms, Table 4.1-A includes costs associated with Property Taxes and LEAP.



IR: 4-Energy Probe-32
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1
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Please provide the most recent year-to-actual OM&A expenses available for the 2016 bridge year in the

same level of detail as shown in Table 4.1-A. Please also provide the figures for the corresponding

period in 2015.

Response:
Refer to Table 4-EP-32 below.

Table 4-EP-32
2016 June | 2015 June
Expenses
YTD YTD
Distribution E -
istri u ion Expenses 721,809 516,556
Operation
Distribution Expenses -
) 574,693 613,642
Maintenance
Billing and Collecting 1,471,603 | 1,200,323
Community Relations 2,187 7,741
Administrative and
1,851,356 | 1,302,438
General Expenses
Total 4,621,649 | 3,640,701
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-33
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1

With respect to each of the following items in Table 4.2-B:

a) Smart meter contra adjustment — Was any of the $536,035 shown as adjustments in 2013 and
2014 costs that were actually incurred in 2013 and 2014 or were these amounts that were
incurred in 2012 and previous years? Please explain fully.

b) What was the actual OM&A expense incurred in 2013 related to smart meters and is this
amount included in the 2013 Board approved and/or 2013 actuals?

c) Employee future benefits actuarial valuation and severance adjustments — Please break these
costs into each of the items noted. Please also indicate which adjustments were one-time
events.

d) Construction materials and supplies — line transformers — Please explain why this is an
adjustment to OM&A when it appears these would be capital costs.

e) One-Time costs relating to Cost of Service filing — Is the $63,700 shown for 2016 included in
Table 4.1-A for 20167 Is this amount also included in the regulatory costs that are proposed to
be amortized over 5 years?

Response:

a) The 2013 Board Approved OM&A costs were settled in February 2014, using November 2013
YTD actuals to project the costs for the remainder of the year. The 2013 Actual OM&A costs
included a credit of $174,035 representing smart meter operating costs that were reallocated
from OM&A to Account 1555 (Smart Meter Capital & Recovery) as the disposition of smart
meters did not occur until February 2014. The 2013 Board Approved trial balance was based on
November YTD balances, which did not include these adjustments for smart meters, creating a
variance from 2013 Board Approved Trial Balance to 2013 actual Trial Balance. Beginning in
2014, the OM&A costs relating to meters were kept in OM&A, therefore creating another
variance from 2013 actuals to 2014 actuals. The remaining $362,000 represents amortization
expense on smart meters that was offset by 5705 (amortization expense). These adjustments
were not reflected in the Board Approved OM&A costs. The smart meter disposition took place
in February 2014, as a result of the 2013 Cost of Service application, and therefore smart meter
operating costs remained in OM&A during 2014 and future years. Beginning in 2014,
amortization expense on smart meters was posted directly to account 5705, instead of a
regulatory asset account.



b) See above.
c) Only the severance accrual adjustment is a one-time item.
d) Please see the breakout below :
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2013 BA to 2013 AC 2013 ACto 2014
Adjustment for severance accrual S 252,373.00 (337,141.00)
Retiree Benefits S - (86,216.55)
Total S 252,373.00 (423,357.55)

e) This was an accounting error and should have been capital and not OM&A.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-34
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Where is the increase associated with the facility manager position shown for 2017, given that
this cost was capitalized in 20167?

b) What is the increase in 2017 relative to 2016 associated with this position?

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information. As part of this change, BPI has removed the costs

associated with facility manager position.



IR: 4-Energy Probe-35
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1
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a) Please provide a reconciliation between the changes shown for 2016 and 2017 of $868,191 and
-$486,476, respectively, for the system integration projects shown in Table 4.2-B and the figures

shown in in Tables 4.2-C through 4.2-F.

b) Please explain what costs are included in the implementation costs associated with the FIS and

CIS and explain why these costs are expensed and not capitalized.

c) What are the capital costs associated with the FIS and CIS projects and where are they reflected
in the fixed asset continuity schedules for 2016 and 20177

Response:

a)Please note that 2015 information is not provided in Tables 4.2-C through 4.2-F. The following

reconciliation includes 2015 as it would appear had it been included in those tables. BPI has

discovered there was an amount allocated to SIP projects of $43k that should not have been.

This is identified in the reconciliation as the Cost Driver Table allocation error.

It is important to note that this error only affected the classification in the Cost Driver Table

and that the budget and revenue requirement amounts are correctly stated in the application.

Change Change 2016-
2015 2016 2015-2016 2017 2017
Table 4.2-C-FIS 15,336 778,428 763,092 289,642 (488,786)
Table 4.2-D - CIS 562,704 636,775 74,071 1,496,137 859,362
Table 4.2-E - Other SIP - 31,029 31,029 306,905 275,876
578,040 ~ 1,446,232 868,192 = 2,092,684 646,452
Normalization of 2017-2021 costs (Table 4.2-F) - (1,176,180)
Net Change 868,192 (529,728)
Net Change (as shown in Table 4.2-B) 868,191 (486,476)
Vaiance (Cost Driver Table Allocation Error) 1 (43,252)

b) Not all costs have been expensed. Some of the costs have been capitalized. BPI has estimated
and capitalized the software license costs and any costs directly related to putting the
software to use (such as implementation services fees and cost of internal resources time for
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design, build and testing activities). Expensed costs include annual hosting fees, annual

enhancement or maintenance fees, and portion of the implementation services fees and cost

of internal resource time for project management, training and other administrative

activities).

c) Table 4.2-C (FIS — Implementation and OM&A Costs) and Table 4.2-D (CIS Implementation and
OMA&A costs) only show the portion of the costs that are expensed to OM&A. The capitalized

costs are included in the assets - see Exhibit: 2 — Attachment A — DSP, Figure 54: General Plant

Capital Projects forecast.

Below are the details on the costs included and whether they have been capitalized, expensed

or partly capitalized.

Type of cost

Description / detail

Capital vs Expense
treatment

Software license cost

Cost of the software licenses (including
base module license costs which is fixed
and per-user license costs) paid (or
expected to be paid) to the software
vendor. Per-user license costs are
estimated based on the number of users
and applying the rates for licensing (some
software vendors license based on
concurrent users and others based on
named user license).

Capital (intangible asset)

Software annual

enha

ncement fee (or

maintenance)

Annual fees charged by the software
vendor to allow access to software
updates, releases and upgrades. The fee
is typically a percentage of the above
software license cost.

Expense

Implementation services
costs (or professional

fees)

Costs paid to external consultants for
services rendered to implement the
software. Typical activities performed by
the external consultants include software
installation, design, configuration of the
procured software to suit BPI needs,
building interfaces and reports required
by BPI, quality assurance and testing and
other project management and

Cost of implementation
services towards design,
build and test of the
software are treated as
capital. These were
estimated at 50% of the
overall implementation
services costs based on the
estimates provided by the
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Type of cost Description / detail Capital vs Expense
treatment
administrative activities necessary to FIS consultant.

successfully implement the software Cost of implementation

solution. services towards other
activities (like project
management, training etc.)
are treated as expense.
Remaining 50% of the
implementation services
costs treated as expense and

included in OM&A.

Hosting charges Annual charges paid for hosting the Expensed entirely.
software at a third party hosting provider

Internal resources costs | Cost of internal resources time to Similar to the external
implement the software solutions. Similar | professional fees, a portion

activities as performed by the external of the internal costs are
consultant above but required to be capitalized. BPI estimates
performed by BPl employees. 33% of the internal costs to

be invested in design, build
and testing activities and has
hence capitalized these.
Remaining 67% is expected
to be project management,
training, data clean-up and
other administrative
activities and expensed.

d) In 2016, $845,907 is the capital cost associated with FIS which is reflected under 1925-
Computer Software in the continuity schedules. In 2017, $682,149 and $239,904 are the
capital costs associated with the CIS and Operations and Customer Service OMS projects
respectively. These additions are also included under 1925- Computer Software in the
continuity schedules.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-36
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 15

The evidence states that BPI is forecasting a decrease in service provided to the affiliates in the 2017

test year, resulting in an increase in OM&A because BPI will no longer be providing services to BGl, as a

result of the plan to sell BGI’s assets to the City of Brantford.

a) What is current status of this proposed sale?

b) Please confirm that the total cost of providing the services to BPI and its affiliates is not going
up, but rather BPI will be allocated a larger portion of the costs in the test year.

c) Please explain why the total cost of providing the services to BPI and its affiliates is not
decreasing, given that services will no longer be provided to BGI.

Response:

a)

b)

Please refer to the response to 4-Staff-48, part b.

The total cost of providing services to BPI and its affiliates will be going up in the normal
course to reflect salary and wage adjustments, inflation and other costs changes as
determined through the budget process in the ordinary course. Other than business
process changes resulting from the introduction of a new Financial Information System
and in-sourcing of certain FIS related functions from the City of Brantford and
transitioning from the City of Brantford to a new payroll, there are no other anticipated
changes in service level or scope of services.

The total costs are not decreasing for the following reasons:

As BGI represented a very simple company with a limited number of transactions, BGI’s
share of the day to day support services to the group of companies was relatively small.
The larger charges attributable to BGI in 2015/2016 was largely related to one time
executive time spent on negotiating the financial restructuring for BGI.

As part of the transition plan for the new Financial Information System, BPI will be
insourcing accounts payable services, banking and administering payroll for the group of
Companies. Although these costs will be allocated to each entity in keeping with their
utilization, previously, those support services provided to Brantford Energy Corporation
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and Brantford Hydro Inc. and Brantford Generation Inc. by the City of Brantford were

invoiced directly to those entities and were not reflected in the total costs of group

services in Brantford Power Inc. Under the revised arrangements, the total costs will be

reflected in Brantford Power Inc. but higher offset revenues will be recorded to
represent the recovery of these additional services.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-37

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1
Please explain how BPI has allocated the costs for the Vice President of Customer Service and

Conservation between the regulated utility and costs associated with CDM that are to be recovered
from the IESO.

Response:

Please refer to the response to 1- Energy Probe- 6 a)



IR: 4-Energy Probe-38

Ref:

Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please expand Table 4.2-G to include a column for actual data for 2012.

Response:
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Please see Table 4-EP-38 below for the revised 4.2-G table including 2012 actuals:

Last Rebasing Last Rebasing .
2012 Actuals | Year - 2013- Board | Year - 2013- | 2014 Actuals | 2015 Actuals | 2016 Bridge | 2017 Test
Year Year
Approved Actual

Reporting Basis CGAAP CGAAP CGAAP CGAAP MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS

Number of Customers ** 38,058 38,548 38,401 38,685 38,968 39,342 39,722

Total Recoverable OM&A

from Appendix 2-JB 7,812,674 | $ 8,854,025 8789985 |$ 9,120,560 |$ 9,112,116 [$ 10,992,770 | $ 10,470,506

OM&A cost per customer 205.28 [ $ 229.69 [ $ 228.90 [ $ 235.76 [ $ 233.84([$ 279.42 [ $ 263.59

Number of FTEs ** 56 58 58 54 56 63 65]

Customers/FTEs 679.61 664.62 662.09 716.39 695.86 624.48 611.11

OM&A Cost per FTE 139,512.04 152,655.60 151,551.47 168,899.26 162,716.35 174,488.41 161,084.71
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Please add lines to Table 4.4-D that shows the amount of total compensation that is capitalized and the

resulting total compensation that is included in OM&A expenses.

Response:

BPI notes that, as already described, the historic compensation data is done on the basis of

payments/cash flow rather than accruals, which is the basis for the presentation of capital and OM&A

and therefore the calculation of revenue requirement. The capitalized labour is on an accrual basis, so

this is not a completely consistent comparison.

BPI notes that there are additional allocations of labour costs which are not capitalized, most

importantly allocations to billable work, which are excluded from the OM&A figures used to calculated

the revenue requirement.

ZAO;fJS)?/ZLd 2013 Actuals | 2014 Actuals | 2015 Actuals 201(3{eB:rdge 2017 Test Year
Number of Employees (FTEs including Part-Time)*
Management (including executive) 16 16 15 13 17 17
Non-Management (union and non-union) 42 42 39 43 46 49
Total 58 58 54 56 63 66
Total Salary and Wages including overtime
and incentive pay
Management (including executive) $ 1,963,909 | $ 1,987,925 [ $ 1,744,347 | $ 1,457,619 | $ 1,773,992 | $ 1,930,889
Non-Management (union and non-union) $ 2,707,296 [$ 2,740,403 [$ 2,699,676 |$ 2,974,712|$ 3,315873 | $ 3,602,016
Total $ 4,671,205 | $ 4,728,329 | $ 4,444,022 | $ 4,432,331 | $ 5,089,865 | $ 5,532,905
Total Benefits (Current + Accrued)
Management (including executive) $ 392,135 | $ 396,931 $ 406,625 | $ 393,215 | $ 481,310 | $ 473,778
Non-Management (union and non-union) $ 653,960 | $ 715,256 | $ 734,650 | $ 821,166 | $ 960,923 | $ 1,047,976
Total $ 1,046,095 | $ 1,112,186 | $ 1,141,275 [ $ 1,214,381 | $ 1,442,233 [ $ 1,521,753
Total Compensation (Salary, Wages, & Benefits)
Management (including executive) $ 2,356,044 [$ 2,384,856 [$ 2,150,972 |$ 1,850,834 |$ 2,255,302 [ $ 2,404,666
Non-Management (union and non-union) $ 3,361,256 [ $ 3,455,659 [$ 3,434,325 |$ 3,795878 |$ 4,276,797 | $ 4,649,992
Total $ 5,717,300 | $ 5,840,515 | $ 5,585,297 | $ 5,646,712 | $ 6,532,098 | $ 7,054,658
Capitalized Labour (including Benefits) $ 664,400 | $ 727,389 | $ 902,479 | $ 792,772 | $ 673,763
Difference* $ 5,176,106 | $ 4,857,908 | $ 4,744,233 | $ 5,739,326 | $ 6,380,895
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-40

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 5, Schedule 1

a) Please provide a table that shows the decrease in shared services provided by the City of
Brantford to BPI between 2016 and 2017.

b) Please provide a table that shows the increase in costs for BPI related to the services no longer
provided by the City of Brantford.

c) If there are non-OM&A related expenses such as cost of capital, PILS and depreciation that are
impacted by the movement to BPI of services previously provided by the City of Brantford,
please provide a table showing the change in costs.

d) Please provide the business case for the transfer of the shared services that have been assumed
by BPI from the City of Brantford.

Response:

a) Referto Table 4-EP-40.a below for a table that shows the decreases in Shared Services provided
by the City of Brantford in 2017 compared to 2016.

b) Refer to Table 4-EP-40.b for a table that shows the increase in costs for BPI related to the
services no longer provided by the City of Brantford.

c) There are no changes in non-OM&A related expenses impacted by the movement of services
provided by BPI that used to be provided by the City of Brantford.

d) The current Financial Information System (FIS) is a major problem for BPI and was identified as a

priority project. There are significant gaps in the current systems, which result in high risk and
complexities around business processes. As a result, these processes were inefficient and
prevent BPI from a clear view of its operational costs from a detail and timeliness perspective.
BPI considered the possibility of integrating the existing City of Brantford services using the new
FIS (ie. payroll and AP) but the City of Brantford was not interested in their staff working on two
systems. Consequently, to get the maximum benefits of an integrated FIS — transferring AP and
Job costing to BPI was determined to yield the best outcome. BPI has minimized the work
transferred in by contracting out managed payroll services to BDO using our FIS payroll module
and BPI is working with RBC to have AP cheque issuance outsourced as well. BPIis expecting to
absorb AP and Payroll services within Finance with no additional staff. Payroll outsourced costs
are expected to be in the same magnitude of dollars BPI was paying the City of Brantford in
addition to BPI having a fully integrated FIS in keeping with industry best practices.



2016 Shared Services

Table 4-EP-40.a

2017 Shared Services
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Name of Company Name of Company
Service Offered Pricing Methodology | Price for the Service Service Offered Pricing Methodology | Price for the Service Difference

From To $ From To $ $
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Accounts Payable Cost-based 5 55,823.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Accounts Payable Cost-based $ - S 55,823.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Payroll Cost-based S 86,932.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Payroll Cost-based S 77,230.00 $ 9,702.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Purchasing Cost-based S 20,000.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Purchasing Cost-based S - S 20,000.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Human Resources Cost-based S 66,905.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Human Resources Cost-based $ 68,243.00 $ (1,338.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Information Technology Cost-based S 898,448.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Information Technology Cost-based S 916,417.00 S (17,969.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Legal and Real Estate Cost-based S 12,190.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Legal and Real Estate Cost-based $ 12,434.00 S (244.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Mailrun Market-based S 7,674.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Mailrun Market-based $ 7,827.00 $ (153.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Telephone Service Cost-based S 8,580.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Telephone Service Cost-based $ 8,752.00 S (172.00)

Market-based Market-based

[premiums], Cost- [premiums], Cost-

based based
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Insurance and Risk Mar [Administration] S 110,822.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Insurance and Risk N 1t [[Administration] S 113,038.00 S (2,216.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Records Management Market-based S 6,154.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Records Mar Market-based $ 6,277.00 S (123.00)
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Facility Asset Mar Cost-based S 218,469.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Facility Asset N it Cost-based $ - $  218,469.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office Space |Market-based S 140,597.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office Space |Market-based S - $  140,597.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office/Wareh|Market-based S 215,836.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office/Wareh{Market-based $ - $  215,836.00

Market-based [third- Market-based [third-

party services]; Cost- party services]; Cost-

based based
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Tree Trimming [Administration] S 337,587.00 City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Tree Trimming [Administration] $ 344,339.00 S (6,752.00)
Brantford Power Inc. |City of Brantford Street Light Maintenance Cost-based S 160,756.93 Brantford Power Inc. |City of Brantford Street Light Maintenance Cost-based $ 171,205.56 $ (10,448.63)

$  702,863.58
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2016 2017

New AP Costs 83,729 107,054
Less Allocations to Affiliates (30,397) (37,395)
Total AP Costs to BPI 53,332 69,659
SLA costs incurred (AP & Payroll) 67,039 -

SLA costs saved(AP & Payroll) - 67,039
Cost Increase after Allocation to Affiliates 53,332 2,620

Note: 2016 assumes an overlap between the new function and the SLA costs
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-41
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 7, Schedule 1

Are the regulatory costs associated with the current application of $29,160 in 2015 and $318,499 in
2016 included in the amounts shown in Table 4.1-A in 2015 and 20167? If yes, please indicate whether
the full amounts are shown in Table 4.1-A or whether the amortized amounts are included in 2015 and
2016.

Response:

Please note the $29,160 related to 2015 is a budgeted rather than an actual amount estimated prior to
the end of 2015. The amount shown in table 4.1-A for 2015 will include the actual expenses incurred
related to the rate application in that year. The amount shown for 2016 in Table 4.1-A includes 1/5" of
the expected $318,499 related to rate application costs for 2016. However, BP| expects to incur costs of
$347,659 in total for the rate application and the amount for 2017 in Table 4.1-A includes 1/5th of the
total expected costs of $347,659.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-42
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 7, Schedule 2

a) Please break out the $127,000 for OEB and intervenor costs associated with the current
application between OEB costs and intervenor costs.

b) Please explain what the forecasted OEB costs are related to.

Response:
a) BPIlconsidered its past experience with rate applications, as well as a quick survey of the
regulatory costs included in the Applications of other LDCs in order to determine the $127,000.
There was no break out considered between the OEB and intervenor costs.

b) BPI anticipates a component of the $127,000 will be associated with OEB costs related to the
technical and settlement conference, and any witness/specialists the OEB has retained.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-43
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 9, Schedule 1

Please explain why BPI is forecasting a depreciation expense of $100,000 (Table 4.1-A) as a depreciation
expense adjustment from loss on retirement of assets in the test year when no such adjustment is
shown for any other year.

Response:

BPI is forecasting this loss as it pertains to the disposal of Poles (1830) and Transformers (1850). As per
Chapter 2 Appendix 2-BA “Where a distributor for general financial reporting purposes under IFRS has
accounted for the amount of gain or loss on the retirement of assets in a pool of like assets as a charge
or credit to income, for reporting and rate application filings, the distributor shall reclassify such gains
and losses as depreciation expense, and disclose the amount separately.” Prior to 2017, loss on disposal
is recorded into variance account 1575- IFRS-CGAAP Transition PP&E. From 2017 going forward, loss on
disposal is grouped with amortization, therefore should be recorded into 5705- Amortization Expense.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-44
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 1

The evidence states that BPI has actual loss carry forwards, but no loss carry forwards for regulatory PILS
purposes because regulatory assets and liabilities have been included in the calculation of actual PILS
while they are not included in the calculation of regulatory PILS.

a) Please provide a table that shows a reconciliation of the actual taxable income and actual
regulatory taxable income that shows the impacts of the regulatory assets and liabilities and any
other differences between actual and regulatory PILS.

b) What is the loss carry forward at the end of 2015?

c) Please provide a copy of the actual 2015 PILS filing.

Response:

a) The loss carry forward referred to in the written evidence resulted in 2014. The following two
charts show a reconciliation of the actual taxable income and actual regulatory taxable income
showing the impacts of the regulatory assets and liabilities and any other differences between
actual and regulatory PILS for 2014 and 2015.

For regulatory purposes, BPl was in a net tax payable situation for both 2014 and 2015.
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2014 PILS impact of Regulatory

Ajustments Income 26.5% Tax Impact

Net Income/(Loss) as per T2 Tax Return (3,430,783) (909,157)

Adjusts to obtain Regulated Net Income:

Add:

CDM - Expenses 3,407,271 902,927

Affiliated company Expenses 211,119 55,946

Donations 2,000 530

Actual Interest 2,309,228 611,945

Interest Expense from DVA's 190,697 50,535

Beginning Balance - Regulatory Assets 5,961,785 12,082,100 1,579,873 3,201,757
8,651,317 2,292,599

Deduct:

CDM - Revenues 3,407,271 902,927

Affiliated Company Revenues 85,811 22,740

Deemed Interest 1,983,521 525,633

Interest Revenue from DVA's 75,796 20,086

Ending Balance - Regulatory Assets 1,080,944 6,633,342 286,450 1,757,836

Net Income/(Loss) - Regulatory 2,017,975 534,763

2015 PILS impact of Regulatory Ajustments Income 26.5% Tax Impact

Net Income/(Loss) as per T2 Tax Return 3,274,218 867,668

Adjusts to obtain Regulated Net Income:

Add:

CDM - Expenses 2,283,586 605,150

Affiliated company Expenses 707,217 187,413

Donations 2,150 570

Actual Interest 2,258,564 598,519

Interest Expense from DVA's 32,289 8,557

Beginning Balance - Regulatory Assets 1,080,944 6,364,750 286,450 1,686,659

9,638,968 2,554,326

Deduct:

Adjustments related to IFRS for tax purposes 847,905 224,695

CDM - Revenues 2,537,140 672,342

Affiliated Company Revenues 410,229 108,711

Deemed Interest 2,007,299 531,934

Interest Revenue from DVA's 70,033 18,559

Ending Balance - Regulatory Assets 1,606,408 7,479,015 425,698 1,981,939

Net Income/(Loss) - Regulatory 2,159,953 572,388
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b) The loss carry forward at the end of 2015 is $159,164 which BPI anticipates will be used fully
when filing its 2016 tax return.

c) A copy of the actual 2015 PILS filing has been provided as Attachment 4-EP-44-A.

It should be noted that during the course of this analysis BPI submits that the ROE for 2014 and 2015
have been overstated by the tax impact of the loss carry forward. The adjusted ROE for 2014 and 2015
is 9.98% and 8.97% respectively. BPI believes loss carry forward should be removed from the calculation
of regulated ROE because it is related to pass through timing differences and deductions for non rate

funded costs.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-45
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 1
a) For each of the positions eligible for the apprenticeship tax credit in 2015 and/or 2016, please

confirm that the 48 month eligibility does not extend into the 2017 year. If this cannot be
confirmed, please provide details on the expiry date.

b) Does BPI have any positions that qualify for the co-operative education tax credit or the federal
job creation tax credit? If yes, please provide details.

Response:
a) BPI confirms that the 48 month eligibility does not extend into the 2017 year. The eligibility end
date is in 2016.

b) No, BPI does not have any positions that qualify for the co-operative education tax credit or the

federal job creation tax credit.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-46
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 2

a) Please explain the loss of $100,000 due to asset disposals increases taxable income.

b) Does the net income before taxes reflect the above noted loss of $100,000? If not, please
explain why not.

c) Please explain why there is a deduction of only $15,000 related to disposal of assets.

Response:

a) This loss pertains to the disposal of Poles (1830) and Transformers (1850). As per Chapter 2
Appendix 2-BA “Where a distributor for general financial reporting purposes under IFRS has
accounted for the amount of gain or loss on the retirement of assets in a pool of like assets as a
charge or credit to income, for reporting and rate application filings, the distributor shall
reclassify such gains and losses as depreciation expense, and disclose the amount separately.”
BPI has therefore included the loss of $100,000 as a separate item in depreciation as required.

b) Yes, the net income before taxes reflects the above noted loss of $100,000 as it is included in
depreciation expense.

c) For 2017, loss on early disposals is included in amortization line within Table 4.10.2-A: Tax
Calculations. Refer to the response for a) above.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-47
Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 2

Please confirm that bottom line in Table 4.10.2-B for property taxes are amounts that have been
included in the OM&A figures shown in Table 4.1-A. If this cannot be confirmed, where are these costs
included in the revenue requirement?

Response:

BPIl is withdrawing its request for building funding, and therefore does not have any property taxes
associated with the building. However, there is $20,031 in property taxes associated with land that holds
BPI’s Distribution, Station, Building and Fixtures. This amount was included in the OM&A figures shown
in Table 4.1-A. BPI has since then remapped the Property Taxes of $20,031 to 6105- Taxes Other Than
Income Taxes.
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-48
Ref: Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-G & Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

a) Please explain why the additions to CCA shown for the 2014 historical year in the PILS filings are
$2,612,998, while in the fixed asset continuity schedule, the additions are $2,794,244.

b) Please explain why the additions to CCA shown for the 2015 historical year in the PILS filings are
$3,857,084, while in the fixed asset continuity schedule, the additions are $4,111,311.

Response:

a) The additions to CCA shown for the 2014 historical year in the PILs filings does not include
$181,246 in additions, as these additions are for land rights, and capital contributions which are
included in Schedule 10 (CEC) as opposed to Schedule 8 (CCA).

b) The additions to CCA shown for the 2015 historical year in the PILs filings does not include
$254,227 in additions, as these additions are for land rights, and capital contributions which are
included in Schedule 10 (CEC) as opposed to Schedule 8 (CCA).
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IR: 4-Energy Probe-49

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 10, Schedule 1

What is the impact, if any, of the changed noted with respect to transferring the CEC balances to Class
14.1 on the 2017 taxable income?

Response:

Based on BPI’s review of the proposed changes, it does not anticipate an impact on 2017
taxable income with regards to transferring the CEC balances to Class 14.1.
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IR: 4-SEC-17

[Ex.4]
Please add a column appendix 2-JC to the following appendices that show year-to-date actuals for 2016.

Response:
Refer to Table 4-SEC-17 below for June 2016 year-to-date actuals.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 262 of 339

Variance
Las.t Last Variance (Test Year
Rebasing | popasing | 2014 2015|2016 Bridge| 298 YTD | 5017 Test [ (Test Year| VS L3t
Year (2013 Year (2013| Actuals Actuals Year Actuals ( Year vs. 2015 Rebasing
Board- Actuals) June) Actuals) Year (2013
Approved) Board-
Approved)
Programs
Reporting Basis CGAAP CGAAP CGAAP MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS MIFRS CGAAP
Operations
Operation of Distribution Station 31,853 30,865 36,340 37,056 40,499 21,059 40,547 3,491 8,694
Transformer Substations 146,932 141,746 116,684 91,145 109,941 46,740 108,953 17,808 |- 37,979
Overhead Distribution Lines/Feeders 15,917 17,225 49,047 20,970 29,956 15,940 29,105 8,134 13,187
Underground Distribution Lines/Feeders 74,881 89,367 96,998 103,296 140,982 40,743 141,121 37,825 66,240
Load Dispatching 35,013 38,568 86,328 59,730 123,751 33,696 122,569 62,839 87,556
Miscellaneous Distribution 248,655 248,607 329,871 282,173 304,627 72,222 289,039 6,866 40,385
Distribution Meters 317,336 260,782 276,540 307,904 321,158 104,904 324,178 16,273 6,842
Customer Premises 1,000 1,746 986 325 1,549 389 1,495 1,170 495
Supervision 47,509 465,017 451,091 427,083 329,851 236,589 325,894 |- 101,189 278,385
Stores/Fleet/Property Allocations 313,835 146,441 125,675 221,353 295,649 147,825 250,893 29,540 |- 62,942
Sub-Total 1,232,931 | 1,440,365 | 1,569,559 | 1,551,035 | 1,697,963 720,107 | 1,633,794 82,759 400,863
Maintenance
Supervision 482,238 259,237 519 81,810 - 74,532 - |- 81,810 |- 482,238
Overhead Distribution Lines/Feeders 438,677 414,393 393,459 467,727 589,852 153,497 592,238 124,511 153,561
Underground Distribution Lines/Feeders 401,289 373,731 414,059 399,569 420,305 151,979 410,401 10,832 9,112
Maintenance of Poles, Towers & Fixtures 27,822 42,529 110,187 45,938 86,014 13,356 86,284 40,345 58,462
Line Transformers 200,172 73,543 134,026 23,440 71,659 8,325 69,311 45,871 [- 130,861
Miscellaneous 4,058 6,298 15,342 10,841 14,481 6,395 11,854 1,013 7,796
Tree Trimming 381,218 376,223 320,062 362,950 337,587 120,437 344,339 |- 18,611 |- 36,879
Stores Allocations 111,858 356,751 280,500 170,594 92,343 46,172 108,657 |- 61,937 |- 3,201
Sub-Total 2,047,331 | 1,902,706 | 1,668,155 | 1,562,869 | 1,612,241 574,693 | 1,623,083 60,215 |- 424,248
Customer Service
Billing/Supervision 1,511,931 | 1,491,525 | 1,741,949 | 1,889,897 | 2,061,433 864,512 | 1,879,282 |- 10,615 367,351
Meter Reading 408,000 394,460 367,529 471,575 435,837 268,164 419,175 |- 52,400 11,175
Collections 319,900 334,188 396,565 383,638 436,340 198,147 490,223 106,585 170,323
Bad Debts 319,000 357,273 366,783 95,284 300,000 140,780 300,000 204,716 |- 19,000
Community Relations 97,000 37,976 10,279 11,505 16,585 2,187 17,390 5,885 |- 79,610
Sub-Total 2,655,831 | 2,615,421 | 2,883,104 | 2,851,899 | 3,250,195 1,473,790 | 3,106,070 254,171 450,239
Administration
Administration Wages/Employee Benefits| 2,240,931 | 2,470,208 | 2,215,474 | 2,238,470 | 2,979,215 1,554,365 | 2,689,113 450,642 448,181
General Administration 179,000 234,429 239,423 220,824 257,017 102,896 263,468 42,644 84,468
Outside Services Purchased/Insurance 274,000 411,948 355,218 582,413 | 1,003,897 67,120 886,731 304,318 612,731
Regulatory Expenses 224,000 250,943 189,627 104,606 192,242 126,975 268,247 163,641 44,247
Smart Meter Contra - |- 536,035 = = = = = - -
Sub-Total 2,917,931 | 2,831,493 | 2,999,741 | 3,146,313 | 4,432,371 1,851,356 | 4,107,559 961,246 | 1,189,627
Miscellaneous = = = o o - - -
Total 8,854,025 | 8,789,985 | 9,120,560 | 9,112,116 | 10,992,770 4,619,946 | 10,470,506 | 1,358,390 | 1,616,481
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IR: 4-SEC-18

[Ex.4-2-1, p.8]
With respect to the Financial Information System project, please:

oo oo

Provide an update on the status of the project.

Provide the project business case.

Provide a copy of the RFP.

Detail and provide the annual OM&A savings that will be achieved in 2017 and onwards due to the
migration to the new Financial Information System.

Provide a breakdown of the Annual support/hosting fees.

Response:

a)

b)

BPI completed the planning phase of the project with the short listed vendor (‘preferred
vendor’) in May 2016 and completed the contract negotiations by mid June 2016. On June 17,
2016, BPI signed a final Master Services Agreement (MSA) which encompassed procurement of
software licenses, hosting facilities, hosting services and implementation services for the FIS
solution. BPI has commenced the design phase of the project on June 20, 2016 and as of August
18, 2016, BPI has completed a number of the design phase activities working with the preferred
vendor (and their methodology and approach), including:

Application walkthrough sessions completed by July 8, 2016

Application design sessions completed July 28, 2016

Data conversion design sessions are in progress

Integration design sessions are completed and integration specifications document is being
developed

To-be process flow reviews are under way and expected to complete by early September 2016.
Design books that document the outcome of design sessions are being drafted by the preferred
vendor and plans for BPI to review the design books in early September 2016.

Environment setup and application installations are largely complete.

Overall, all design phase activities are planned for completion by late September 2016 and BPI
and the preferred vendor do not see any issues or significant risks that could affect the
completion of these activities in the timeline planned.

BPI investment in FIS is expected to bring a number of opportunities through an integrated
system encompassing all finance functions and supported by a robust budgeting and reporting
engine.

Current key gaps:
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0 BPIl uses the City finance system (JD Edwards) which is not designed or configured for a
local distribution company but for a municipal corporation. Any changes to the system
are governed by the overall City technology direction with little influence or potential to
tailor the system for BPI business needs. Although this model has worked so far (both as
a solution and financially), BPI is looking to move to better systems tailored to the LDC
business and minimize manual work

0 Currently, finance functions are performed in multiple systems (JD Edwards, Daffron,
spreadsheets) with loose or no integration between systems. This causes duplicate
efforts in data entry, additional effort to reconcile data between errors and tends to be
error prone.

0 Further, a number of these processes (example, indirect cost allocations) are performed
manually or in spreadsheets and with a potential for errors, requiring additional effort
to review.

As a result of the above, BPI experiences significant delays in closing the books and finalizing
accounts for external reporting or management analysis. Very limited management information
reporting is available due to the poor timeliness of information. Also, BPI staff is often required
to work extra hours at times of peak finance/accounting activity (such as year-end closing,
budget finalization, support to OEB rate application filings, etc.).

Investment in the FIS is expected to incorporate within the FIS a number of finance related
functions that are currently being performed outside, automate some of the manual
calculations and allow the finance team to focus on more on value added analysis and supplying
management timely information instead of spending time on reconciling numbers in multiple
systems, performing manual calculations and other low value work.

BPI has never invested in a financial system and relied on the City systems to carry along the
operations. This investment and the on-going costs to maintain will bring greater control and
ownership over the FIS solution by BPI and BPI’s ability to respond and report to its various
stakeholders. Some savings are expected in the service level agreement (SLA) costs that BPI
currently pays to the City but these are marginal, since the current City systems have been
stable with minimal changes. These costs are expected to bring productivity gains in the longer
run but are difficult to quantify.

A detailed business case for the project was initially documented in the report delivered as part

of the Systems Integration Study (SIS) performed in 2013 by an independent consultant (Util-
Assist) hired by BPI. Excerpt from the report relating to FIS business case below:

“5.5.4 FIS Gaps, Opportunities and Recommendations

5.5.4.1 Overlap: Payroll Requires Additional TAPS System

The multitude of union contracts being managed by the City has created a need for the City to use a
Business Intelligence (Bl) system (i.e., the TAPS system) to ensure that the payroll information gets into
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JDE accurately. For example, TAPS ensures that allowable hours are not exceeded and manages the
setup of personnel and associated rates of pay for the union contract.

The BPI environment is less complicated and does not require the Bl tool used by the City. Likewise, the
standard process implemented at like-size utilities is to enter payroll information directly into the FIS.
Implementing a Workforce Management (WFM) system is recommended as a project (Project C3) to
simplify the payroll process by addressing gaps due to a manual process. Streamlining the payroll process
is an opportunity for BPI; however, it involves added integration to the TAPS system, which makes
business case justification for the project that much more difficult.

5.5.4.2 Overlap: Duplication of Data and Functions in the FIS and the CIS

There is duplication of data and functions in the CIS and FIS. Resources are required to manage and
review data multiple times. There is only a small amount of actual integration between the CIS and FIS
which results in significant use of other software packages as “holding programs” (e.g., Excel). Managing
data outside of core systems is not a best practice, and depending on the data being managed, can
introduce security related concerns. As technology evolves, strong security protocols are becoming more
important, and any security audits would identify issues in BPI processes. Utilities have started to address
these gaps by incorporating these concepts into their governance model for managing data: core
systems should manage data securely and not require holding programs to create reports or facilitate
other analysis.

5.5.4.3 Gap: Work Orders

While this process is Engineering-related, the difficulties with the process are the result of the use of
multiple systems for managing information that
would normally be managed within a single FIS

system.

The BPI Engineering Department creates many

Rpt: by GL II

different work orders to capture the work and
associated costs that can result from different
capital projects. Due to the lack of integration
between systems (i.e. the use of two financial systems, each with a different purpose and containing
different data), the balancing of GL accounts with the associated work orders requires more manual
intervention than normally required. The verification and reconciliation efforts are time-consuming, and
complicated enough that senior Finance resources are required. This situation creates risk from a couple
of different perspectives: senior Finance resources should be spending their time analyzing data rather
than managing reporting functions; and if the senior resources were to depart or move into a new role, it
would be exceedingly difficult to train new resources.
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Due to the complexity involved in managing

many work orders for a single GL, there is Gl W.O.
incentive from a Finance perspective to use a
single work order for each GL account. Having a Rpt: by G II

single work order that matches a GL number
eases the process of balancing data between
the financial system (JDE) and the system

containing work order information (Daffron).

The difficulty that is encountered by the

Engineering Department with this reporting L;‘ L‘(;l
process (one-to-one: GL and work order), is that

capital projects may require different types of Rpt: by WO

“time and materials.” For example, work
associated with installations of “overhead” include
different amounts of labour and different material than installations of “underground” work. From a
budgeting perspective, the Engineering Department would prefer to have (where appropriate) many
work orders, and Finance reports by work order (rather than GL) to allow more granular analysis of costs,
leading to (not only) improved processes related to budgeting, but also more accurate estimates that can
be provided to customers during the request for service process. Additionally, the detail provides the
required data to reconcile “estimate to actual,” and this can help ensure that BPI is not subsidizing others
in the economic evaluation process or vice versa.

In addition, there is difficulty producing the reporting that would benefit Engineering in the tracking of
capital projects. As progress on capital projects evolves, best practices would suggest that Finance
provide Engineering with status reports so that Engineering can see monies spent as compared to
projected costs. Consistently-provided feedback will improve the process, allowing Engineering to better
understand the financial status of ongoing projects. Difficulties are encountered using the current
process to achieve this result due to the use of disparate financial systems (i.e., separation between
financial reporting in JDE and job costing information in Daffron). Best practices within the Ontario LDC
environment dictate that the work order system is an integrated part of the financial software. Currently,
Finance occasionally encounters issues assigning work order information to projects due to the use of
different numbering systems in each product. The descriptions used by Finance (i.e., JDE) are not
available to the Engineering group, as Engineering is only exposed to the Daffron product.

The management of work orders includes the use of payroll and inventory information, and this
consequently contributes to the job costing, accounts payable and accounts receivable processes. Work
orders are used to manage the “maintenance” of the distribution system, and therefore effective
management of work orders is critical in such important LDC functions as capital planning and the
maintenance of system reliability, all of which is captured in the cost allocation/rate recovery process.
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5.5.4.4 Gap: Job Costing

The Engineering Department works with potential customers to develop designs and cost estimates for
new construction. When designs are created in the design tool (i.e., AutoCAD), Engineering requires
access to information regarding inventory and the associated costs for products, as well as accurate
estimates of labour requirements. The best practice approach for the use of CIS, is for consumption
billing, with an integration to provide totals to FIS. FIS then becomes the system of record for inventory,
work orders, payroll, accounts payable and accounts receivable. All of the FIS functions become
important considerations in the Engineering job costing process. Engineering becomes an internal
customer to the FIS, requiring inventory data to estimate the costs of material for a new project. The
department requires reporting from Finance that associates payroll information with work orders, in
order to understand the true labour costs to install the material. Finance is normally able to report on
these totals by managing accounts payable (i.e., purchase of material), and accounts receivable (i.e.,
invoicing of completed jobs to refine the costing of future projects).

5.5.4.5 Gap: Capital Planning

In addition to the job costing component of the capital planning process, Engineering depends on
financial reporting to understand “budgeted costs” as compared to “actual costs” as projects are
completed over the course of the year. The same problems that are introduced to the job costing process
by the current use and duplication of FIS and CIS also result in a reporting process that requires much
more work by both Engineering and Finance. By tracking work orders and labour in different systems for
different purposes, reporting becomes difficult and requires a great deal of effort to reconcile the
differences between systems.

5.5.4.6 Overlap: Accounts Payable (AP)

The accounts payable function illustrates the difficulties that result from the use of two FIS systems. BPI
Finance staff must set up vendors in Daffron because inventory is managed in Daffron; however, vendors
must also be established in JDE in order to generate payments. There is some integration to streamline
the management of vendor numbers; however, the City controls the vendor numbers and restricts BPI
from using the Daffron number in JDE, resulting in a mapping of vendor numbers between the two
systems. Where vendor numbers differ the Finance team uses the “mapping” spreadsheet to resolve the
exceptions. The result is a duplication of effort: entry of the vendor information in both systems, as well
as a requirement to track the vendor numbers in a “mapping” spreadsheet.

6.5.4.7 Gap: Budget Cycle

As noted above, the Finance Department provides Engineering with updated budget numbers
throughout the year. This is also a requirement for all departments: to receive updated financial
information pertaining to the departmental budget. The Finance team does their best to provide this, but
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the information is not provided as frequently as most departments (including Finance) would like. This is
due to the difficulty encountered in completing daily processes. Additionally, when Finance is able to
perform this important function, the use of two financial systems creates a requirement to update
budgetary information in Microsoft Excel, rather than generating status reports from the FIS. This is
because information is required from both systems, and the data must be reconciled and made useful for
analysis by the departments.

5.5.4.8 Gap: FIS Reporting

The Finance Department has cited difficulties in reporting functions, including providing reports to other
departments. At present, Finance team expertise is required to provide data, due to the convoluted use
of the two FIS systems. Examples of reporting processes that could be improved include:

Budget-to-actual reports

Regulatory reporting

Indirect Allocations

Regulatory assets

Bank reconciliation

Financial statements

FIS reporting is also required for the BPI Board and the OEB.
5.5.4.9 Gap: Lack of Proper Auditing in Excel

There is “risk” involved in the use of Microsoft Excel; in addition to communicating sensitive information
in an insecure format and the problems associated with version control, there is risk that the accuracy of
reports could be compromised because complex calculations are not “audited” in Excel in the same way
that automated functions in a FIS would be audited for accuracy.

5.5.4.9.1: Opportunity: Consolidate Data and Functions into a Single FIS

BPI has the opportunity to significantly improve Finance department business processes by consolidating
finance data and functions into a single FIS. The requirement needs to be considered in conjunction with
any decisions about the CIS.

5.5.4.9.2: Recommendation: Project F1
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F1-1 Update business processes that involve FIS Fin 10 days (Fin) Q12014

F1-2 Use business processes to document requirements Fin 5 days (CS) Q12014

F1-3 Build RFP document Reg 10 days (Reg) Q3 2014

Fi-4 Build scoring template (scoring spreadsheet, scoring | Reg 5 days (Reg) Q2 2014
document)

Fi-5 Release RFP to market and evaluate responses prior Reg 1 day (Reg) Q12014

to end of quarter

Fi-6 Receive responses and complete evaluation (including | Reg 0.5 — 1 day per Q2 2014
vendor negotiation). Create decision document. response, per
evaluator

3 days to complete
documentation (Reg)

F1-7 Announce decision; begin discussion with vendor Reg 1 day (Reg) Q2 2014
regarding rollout, which should be completed by end
of 2015

F1-8 Move to production processes on new FIS NA NA Q2 2015

F1-9 Provide notice to City of Brantford that BPI is moving | Reg 1 day (Reg) Q2 2015
to new FIS

Business Case for Project F1

FIS conversion is required to move BPI Finance to a standard approach to handling financial business
processes. The current situation requires Finance resources to use complicated processes to acquire data
from disparate systems and analyze data outside of systems. Effective management of the processes
outlined in this section cannot be overstated. Traditionally, LDCs manage all of these functions in a single
FIS, which is why the FIS project is identified as such a high priority. Any integration between JDE and
Daffron could simplify the process, but this would merely be a “stop-gap” solution to a larger problem;
incremental efforts will not suffice. The true resolution to the problem is to follow best practices and use
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the systems in the way in which they are intended. A new FIS will have a cascading effect across the
organization, resulting in improvements to many processes across other departments, such as the
Engineering Department’s job costing and capital planning processes. However, these costs are “soft”
costs realized through efficiencies, which can be hard to quantify during business case development.

The FIS RFP process can lead to a formal business case that can compare JDE’s quotation for their
products and services against the offerings of other vendors in the market. (During the discovery process,
City personnel provided a best guess on the current costs of the system, which are considerably higher
than what like-size utilities would pay for FIS.) In addition, as stated in the CIS procurement section, the
labour costs for the Daffron expertise that is covered in the SLA with the City should be considered in the
business case. With a more standard approach to managing the FIS, these resources may not be
required, providing a cost savings that can contribute to a positive business case.

Business Decisions for Project F1

BPI needs to embrace best practices on business process documentation and use of service orders, as this
documentation becomes critical during technology procurements.

Risks for Project F1

Implementing a new FIS can introduce the risk of higher costs, but due to the business process situation
that is created by two FIS systems, BPI is almost certainly going to see reductions in cost due to the
efficiencies. The current situation— with regards to business process—creates significant risk to the
organization; training new staff on existing processes would be extremely difficult, leaving BPI with very
little redundancy in the Finance team. Moving to a more standard approach should be considered a high
priority.”

c) See attachments:

4-SEC-18-c.1 FIS-RFP.zip — contains the RFP issued and appendices that accompanied the RFP

4-SEC-18-c.2 FIS-BAFO.zip — contains the Best-And-Final-Offer (BAFO) document, which was
issued to two short listed proponents based on an evaluation of the RFP responses from the
proponents. The BAFO was designed to get further information and a final offer for BPI
consideration and final selection.

d) BPI has never invested in a financial system and relied on the City systems to carry along the
operations. This investment and the on-going costs to maintain will bring greater control and
ownership over the FIS solution by BPI and BPI’s ability to respond and report to its various
stakeholders. Some savings are expected in the service level agreement (SLA) costs that BPI
currently pays to the City but these are marginal, since the current City systems have been
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stable with minimal changes. These costs are expected to bring productivity gains in the longer
run but are difficult to quantify.

It is not practicable to measure all the benefits in monetary terms. A lot of the benefits will be in
terms of better timing of information, more time to perform meaningful analysis, greater
confidence in the numbers/information from the system and better service/visibility to the
internal and external business stakeholders/ consumers of financial information.

Below table provides a breakdown of the estimated annual support and hosting fees. Both
amounts were estimated based on the quote received from the preferred vendor as part of the
RFP responses, BAFO and subsequent negotiations (until April 2016 — the time of filing of this
rate application):

e) Below table provides a breakdown of the estimated annual support and hosting fees. Both
amounts were estimated based on the quote received from the preferred vendor as part of the
RFP responses, BAFO and subsequent negotiations (until April 2016 — the time of filing of this
rate application):

Expense Detail/basis for estimate Annual
Amount

Annual Annual fees charged by the software vendors $114,631
enhancement to allow access to software updates, releases
fee and upgrades. This fee is a percentage of the

software license cost and is due annually.
Annual hosting Annual charges for hosting the FIS application. $52,800
charges These charges are due monthly.
Total $167,431
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IR: 4-SEC-19

[Ex.4-2-1, p.10]
Please provide a copy of the System Integration Study.

Response:

Please refer to Appendix 13 of BPI’s Distribution System Plan, included with Exhibit 2. For greater clarity,
this can be found on page 716 of 932 in the PDF document of Exhibit 2.
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With respect to the Customer Information System Project, please:

a0 oo

Provide an update on the status of the project.

Provide the project business case.

Provide a copy of the RFP.

Detail and provide the annual OM&A savings that will be achieved in 2017 and onwards due to

the migration to the new Financial Information System.
e. Provide a breakdown of the Annual support/hosting fees.

Response

a) BPIlresponse:

BPI has prepared an initial draft of the RFP for the new CIS system.

BPI had decided to place the RFP was on hold until BPI had completed the procurement
of the new FIS system. This will allow BPI to apply the learnings from the FIS
procurement and also evaluate ways to adopt common infrastructure or other facilities.
With the completion of the FIS system procurement in June 2016, BPI has revived the
efforts to review and finalize the RFP for the new CIS. Currently, BPI is performing this
review and expects to issue the RFP to the market by early to mid- October 2016.

b) BPIinvestment in CIS is expected to bring a number of opportunities by creating a foundational

customer service platform that is well supported, incorporates best practices in the Ontario LDC

market and allows BPI the systems flexibility and nimbleness to adapt to changes in the

environment (regulatory, customer service driven, competitive etc.).

Current key gaps:

BPI uses the Daffron CIS Version 5 which is over 25 years old, highly customized and at
risk of running out of vendor support.

current Daffron platform does not easily support “a ‘robust’ customer care engagement
package”, including the integration with proposed peripheral services (such as e-
services) without extensive vendor and internal customization. A number of Ontario
LDCs that used Daffron have migrated to other CIS platforms due to this reason
(compounding the risk of in #i above)

current Daffron system is not intuitive or easy to use/learn, does not use a graphical
user interface (GUI) and requires a high level of support (higher effort and costs to
maintain/upgrade/enhance/modify) than some of the alternatives in the market that
use a more current technology platform
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As a result of the above, BPI currently requires longer timelines and greater effort to modify the

current Daffron system and test the system for changes (example, programs such as OESP,

removal of debt retirement charge, clean energy etc.). Any changes due to regulatory or

environmental changes (that impact all LDCs in the Ontario LDC market) need to be

programmed into the current Daffron CIS system by BPI’s Daffron programmers; BPI is unable to

avail of software vendor supplied updates in a timely manner (primarily due to the older version
/ current vendor updates).

Investment in a new CIS is expected to allow BPI to adopt a system that is more commonly used
in the Ontario market and avail of updates/releases from the vendor at least for some, if not all,
updates. BPI can gain better confidence and reduce the risk of an unsupported system. Further,
BPI may be able to avail opportunities to collaborate with other Ontario LDC/s on the same CIS
platform and share system wide best practices and potentially share costs of changes where
such changes are required for all such LDC/s.

A new CIS is expected to be a more robust service offering to customers, including expanded
self-service options and improved communication to customers.

This investment in a new CIS system and the on-going costs to maintain will bring better ability
to respond to changes, enhanced customer service ability, better responsiveness and timely
updates to customers.

It is not practicable to measure all the benefits in monetary terms.

BPI expects approximately $100,000 to $150,000 in annual savings starting 2018 on the service
level agreement (SLA) costs that BPI currently pays to the City for Daffron support. In addition,
the new CIS system is expected to bring a number of benefits, which are difficult to quantify,
such as:

- qualitative benefits outlined above,

- reduced development costs to meet regulatory/industry requirements

- reduced foreign exchange risk as current Daffron support charges are in US dollars
- productivity gains in the longer run

The initial business case for the CIS was documented in the System Integration Study (SIS) report
submitted by Util-Assist, in 2013-14. Below is an excerpt from the Util-Assist SIS report on the
Daffron CIS:

“Daffron and Associates, founded in 1976, is a privately-owned, family-run business based in
Bowling Green, Missouri. Daffron’s current head count is 70 employees, with four employees
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based in Canada (Hamilton office): one project manager and three programmers. The project

manager coordinates Canadian user-group meetings to gather requirements, and additional

staff are recruited from the head office as required. Daffron also maintains a Fayetteville,

Arkansas office; with recently expanded office space, the company plans to hire additional Java

programmers at this location. Daffron has a total of 102 customers across the U.S., Ontario, and
the Caribbean.

BPI currently uses Daffron version 5, which offers a command line interface (“green screen”).
However, Daffron Version 5 is nearing end-of-life, and BPI will soon be faced with the decision to
migrate to Daffron iXp. So far, over 60 Daffron customers have migrated to the iXp platform,
consisting of half of the Daffron install base.

The iXp solution introduces a GUI front end and employs open architecture, providing
interoperability across third-party applications. Daffron created the new interface by developing
the front end in Java; however, iXp still contains extensive RPG programming and the back end of
the solution remains the IBM iSeries. It is important to consider that this aging technology may
present a risk in finding skilled resource; moreover, other CIS vendors, such as Oracle, are already
well ahead of Daffron in terms of emerging technologies and interfaces. Daffron’s long term
goals are to achieve platform and database independence, but no changes are planned for the
next five years.

BPI uses the Daffron CIS as the source of data for customer information and to facilitate the
consumption billing process. In addition to these standard uses for utility CIS, Daffron plays a
part in the following BPI functions:

e Inventory management (poles, transformers, wire, etc.)

e Work order management

e  Service order management

e Job costing

e Maintaining meter-to-transformer relationship as meters and transformers change

e Payroll and benefits (time and cost recorded through the City TAPS application, then used in
Daffron for work order tracking)

e Accounts receivable (work orders tracked in Daffron for billing as miscellaneous A/R in FIS)

The BPI instance of the Daffron system has provided a CIS solution to BPI for more than 25 years.
With onsite programmers (sourced under the City Service Level Agreement or SLA services) to
enhance the system as requirements evolve, the system has allowed BPI to implement significant
changes, such as TOU billing and Arrears Management. While the vendor has successfully met
the requirements for the regulatory environment in which BPI exists, the system currently being
used by BPI has become “aged.” Perhaps more significantly, the degree of customization that is
present in the BPI instance has created complications in the upgrade process.
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The BPI Daffron CIS consists of a core application, with a layer of Ontario-specific customizations

to meet Ontario regulations and requirements, as well as libraries of custom code specific to BPI.

Although some Ontario customers have upgraded other Daffron systems to iXp, none have

upgraded their CIS systems yet, and the timeline for delivering the Ontario core layer is still being
determined.

In upgrading to iXP, BPl would need to review all custom programs, as any programs that
interface with a screen or affect the flow of the application will need to be modified or rewritten.
Once the programs have been migrated, BPI will be required to convert the data, and then
conduct thorough testing and train staff on the new interface.

Very little integration exists between the CIS and other downstream systems. Thus far,
integration requirements have (generally speaking) been accommodated through customized
reporting from CIS, and where required, the export of data into “holding programs,” like
Microsoft Excel, where users work with data before importing the data into the required system.
This scenario creates many opportunities for enhancements to the existing processes.

With the introduction of TOU billing, and the evolving regulatory landscape in Ontario, CIS
systems have continued to evolve, and many LDCs in the market have “refreshed” their CIS
platforms, or even changed vendors in recent years. The integration to IESO MDM{/R resulted in
CIS development (or customization), and the implementation of smart meters has resulted in a
need to integrate more systems with CIS to take advantage of the data that is being transmitted
by the new metering technology. For example, it has become important to maintain an electrical
connectivity model that includes the meter-to-transformer relationship and provide this model to
downstream systems, such as the Operational Data Store, the Outage Management System, and
Engineering analysis tools. More generally, smart meters have driven utilities to use systems that
easily support integration without the need for custom programming by exposing Service
Oriented Architecture, and introducing the concept of workflow automation to streamline
processes. While the existing Daffron product provides a cost-effective solution for core CIS
functions, BPI should consider the limitations of the system in the context of the larger goal of
leveraging technology to implement efficiencies.”

Further Util-Assist recommends:

Critical opportunities for improvement include the following systems procurement and
integration efforts:

- Improve CIS processes by going to market for a CIS...
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- Streamline processing of meter data exceptions, through integration of CIS with ODS to achieve
“service order integration”

“Util-Assist is confident that if BPl were to “survey” like-sized utilities in the Province-particularly
utilities that have more advanced governance models for the management of data and
information that can lead to the implementation of “off the shelf” products-they would find that
most other utilities do not require a dedicated CIS support staff of the same size as is currently
covered by the SLA with the City of Brantford. This may present BPI with a cost savings that can
contribute to a positive business case.”

In addition, based on BPI research / survey of Ontario LDCs, there are only 5 LDCs (out of 43
surveyed) that use Daffron. 4 of those 5 utilities, including BPI, are small/mid-sized (about
10,000 to 70,000 customers) and only one is a large LDC (over 200,000 customers). Our
understanding is that all the Ontario LDCs are using the older version of Daffron where some
Ontario specific regulatory reporting functionality is available. The new iXP version does not
have the Ontario specific regulatory support built yet and the possibility/timing of this build is
unclear.

Further, in late 2015, the one large LDC using Daffron in Ontario has announced merger with
other like sized LDCs. Pursuant to the merger, there is a likelihood that the large LDC will
discontinue use of Daffron and migrate to a common system that the merged entity chooses as
their CIS platform. There is a risk that there will be little market share left for Daffron in Ontario
to provide timely and regular regulatory updates putting BPI at further risk on the dated
solution.

Furthermore, the current Daffron platform does not easily support “a ‘robust’ customer care
engagement package”, including the integration with proposed peripheral services (such as e-
services) without extensive vendor and internal customization. A decision on a CIS will provide a
vision and a roadmap toward integrated enterprise systems and “create a sense of ‘certainty’
which is required to move forward concurrently with other integration projects.” A fully
supported and scalable CIS that meets evolving business and regulatory needs is an expected
outcome of the project, along with up-to-date business process documentation and clear
process ownership.

BPI response:

BPI has not issued an RFP for the CIS to the market yet. BPI targets to issue this RFP by early to
mid-October 2016. A draft copy has been drafted and is currently being reviewed by the
Customer Service, Billing, Technology and Procurement teams.

BPI response:
See Project business case response above. BP| expects approximately $100,000 to $150,000 in

annual savings starting 2018 on the service level agreement (SLA) costs that BPI currently pays
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to the City for Daffron support. In addition, the new CIS system is expected to bring a number of
benefits, which are difficult to quantify, such as:

- qualitative benefits outlined above,

- reduced development costs to meet regulatory/industry requirements

- reduced foreign exchange risk as current Daffron support charges are in US dollars
- productivity gains in the longer run

Below table provides a breakdown of the estimated annual support and hosting fees. The fees
for hosting and support are high level budgetary estimates based on RFI responses received in
early/mid 2015.

Expense Detail/basis for estimate Annual
Amount

Annual Annual fees charged by the software vendors

enhancement fee | to allow access to software updates, releases $ 50,463

and upgrades. This fee is a percentage of the
software license cost.

Annual hosting Annual charges for hosting the CIS $ 50,000
charges application.

Total $100,463
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IR: 4-SEC-21

[Ex.4-2-2, p.2]
For each new position created since 2014, please provide a full job description and justification for why
the position is required.

Response:

See below for the full job descriptions for each position created since 2014.

Communications Specialist:

Justification: This position will manage the internal communications within BPI, ensuring that messaging
related to both BPI and industry policies and new developments is are consistent and effective. The
external aspects of this position will enhance communication with public stakeholders, and particularly
with customers. The new role will also be responsible for the coordination of third-party communications
service providers. BPI intends to leverage this position, together with its new Outage Management
System in the future to enhance the communication with customers during an outage. Specifically, the
role will be tasked with the design and management of BPI’s social media presence.

Summary:

Reporting to the Vice President of Customer Service and Conservation, and working collaboratively with
the leadership team, the Communications Specialist will provide expertise in the planning and
implementation of Brantford Power’s communications and outreach strategies, both at the conceptual
and tactical levels. He/she will be responsible for using innovative communication tools, including web-
based and social media platforms, to promote and expand the reach and impact of internal and external
communications, and to ensure a consistent branding experience for all stakeholders. With frequent
exposure to confidential and sensitive company and customer information, the incumbent will be
expected to maintain confidentiality while performing all duties.

Responsibilities:

e Develop and maintain an annual communications strategy and outreach calendar, and devise tactics
to execute activities in alignment with corporate priorities.

e Lead corporate website, billing portal and intranet development and maintenance from concept to
final product.
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Support senior leadership with the timely research and development of briefing notes, press
releases, media kits, FAQs and positioning statements.
Create and deliver presentations, website and social media campaign copy, annual reports,
publication and advertising copy, and letters.
Conceptualize and produce visually appealing content, and logical internal and external
communications.
Create and maintain a Social Media Policy and Standard Operating Procedures.
Coordinate customer-facing notices and messaging including bill messages, buck slips, inserts and
special mailings.
Plan, negotiate and execute logistics for corporate events, conferences and sponsorships.
Perform quality control of all content by conducting substantive edits, copy editing and proofreading
to ensure accuracy, consistency and tone of message.
Implement and maintain a Crisis Communication Plan in support of emergency preparedness and
business continuity.
Support senior management with the public relations aspects of crisis management and business
interruptions.
Monitor and ensure a positive brand and social media presence.
Prepare and analyze monthly Google Analytics reports for all corporate websites.
Secure external resources to support communication activities as required, and manage third-party
agreements and vendor relationships to ensure standards and quality are met.
Support the promotion of conservation initiatives and outreach programs.
Conduct industry research to better understand emerging trends and concepts.
Prepare updates on the impact and effectiveness of communication strategies for senior leadership,
including post-activity event evaluations and reports.

Senior Regulatory Analyst:

Justification:

New position required to provide additional support in lieu of filling Manager of Regulatory position.

Summary:

Reporting to the CFO & Vice President Corporate Services, the Senior Regulatory Analyst is responsible

for providing analytical support to the regulatory activities of Brantford Power with respect to the

requirements of the Ontario Energy Board and other regulatory agencies.

Responsibilities:

Provide support to a wide-range of regulatory activities to ensure that Brantford Power operations
are in compliance with all regulatory codes, bulletins and directives

Play key role in achieving Brantford Power strategic goal to grow regulatory expertise and depth
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e Provide training to regulatory staff and Brantford Power staff; liaise with staff and service
providers to evaluate impact and develop implementation plans

e Develop and maintain systems to track data required for routine regulatory filings

e Manage schedule and data collection processes to ensure regulated timelines are met
e Research and develop methodologies to ensure compliance with regulatory codes

e Participate in periodic internal compliance reviews

e Undertake rate, operational, costing, and economic analyses, as appropriate, to support
regulatory submissions

e Monitor and analyze ongoing changes to regulatory codes, discussion papers, and other related
documentation reporting on potential impacts to Brantford Power’s operations

e Participate in regulatory working groups and internal support teams

e Maintain and work through regulated consultation and process requirements to revise, in
consultation with service providers and departmental staff, Brantford Power’s Conditions of
Service

e Analyze monthly service level billings and report on trends
e Maintain Retail Service Agreements to ensure that all data is accurate and up-to-date

e Other duties as assigned

Manager, System Projects and Business Applications

Justification: BPI required an internal resource dedicated to the coordination of the Systems
Integration Projects.

Summary:

Reporting to CFO and Vice President of Corporate Services, the Manager, System Projects and Business

Applications, is responsible for the design; implementation oversight and management of Brantford
Power’s IT function and the corporate-wide information technology projects through an entire project
life cycle from inception through implementation. The Manager, Systems Projects and Business
Applications is also responsible for maintaining, supporting, and upgrading existing systems and
applications. This role applies proven leadership; project management, communication, and problem-
solving skills, and knowledge of best practices to guide leadership and operational teams on issues
related to the design, development, and deployment of information and software systems as they align
with Brantford Power Inc.’s and Affiliate companies business strategies and objectives.

Manage and provide direction for the design and implementation of immediate and future IT
functionality in support of business operations. Act as key advisor on general operation IT matters.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058
Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 282 of 339
Responsibilities:

e Provide leadership, direction and project management to the business and its leadership
team in the areas of system integration and implementation systems projects.

e Provide technical leadership for ongoing monitoring and operations management of IT
environment.

e Provide technical leadership and management to project managers; subject matter
experts; testers and programmers working on development project teams as required.

e Establish and manage strategies, guidelines, procedures, and standards to ensure
effective ongoing support of Daffron, Brantford Power’s billing and customer
information system.

e Manage and support system implementation phase of key projects specifically, E-Billing,
F.I.S.and C.I.S.

e Manage testing personnel and establish training; development; testing protocols; scripts
and scenarios.

e Manage the relationship with the City of Brantford IT Department to ensure that
application development projects meet both current and future business requirements
and goals, and fulfill end-user requirement.

e Conduct research and make recommendations on software products and services in
support of procurement and development efforts.

e Coordinate feasibility studies for software and system products under consideration for
purchase, and give advice based on findings.

e Lead testing phase of development by evaluating proposals in order to identify potential
problem areas, and make the appropriate recommendations.

e Manage the development, integration and deployment of new applications, systems
software, and/or enhancements to existing applications throughout the enterprise.

e Manage relationships and project plan compliance with analysts, designers, vendors,
and system owners in the testing of new software programs and applications
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e Ensure that any new software integration into company systems meets functional
requirements, system compliance, and interface specifications.

e Identify and resolve systems issues.
e Develop strategies for improving or leveraging existing applications.
e Review and analyze existing application effectiveness and efficiency.

e Design, develop, and install enhancements and upgrades to systems and application
software.

e Develop, disseminate, implement and enforce functional policies, procedures, and
quality assurance best practices.

e Prepare, establish, and monitor budgets where necessary.

e Maintain software version control by developing Change Management Software
practices.

e Perform other duties as assigned.

Acting Supervisor of Settlement:

Justification: Required on a temporary basis while Supervisor of Settlement was deployed to focus on

Systems Integration Projects, in order to keep compliance and levels of service continued.

Summary:

Reporting to the Supervisor, Settlement and Smart Metering, in addition to your daily Settlement,
Energy and Smart Metering Officer responsibilities

Responsibilities:

Approve invoices from service providers to Metering & Settlement Department over $6000.00
within approved signing authority.

Create billable work orders in the customer information system (CIS) for special meter
installations and authorize the charges related to the work order

Coordinate with Acting Metering Coordinator department work required for the placement of
interval meters at interval load and generator locations.

Coordinate the daily work of the Settlement, Energy & Smart Metering Officer (SESMO) to
ensure work is completed in compliance with all safety requirements

Prioritize and oversee the work of the SESMO and Meter Technician(s) to resolve problems with
the FlexNet system and smart meters

Oversee the Notice of Disagreement (NOD) and the Dispute processes with the Independent
Electricity System Operator when the daily statements are incorrect.
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e Review the monthly Independent Electricity System Operator for remuneration for fixed pricing
on behalf of BPl and Energy Market Retailers

e Review and approve data provided for surveys and regulatory filings to external agencies such as
the Ontario Energy Board, Hydro One and Ontario Power Authority, Measurement Canada

e Responsible for the Department Profiler Portfolio for third party access for electric meters and
requests for interval data on an annual basis to ensure Brantford Power is compliant with the
Ontario’s Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act

e Participate and attend industry events as required;

e Approve SESMO time entry in BPI electronic time keeping system, vacation requests, planned
and unplanned absences;

e HR responsibilities including SESMO annual Performance Appraisal and performance
management;

e Duties as assigned

Cashier:

Justification: Required to ensure customer-facing service to BPI’s customer base, many of whom prefer
to make payments in person.

Summary:

Reporting to the Manager of Customer Service, the Cashier will process payments for Branford Power
Inc. Duties will include but are not limited to processing counter payments, mail payments, receivables
and issuing receipts; balancing cashier activity daily; running daily close and daily audit; balancing
cashier general ledger summary; maintaining post-dated cheques and filing payment stubs.

Financial Analyst:
Summary:

Reporting to the Manager of Finance, the Financial Analyst will be responsible for the preparation of
financial statements as well as general accounting functions as they relate to the Brantford Energy
Group. The incumbent is responsible for verification of financial data to ensure accurate and timely
information is available for reporting. Other duties in this position include but are not limited to
preparing and entering journal entries in accordance with documentation received, account
reconciliations, interacting with internal departments to resolve any accounting issues, payroll analysis,
budget to actual variance analysis and reviewing account coding on accounts payable.

Conservation Program Coordinator
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Justification: Required to fill additional duties associated with the new Conservation Framework ,
which has increase CDM savings targets compared to previous Frameworks.

Summary:

Reporting to the Conservation Program Manager, the Conservation Program Coordinator will assist with
the coordination and administration of Brantford Power’s conservation initiatives including:

e The accurate accumulation, input, tracking and analysis of conservation data from various
sources for preparation of required reports, contracts, financial documents.

e Liaising with third party service providers, including, but not limited to, marketing consultants,
customer outreach teams, graphic designers, equipment wholesalers, electricians and customer
contractors, so as to meet mandated conservation requirements for various programs.

e Completion of facility site visits including assessments to identify conservation opportunities and
completion of program ga/qc requirements.

e Assist with the development and delivery of marketing material, customer outreach activities,
educational material, presentations and events, including representing Brantford Power at
conservation and industry related events, functions and workshops.

e Perform administrative and general clerical duties such as record keeping, maintaining complete
and accurate records on all conservation files, initiative tracking, and report preparation,
proofreading and filing as required.

This role will work closely with the Conservation Program Advisor as well as program stakeholders
including internal resources, customers, channel partners, and non-government organizations.
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IR: 4-SEC-22

[Ex.4-4-2 p.7]
Is the Applicant recovering any of the costs for its Vice-President Customer Service and Conservation
from amounts available from the IESO for CDM activities? If so, please provide details.

Response:

Please refer to the response to 1-EP-6 a). BPI recovers the amounts allocated to CDM associated with
this position from the IESO through its approved budget form the IESO.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 287 of 339

IR: 4-SEC-23

[Ex4-5-1, p.9]
Please explain why there is not a decrease in the Applicant’s OM&A as a result of a reduction in services
to be provided to BPlin 2017 as a result the City of Brantford forecasted sale of that asset.

Response:

BGI operations have been transferred to the City as of May 2, 2016 and BGl assets were sold on August
18, 2016. BGI as a legal entity with no operations will continue to exist until the company is legally
dissolved. The City of Brantford through its SLA with BPI provides services for BPIl only, which is separate
from any services provided to any other affiliates in the Brantford Energy Corporation group of
companies. BPI in turn, until the BGI is legally dissolved, will be providing executive and corporate
services to BGI.

Services from the City of Brantford to BPI: There is no impact for the services provided by the City of
Brantford to BPI since the Service Level agreement has not, and will not include any goods or services
provided for BGI.

Services from BPI to BGI: BPI services provided to BGI (financial and executive services) will cease to be
provided once BGI as a legal entity is dissolved. Until that time, the level of services will be reduced due
to the fact that BGI no longer is an operating business following the transfer and subsequent sale of
assets to the City.

There is no decrease associated with the sale of the asset. BPI finance and executive staff will cease to
provide services to BGl when BGlI as a legal entity is dissolved. As a result, the services billed to BGI will
end, reducing the revenue offset for affiliate services provided for BGI. There will be no decrease in
gross OM&A as the costs previously allocated to BGI are related to full time BPI employees. The time
which would previously have been allocated to BGI will now be spent on BPI projects such as the SIP and
facility relocation projects, as well as other ongoing work. The OM&A costs will be reallocated within BPI
OM&A accordingly.
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IR: 4.0 -VECC -30
Reference: Exhibit 4,

a) Please update the status of collective bargaining.

Response:

Both BPI and the IBEW have ratified a tentative agreement. BPl is in the final stages of completing an
updated agreement with its IBEW workers. A draft agreement with the agreed upon changes has been
compiled and is being reviewed by Management after which the union will review to confirm it
represents correctly the tentative agreement.
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IR: 4.0 -VECC -31
Reference: Exhibit 2/T1/S1/pg.17,

a) Please confirm the forecast savings from the consolidation of buildings is $574,902 per
year (as per Table 2-1-H).

Response:

BPI is withdrawing the request for funding for its facility in the Bridge and Test Years. Please refer to the
response to 2-Staff-7 for further information.
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IR: 4.0 -VECC -32
Reference: Exhibit 4/T1/S1

a) Please confirm that there are incremental OM&A costs since the last cost of service filing
of $495,143 due to the proposed new IT projects.

b) If this is confirmed please provide details of this ongoing cost specifically identifying the
FTE related incremental costs.

Response:

a) The referred to table 4.1-B was a summary of BPI’s Cost Drivers table. As indicated below in the
response to 4-EP-35, the cost driver table was incorrect, the impact related to System
Integration from 2016 to 2017 should have been reduced $(43,252) and therefore the corrected
total for the System Integration Project Row in table 4.1-B should have been $451,891.
However, this is not the total due to the proposed new IT projects, as the 2017 costs considered
in this table are the normalized costs per table 4.2-F.

b) The ongoing costs are set out for each project in tables 4.2-C to 4.2-E there are no ongoing FTE
related incremental ongoing costs. The 5-year period includes the temporary backfill positions
and the Manager, System Projects and Business Applications
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IR: 4.0-VECC-33
Reference: E4/T2/S1/Table 4.2-B:Cost Drivers/E4/T2/S1/pg.17/Appendix 2-JC

a) Please explain how the forecast for 2016 and 2017 for bad debt is derived.

b) Please explain the increase in collections OM&A costs in 2017 as compared to 2015 and
prior.

c) Will the increase in collections costs lead to lower bad debts. If not please explain why
not?

Response:

a) The bad debt expense for 2016/2017 was set at a level of $300,000 per year. This was based on the
previous years’ actual write-offs with a two year lag, which was approximately $300 000 each year.
BPI notes that the bad debt expense in 2015 appears to be off-trend at $95 248 due to a one-time
credit as a result of a one-time reduction in BPI's Allowance for Doubtful Accounts. This adjustment
resulted from a review and update of BPI’'s method of estimating the annual allowance for doubtful
accounts as suggested by BPI’s external auditors.

b) The increase is related to an increased allocation to 5320- Collecting of compensation and payroll
burden allocation. This is related to an employee who, for 2015, was performing work booked to
Billing rather than Collections, but for part of 2016 and all of 2017 will be booked to Collecting.
Additionally, there are changes related to the automated sending of field collection notices which
account for a portion of the increases in this account.

c) BPl acknowledges that certain increases in collections costs may lead to lower bad debts.

However, some increases do not. For example, part of the increase in collections cost between
2015 and 2017 is attributed to the cashier function. This function does not perform any special
duties related to collecting on delinquent accounts. Some cost increases are expected to help
reduce bad debts. Additionally, if customer behaviour changes ( for example related to poor
economic conditions), it may take more collection cost and effort to maintain the same level of
bad debt.
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a) Please confirm that the $596,786 in OM&A costs are not recovered in the revenue

requirement for 2017 or beyond.
b) Please provide a breakdown/details as to the nature of the 596k and $108k in FIS OM&A

related implementation costs.

c) Please explain why FIS fees are paid to the City after implementation of the new FIS

system.

Response:

a) Correct, 2016 OM&A was not part of the amortized SIP costs.

b) Below table provides a breakdown of the $596K in FIS OM&A implementation costs for 2016:

Expense Detail/basis for estimate Amount
External consultant fees for Implementation services quote $277,250
Implementation services received during the Best and Final
(portion not relating to the Offer (BAFO) from the preferred
design, build and testing of vendor: $554,500 (for 2016)
the system that needs to be | O&MA portion of the above quote :
expensed) (50% of the above, based on our
review of the fee breakdown, activities
relating to design, build and testing,
cost of which can be capitalized, were
approximately 50% of the total effort;
Remaining 50% were project
management, training, and other such
activities which cannot be capitalized
and hence expensed here)
External consultant out of Out of pocket expenses estimate $18,000
pocket expenses based on the BAFO quote of the
preferred vendor
Internal resources cost Internal resources effort was $202,071
(portion not relating to estimated using the BPI resource
design, build and testing of involvement expectations outlined in
the system that needs to be | the RACI (Responsible, Accountable,
expensed) Consulted and Informed) chart
submitted as part of the BAFO by the
preferred vendor. This effort was then
multiplied by the average hourly rate
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for BPI employees to arrive at the
internal resources cost estimate:
$301,599.

BPI reviewed the RACI and estimates
that approximately 33% the of these
costs can be capitalized (being effort
relating to design, build and testing)
and the remainder (67%) is expensed
here: $301,599 x 67% = $202,071

Contingency

Since the above costs were based on
the BAFO quote which was tentative
and subject to change after a detailed
planning (scoping or discovery) phase,
BPI considered it prudent to provide
for a contingency of 20% on the above
costs as contingency. 20% of $497,321

$99,465

Total

$596,786

Below table provides a breakdown of the $108K in FIS OM&A implementation costs for 2017:

Expense Detail/basis for estimate Amount
External consultant fees for Implementation services quote $90,000
Implementation services received during the Best and Final
(portion relating to training Offer (BAFO) from the preferred
and post implementation vendor: $90,000 (for 2017)
support) O&MA portion of the above quote :
Entire portion of this cost is training
and post implementation support and
hence needs to be expensed (cannot
be capitalized)
Contingency Since the above costs were based on $18,000
the BAFO quote which was tentative
and subject to change after a detailed
planning (scoping or discovery) phase,
BPI considered it prudent to provide
for a contingency of 20% on the above
costs as contingency. 20% of $90,000
Total $108,000

BPI response: BPI is not planning to migrate the detailed historical transaction data from the
existing City FIS system to the new FIS system. In order to meet the regulatory and other
requirements on retention of data, BPI has requested the City to allow BPI to maintain access to
the historical information in the existing City FIS. Accordingly, the costs for FIS support have

been retained at the same level year on year.
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IR: 4-VECC-35
Reference: E4/T2/S1/Table 4.2-

a) Please explain why BPI appears to be paying a full year of fees for the current year and a
partial year of fees for the new CIS system in 2017.

Response:

As per the Table 4.2-D CIS Implementation and O&MA costs, annual support fees paid to the City of
Brantford for the current Daffron CIS is $636K in 2016 and $649K in 2017. Implementation cost of $746K
is estimated based on the professional fees estimates received in response to the RFI for the FIS and CIS
systems. As in the FIS system, the portion of the fees that relate to design, build and testing of the
system are treated as capital (50%) and the remainder (50% of the fees) is treated as expense. This is
based on our review of the approximate split between activities that can be capitalized (design, build
and test) and others. $746K relates to the 50% that is expensed as OM&A. The annual support and
hosting fees start in 2017 and subsequent years include external costs (annual support and hosting fees
paid to software vendor and hosting provider) and internal costs (internal support for the new CIS
system — on the lines of the current City of Brantford CIS system support).



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 295 of 339

IR: 4-VECC-36
Reference: E4/T2/S1/Table 4.2-F

a) Please identify any OM&A costs that are expected to be incurred prior to 2017 which are
included in the normalization of Implementation costs as shown in Table 4.2-F (i.e.
confirm the statement at page 15 which states no OM&A prior to 2017 is included).

b) What are the current 2016 related OM&A implementation costs.

Response:

a) There are no OM&A costs that are expected to be incurred prior to 2017 which are included in
the normalization of implementation costs shown in Table 4.2-F. The statement on page 15 is correct
when it states that no OM&A costs prior to 2017 are included.

b) The 2016 related OM&A implementation costs are $596,786.
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IR: 4-VECC-37
Reference E4/T4/S2/pgs.23-

a) Please provide a table which lists each new incremental positon, starting from Board
approved 2013 to 2017. In one column provide the salary band mid-point (not actual
salary) and, separately, the average benefit cost for the incremental position. In another
column provide the hiring start date (actual or forecast). In the final column provide a
brief synopsis of the reason for the incremental positon.

b) Please confirm that the both the salary and benefits of the 3 conservation positions are
not included in the OM&A figures or in the proposed revenue requirement (or confirm
that there are equal offsetting revenues).

Response:
a)
New Position Department Year Salary Mid Point werage Benefit Cost Hiring Date Reason
VP Customer Service and Conservation SLT 2014 $ 117,725.00 $ 22,892.59 May-14 Increase the focus on the customer
Financial Analyst Finance 2014 7§ 63,952.20 $ 22,892.59 Aug-14 Meet work load requirements with a permanent resource.
Acting Manager of Customer Service ‘ustomer Service2014/2017 $ 94,119.00 $ 22,892.59 Jun-14 Backfill during CIS project
Apprentice Operations 2014 '$ 38,055.68 $ 22,892.59 May-14 Fill two empty positions
Acting Manager of Finance Finance 2014 S 94,119.00 $ 22,892.59 Jun-13 Backfill during FIS project
Senior Regulatory Analyst Regulatory 2015 $ 85,409.00 $ 22,892.59 Jan-15 In lieu of Mgr of Regulatory
Part Time Conservation Program Advisor CDM 2016 S 44,189.15 statutory benefits only  Jan-16 To assist with new CDM Framework
Communications Coordinator “ommunications 2016 S 38,673.18 statutory benefits only Sep-16  Assist with internal and external communications; social media presence
Facility Manager Facilities 2016 Mid Point Unknown $ 22,892.59 deferred Assist with project management related to facility relocation.
nager of System Projects and Business Applicatic BP-IT 2016 S 96,725.00 $ 22,892.59 Q4 2015 Act as project manager for full Systems Integration Project.
Accounting/AP Clerk Finance 2017 S 51,790.05 $ 22,892.59 Forecast: 2016 Assist with the "in-housing" of Accounts Payable and Payroll.

*for CUPE positions the 1 year rate out of a 2 year scale has been indicated

*for exempt positions the job rate (100%) has been indicated from the 90% to 110% band

*for IBEW positions the rate indicated is the November rate of that year - adjustments provided in June & November
as there is not significant variance from one position to another, used 2017 average over all positions.

Mid Point for Non-salaried employees based on expected work hours

b) BPI confirms the 3 conservation positions are not included in OM&A, but in the Revenue Offsets
accounts 4375 and 4380.
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IR: 4.0-VECC-38
Reference: E4/T5/S1/Tables 4.5-A Appendix 2-N

a) Please explain the increase in affiliate IT services to 916k in 2016 as compared to prior
years and notwithstanding the transfer of FIS and other systems to from the city to BPI.

b) In explaining the variance as between 2013 and 2017 BPI speaks of an IT employee
joining and being part of the CIS project. Please clarify the role of City IT personnel in the
transition to the new FIS and CIS systems and their role (if any) after implementation of
these new systems.

Response:

a) As explained below Table 4.5-A Appendix 2-N, IT costs are projected to increase from
2015 Actual to the 2017 Test Year by $166,170. In 2015, there was one less Programmer
Analyst than originally anticipated and included in the Shared Services Agreement with
the City of Brantford. This City of Brantford employee is anticipated to return during 2016
and therefore BPI has budgeted the 2017 Test Year including this individual, especially
due to the transition from the legacy CIS to the new CIS planned for 2017.

BPI's IT services from the City of Brantford encompass installation and support of
hardware, software and licenses, as well as support for all networks, e-mail and Internet
services. FIS and CIS are only a portion of those services.

For the FIS implementation, BPI is not planning to migrate the detailed historical
transaction data from the existing City FIS system to the new FIS system. In order to meet
the regulatory and other requirements on retention of data, BPI has requested the City to
allow BPI to maintain access to the historical information in the existing City FIS.
Accordingly, the costs for FIS support have been retained at the same level year on year.
For the CIS procurement, implementation of the CIS is expected by end of 2017 and a
reduction in the City of Brantford SLA charges (for CIS support) is reflected in Table 4.2-D:
CIS Implementation and OM&A costs from the year 2018 (after the implementation is
complete).

b) City IT role beyond implementation of new systems:

City IT services under the current Service Level Agreement (SLA) with the City of Brantford
include:

e Installing and maintaining all hardware, software and licenses



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058
Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 298 of 339
e Providing support for all hardware, software and licenses

e Providing, maintaining and support all networks, e-mail and internet services; and
e Providing network security.

e Special projects from time to time including systems development and web
development and maintenance as discussed and agreed upon

All the above City IT services are expected to continue beyond the implementation of the FIS
and CIS systems with the exception of the FIS and CIS systems which will move to external
software vendors and hosting providers. BPI will continue to use the City IT services for
network, internet connectivity, e-mail, file servers, user laptops and network security. Also,
the related hardware, software, licenses and support will continue to be provided by the City
IT team.

On the FIS system, BPI plans to retain access to the City FIS system to access historical
information and meet the regulatory and business needs for such historical information. On
the CIS system, BPI will determine the right approach for support and maintenance of the
new CIS through the selection and implementation process of the new CIS and assess if there
is any continuing role that the City IT will play in the support of the new CIS.

City IT role in the transition to the new FIS and CIS:

City IT will play the below role in the transition to the new FIS and CIS. These services are
included in the SLA with the City:

e City IT teams provide their technology expertise in advising BPI on the selection of
the new FIS and CIS (solution, hosting, connectivity, security, etc.)

e City IT FIS and CIS teams will provide knowledge of the current systems and
processes to help BPI and its implementation partner understand the current state of
the systems and plan/design the transition to the new FIS and CIS

e City IT FIS and CIS teams will extract master data and historical transactional data
required for migration to the new FIS and CIS systems

e City IT teams will also provide extracts/lists/data required to configure the new FIS
and CIS systems

e City IT teams will develop or alter the interfaces to / from existing City systems to the
new FIS and CIS
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e City IT teams will setup/configure the required connectivity for the BPl employees to
access third party hosting provider sites (data centres)
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E4/T5/S1/Tables 4.5-A Appendix 2-N

a) Given the evidence that 2017 is a transition year for IT system implementation please

Response:

provide BPI's forecast of shared service revenues and costs (i.e. Appendix 2-N) for 2018.

BPI understands the scope of this question to be relating to the services provided from the City of

Brantford to BPI and therefore has only included the services between BPI and the City of Brantford.

Please see the table below for BPI’s forecast of the SLA services in 2018:

Year:]

2018

Shared Services

Name of Company

Price for the Cost for the

Service Offered Pricing Methodology Service Service
From To $ $
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. [Accounts Payable Cost-based $ - $
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Payroll Cost-based $ = $ =
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Purchasing Cost-based $ 20,000.00 [$  20,000.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. [Human Resources Cost-based $ 66,905.00 [$  66,905.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. [Information Technology Cost-based $  471,774.00 [ $ 471,774.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Legal and Real Estate Cost-based $ 12,190.00 [ $  12,190.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Mailrun Market-based $ 7,738.00 [ $ 7,738.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. | Telephone Senice Cost-based $ 16,661.00 [ $  16,661.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Insurance and Risk Management Market-based [premiums], Cost-based [Administration] | $ 137,411.59 [ $ 137,411.59
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. [Records Management Market-based $ 6,231.00 [ $ 6,231.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Facility Asset Management Cost-based $ 107,148.00 [ $ 107,148.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office Space Market-based $ 71,353.00 [$  71,353.00
City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Rental of Facilities-Office/Warehouse/Vehicle Storage [Market-based $ 109,072.01 [ $ 109,072.01

Market-based [third-party senices]; Cost-based

City of Brantford Brantford Power Inc. |Tree Trimming [Administration] $ 380,038.00 [ $ 380,038.23

Brantford Power Inc.

City of Brantford

Street Light Maintenance

Cost-based $ 182,33331[$ 182,333.31
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IR: 4.0-VECC-40
Reference: E4/T5/S1/Tables 4.5-A Appendix 2-N

a) Please explain how street light maintenance is charged (e.g. on a per unit serviced or
annual fixed sum basis).

b) If it is charged on a per unit basis please provide a table showing the units serviced, fee
and total (i.e. sum shown in Appendix 2-N).

Response:

a) Street light maintenance is charged on a time and material basis. Time and materials are
charged by the linesman as they do street light maintenance.

b) Not applicable as street light maintenance is not charged on a per unit basis. Different units may
have different time and materials requirements, and therefore the time and materials will vary
from unit to unit.
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IR: 4.0 -VECC -41

Reference: Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-H, pages 12-13
Exhibit 4, Attachment 4-J, Tables 1 and 2

a) With respect to the Residential CDM program savings used in Attachment 4-H, please
explain why:

i. The total Residential savings used for results from 2011 programs in 2013
(1,096,631 kWh) exceeds the reported savings in 2011 from 2011 programs
(1,096,007 kWh — after adjustments to the verified results per Attachment 4-J) as
one would have expected the value to be either equal or less due to loss of
persistence.

ii. The total Residential savings for the results from 2013 programs in 2013 (868,401
kWh) and in 2014 (867,452 kWh) both exceed the reported savings in 2013 from
2013 programs (853,969 kWh - after adjustment to verified results per
Attachment 4-J).

Response:

BPI confirms the initial application incorrectly reflected the adjustments to verified results. Please refer
to 3-VECC-23 and 3-VECC-22 and in particular attachment 3-VECC-22 which is an updated report from
Burman Energy Consultants.
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Exhibit 5: Cost of Capital
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IR: 5-Energy Probe-50
Ref: Exhibit 5, Tab 1, Schedule 1 &

Exhibit 5, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Has BPl entered into a loan agreement with Ontario Infrastructure & Lands Corporation for the
loan of $13.8 million shown having a start date of October 1, 2016 for a term of 30 years? If no,
does BPI still expect to enter into such an agreement in 20167

b) What is the current 30 year rate available from Infrastructure Ontario for such a loan?

Response:

a) No, BPI has not entered into a loan agreement with Ontario Infrastructure and Lands
Corporation (OILC). No, BPI does not expect to enter such an agreement in 2016.

b) The current 30 year rate available from OILC is 3.22% as per their website, as of 09/09/2016
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IR: 5-Energy Probe-51

Ref: Exhibit 5, Attachment 5-A

a) How was the rate of 4.20% determined for the renewal for 5 years of the affiliate debt?

b) Did BPl approach third party lenders to refinance all or part of the affiliate debt that came due in
early 20167 If not, please explain why not? If yes, please provide a summary of the quotes
received including amount, rate and term available from these parties.

Response:

a) The five-year renewal rate of 4.20% is stipulated in the promissory note at the Royal Bank of
Canada’s Prime Rate + 1.5%

b) BPI did not seek any debt from third parties in the same time frame for the following reasons.

The existing City of Brantford promissory note is currently subordinated to both the Royal Bank
and Infrastructure Ontario Long Term Debt. The introduction of a third lender at this time would
have required a renegotiation of the relative security position of existing lenders. With the
pending new financing required to fund the planned acquisition of consolidated facilities, BPI
believed it was prudent to continue to retain the City of Brantford’s promissory note because its
current subordinated position provides BPI with the most flexibility to secure new financing for
the facility acquisition. BPI reviewed the stipulated five year renewal rate contained in the
promissory note at Prime + 1.5% against the OEB’s deemed long term debt rate and the publicly
available 30 year rate available from Infrastructure Ontario in December 2015.

Infrastructure Ontario had advised Brantford Power Inc. that it would not be eligible for any new
financing until such time Infrastructure Ontario and Brantford Generation Inc. (affiliate of
Brantford Power Inc.) had resolved their issues. Consequently, this lower rate was not available
to Brantford Power Inc. at the time of renewal.
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lllustration of Alternative Financing Rates
Source Current Rate
Promissory Note Renewal Rate (Prime + 1.5%) 4.20%
Ontario Energy Board Deemed Long Term Debt Rate 4.54%
Infrastructure Ontario Long Term Debt Rate (30 year Term — Dec 3) 3.89%

Consequently, BPI proceeded with the 4.20% as the lowest cost alternative.



IR: 5-SEC-24
[Ex.5]

Please provide the Applicant’s regulated ROE for each year since 2013.

Response:

The following chart shows BPI’s regulated ROE for each year since 2013.

Year Achieved ROE
As As
reported | Adjusted**
2013 11.60%
2014 11.15% 9.98%
2015 11.06% 8.97%
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**Please note that 2014 and 2015 have been adjusted to reflect a situation related to loss carry
forwards which resulted in BPI reporting overstated ROEs for both years. Please refer to 4-EP-44 for full

details.
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IR: 5-SEC-25

[Ex.5-Attach. 5A]
Please provide a copy of the previous Promissory Note with the City of Brantford.

Response:

Please see attachment 5-sec-25
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IR: 5-SEC-26

[Ex.5-Attach. 5A]
Before renewing the Promissory Note with the City of Brantford, did the Applicant look at replacing that
debt from a third-party provider? If so, please explain why it chose not to.

Response:

Please refer to BPI's answer in 1-Energy Probe-1.



IR: 5.0-VECC-42

Reference:

E1/T8/S1
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a) Please provide a table showing the achieved ROE for 2011 through 2016 with an
additional row showing the Board ROE approved for 2011 and the subsequent ROE
benchmarks set by the Board each year 2012 through 2015.

Response:

The following table shows BPI’s achieved ROE for 2011 through 2015 as well as the Board approved ROE

for each year.

Board
Approved/Set
Year Achieved ROE ROE
As As
reported | Adjusted**

2011 7.50% 8.57%
2012 3.20% 8.57%
2013 11.60% 8.98%
2014 11.15% 9.98% 8.98%
2015 11.06% 8.97% 8.98%

**Please note that 2014 and 2015 have been adjusted to reflect a situation related to loss carry

forwards which resulted in BPI reporting overstated ROEs for both years. Please refer to 4-EP-44 for full

details.
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5.0-VECC-43
Reference: E5/Attachment 5-A

a) Is the new debt note with the City callable on demand?

b) Please explain what the “adjustment provisions of the Transfer By-law” are with respect
to this note.

c¢) How was the rate of 4.20% determined for this note?

Response:

a)

b)

c)

This is not a new debt note; rather the note’s interest rate was just renewed. The note is not
callable on demand.

On October 23, 2000 the City of Brantford passed By-law 156-2000 to transfer the assets,
liabilities, rights and obligations of the Brantford Hydro Electric Commission and of the
corporation of the City of Brantford in respect to the distribution and retailing of electricity to a
corporation and its subsidiary of corporations incorporated under the Business Corporation Act
(Ontario) pursuant to Section 142 of the Electricity Act, 1998. The adjustment provision was
created so that adjustments to the consideration received by the City on the effective date of
the transfer could be adjusted if the audited net book value of the assets was different from the
fair market value of the assets which was used for initial determination of the value of assets.
This was a common provision in Muncipal Transfer By-Laws as the valuation of assets
transferred was typically assessed after the date of transfer. Consequently, a provision for a
subsequent adjustment was required. This provision was related to the implementation of the
Transfer By-Law and has not current relevancy.

The five-year renewal rate of 4.20% is stipulated in the promissory note at the Royal Bank of
Canada’s Prime Rate + 1.5%.
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IR: 5.0-VECC-44
Reference: E5/T2/S1

a) Please provide the source of the 3.68% forecast for Ontario Infrastructure and Lands
Corporation sourced debt.

Response:

BPI attained this rate from the OILC website under “Lending Rates: Local Distribution Companies” for a
30-year term loan. Refer to Attachment 5-VECC-44 for a screenshot of the website used at the time the
Cost of Service Application was submitted. As no actual financing had yet been obtained, BPI used this

rate as its assumed financing rate under the assumption that BPI would obtain the financing from OILC.
BPI is not anticipating securing this financing in 2016.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 313 of 339

Exhibit 6: Revenue Deficiency
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IR: 6-Energy Probe-52
Ref: Exhibit 6

Based on any corrections, changes or updates, please provide updated live Excel work forms for the
RRWEF, PILS, Chapter 2 appendices, cost allocation model and any other work forms that have been
changed as a result of the changes or updates. Please include the necessary entries in the Tracking Form
in the RRWF indicating the interrogatory response which is the basis for the change made.

Response:

Please see the response to 1-staff-1b).
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Exhibit 7: Cost Allocation
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IR:7-Staff-61

Ref:

Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 2 and Attachment 7-C

Brantford Power notes that its previous rates were designed without factoring in the expected

transformer allowance credit. As a consequence, the Embedded Distributor rates have increased to
address this shortfall.

a) Please confirm that Brantford Power is not proposing to recover the past shortfall.

b) OEB staff notes that the communication with Energy+ included in Attachment 7-Cdoes not
appear to specifically address this increase. Was Energy+ made aware of this situation?

c) Energy+ indicates in its response to Brantford Power’s communication that it would prefer a
direct allocation methodology, although it accepts the current methodology for this application.
Please calculate the total cost that would be allocated to Energy+ under a direct allocation
methodology.

Response:

a) BPI confirms it is not proposing to recover the past shortfall.

b) BPI agrees the communication with Energy+ included in Attachment 7-C does not specifically
address this increase, however, the issue was discussed with Energy+ as is indicated in the e-
mail reply from the Chief Financial Officer on page 5 of Tab 1, Schedule2 in Exhibit 7:

“Further to our discussions, ..., including the transformer allowance issue.”
c) BPlis not able to calculate the costs allocated to Energy+ under a direct allocation methodology

as there are no assets that are specifically allocated to Energy+.
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IR: 7-Energy Probe-53

Ref: Cost Allocation Model, Sheet 17.1

Please explain the difference between a smart meter and a smart meter — network and explain why
1,302 residential customers have the smart meter — network.

Response:

Smart Meter refers to a smart meter used on a 1.5 element electrical service (120/240 volts).
Smart Meter — Network refers to a smart meter used on a 2.0 element electrical service (120/208 volts).

The 1,302 residential customers are in buildings that have an internal, secondary distribution system
configured 120/208 volts.
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IR: 7.0 - VECC -45
Reference: E7/T1/S2, page 7

a) What, if any, adjustments have been made to Brantford’s Standby rate since the approval
of the 2013 Rates?
b) What are the forecast 2017 revenues from Standby Rates?

Response:

a) There have been no changes to BPI’s Standby rate since the approval of the 2013 rates.
b) BPI has not included any revenue in 2017 from Standby rates. BPI no longer has any
standby customers.
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Exhibit 8: Rate Design
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IR: 8.0 -VECC - 46
Reference: E8/T1/S1, page 5 (lines 9-13)

a) Have there been any updates to the load forecasts for either Embedded
Distributor or the GS 50-4,999 classes?

Response:

BPI has not made updates to its forecasts prior to the responses to these interrogatories.

The section of Exhibit 8 referred to above relates to the update of transformer allowance forecasts given
an update to the load forecasts in these customer classes. As part of its response to 1-Staff-1, BPI has
updated its Load forecast. Accordingly the new Transformer Allowance forecasts for each class are
outlined below:

Customer Class Updated Updated Transformer
Transformer kW Allowance (S)

General Service greater than 50 | 617,063 (5370,238)

kw

Embedded Distributor 139,437 (583,662)
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Exhibit 9: Deferral and Variance Accounts
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IR: 9-Staff-62
Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Pages 3, 4

Brantford Power is requesting an accounting order to establish a new deferral account to capture any
material variances in capital or OM&A resulting from the introduction of the Cap and Trade Program.

a) Per the Filing Requirements, in the event an applicant seeks an accounting order to establish a
new deferral/variance account, the eligibility criteria of causation, materiality and prudence
must be met. Please discuss how the requested account meets the eligibility criteria.

b) Please explain how Brantford Power is planning to distinguish cost variances solely attributable
to the cap and trade program (as compared to other cost pressures that may arise from year to
year).

Response:

a) Please find below BPI’s discussion of how the requested new deferral account meets the eligibility
criteria:

Criteria 1 - Causation — The forecasted expense must be clearly outside of the base upon which rates

were derived.

Since the Government of Ontario’s Climate Change Action Plan was introduced with the 2016 Budget
and the Climate Change Mitigation and Low-Carbon Economy Act was passed on May 18, 2016 by the
Ontario Legislature, it is not yet possible to determine or estimate the cost implications of the
Government’s new Cap and Trade program on BPI’s operating or capital costs. Consequently, BPI has
not included any provision or estimate of costs associated with this new Cap and Trade regime in its
revenue requirement. As a result, none of these costs have been included in the base on which the
proposed rates were derived.

Criteria 2 - Materiality — The forecasted amounts must exceed the OEB-defined materiality threshold
and have a significant influence on the operation of the distributor, otherwise they must be expensed
in the normal course and addressed through organizational productivity improvements;

As outlined in the first criteria, it is not possible to determine the materiality of the costs related to the
cap and trade program as the program is targeted to be implemented on January 1, 2017. BPI
understands that work continues on the regulations and it will be some time after the start of the
program for an actual market price for offset credits to be established. Nevertheless, the Government
has estimated that across the economy, the cap and trade program is expected to generate $1.8 to $1.9
billion per year in funding. Until the program is launched, Brantford will not be able to determine what
its portion of this overall impact will be and whether it is material.
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Because BPl is unable to confirm at this time whether the impact meets the materiality threshold, the
application indicated that the proposed deferral account would only apply if the impact of this program
met the materiality threshold once the impacts are known.

Criteria 3 - Prudence — The nature of the costs and forecasted quantum must be reasonably incurred
although the final determination of prudence will be made at the time of disposition. In terms of the
gquantum, this means that the applicant must provide evidence demonstrating as to why the option

selected represents a cost-effective option (not necessarily least initial cost).

Given the costs to be incurred related to the cap and trade program are the direct result of the
Government of Ontario’s Climate Change Action Plan, BPI submits that these impacts are essentially
outside of BPI’s control and cannot be avoided. Provided BPI continues with appropriate procurement
processes that ensure prudent purchases are made, BPI believes that any material variances attributable
to cap and trade can be shown to be prudent in the circumstances.

In addition to the above assessment of the three eligibility criteria, BPI believes there is precedent for
creating a deferral account in cases where all three criteria may not be met when the costs impacts are
the direct result of changes in Government policy as illustrated in the examples below:

1555/1556 Capital and OM&A smart meter variance accounts

These accounts were established in advance for a subsequent prudency review for the costs related to
implement the Government’s smart meter program.

1592 PILS and Tax Variances

This account was established to capture change in PILS rates when they deviate from those used in the
determination of rates. In addition, a sub account was created to capture the impact of the Government
of Ontario’s decision to proceed with the harmonization of GST and PST into a single harmonized HST.

BPI believes that cost implications of the Government of Ontario’s cap and trade program are
consistent in nature with the above examples and should be given similar treatment with a deferral
account to track the impacts pending a future prudency review.

b) BPI has not yet determined exactly how it will capture the incremental costs it is still unclear how the
cost adjustments related to the cap and trade program will filter into the cost of goods and services. BPI
would expect the following approaches could be used to determine the impact of the cap and trade
program on LDC costs:

As BPI expects vendors will be assessing cap and trade impacts on their product and service pricing, BPI
can use vendor evidence to support the incremental per unit impact on input prices;
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As this change will likely be monitored and studied externally, BPI could use publicly available
information on specific items to estimate the impact of cap and trade program e.g. — Government
estimates, Statistics Canada reporting etc. For example, public reports have indicated that fuel prices are
likely to be increased 3-4 cents per litre;

An estimate of the impact could be determined by analyzing the per unit pricing changes and removing
a deemed regular inflation factor to isolate as a proxy the regular inflation component to remove the
impact of other factors and solve for the remainder attributable to carbon pricing.

The reality is that LDCs will need to provide the same evidence whether supporting the disposition of
the requested deferral account or in any future cost of service proceeding where such costs would be
embedded in the updated cost of service. As these costs are expected to impact all LDCs, the OEB can
also consider benchmarking the impacts to industry norms. In the end, it is up to the LDC to submit
sufficient and appropriate evidence with its request for the disposition of the account.
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IR: 9-Staff-63

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 19

Ref: Exhibit 1, Attachment 1-E, 2015 Audited Financial Statements

Ref: Exhibit 1, Attachment 1-F

Table 9.1E shows energy sales and cost of power of $107.3M. Energy sales are $110M and cost of
power is $108.6M in Brantford Power’s 2015 audited financial statements. In Brantford Power’s RRR
filing of the trial balance mapping to audited financial statements, Brantford Power shows a $3.3M
adjustment to energy sales and a $1.36M adjustment to cost of power to reclassify RSVAs to a separate
line item pertaining to movement in regulatory balances.

a) Please explain the components within the reclassification amounts and how the amounts are
derived.
b) Please explain how this ensures that Brantford Power is not making a profit or loss on energy.

Response:

a) The components of the reclassification amount detailed in the chart below relate to the
differences between amounts consumed by customers (billed and unbilled) and amounts paid to
the IESO and embedded generators. These balances are accordance with Article 490 of the
Accounting Procedures Handbook.

Reclass of RSVA Adjustments - Sales of Energy to Regulatory Movement

Charges - Power - offset to 1588 S 1,546,523
Charges - WMS - offset to 1580 S 1,778,497
Charges - CN - offset to 1586 S (30,328)

S 3,294,692

Reclass of RSVA Adjustments - Cost of Power Purchased to Regulatory Movement

Charges - Global Adj - offset to 1589 S (1,613,939)
Charges - NW - offset to 1584 S 249,135
Charges - SME - offset to 1551 S 4,783

$ (1,360,021)

b) The chart below shows the various components of the Audited Financial Statements (AFS). The
RSVA adjustments required to track regulatory assets and liabilities have been reported in the
Regulatory Movement amount on the AFS ensuring there is no profit or loss reported on energy.



Audited Financial Statement

Sale of Energy

Reclass RSVA Adjustment mapped to Regulatory Movement
Reclass DVA Disp for Group 1 Accounts from Distribution Revenue
Sales of Electricity per OEB RRR 2.1.7

Cost of Power Purchased
Reclass RSVA Adjustment mapped to Regulatory Movement
Power Supply Expenses per OEB RRR 2.1.7

Net of Sale of Energy and Cost of Power Balances

Total Regulatory Movement

RSVA Adjustments from Sales of Energy above
RSVA Adjustments from Cost of Power above
DVA Dispositions for Group 2 Accounts

Interest Revenue and Expense on DVA Accounts
RCVA Adjustments

Early Disposals of PP&E

Tax on Regulatory Balances
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110,089,757
(3,294,692) x
481,334

*A|H B P

107,276,399

(108,636,420)
1,360,021 x

& |H o

(107,276,399)

(3,294,692) x
1,360,021 x
(266,501)
37,744
27,545
93,246
894,460

A|H B B P B BB

(1,148,177)
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IR: 9-Staff-64

Ref:

Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Pages 4-15

With regards to the proposed disposition of Account 1582 RSVA One Time:

a) Please confirm that the adjustment relates to 2002 to 2005 balances.

b) Please confirm that the 2005 account balance excluding the adjustment was disposed on a final
basis in the 2006 EDR.

c) Please explain why Brantford Power did not disclose the adjustment to the OEB during the 2006
EDR proceeding as it appeared that Brantford Power knew of the adjustment during the 2006
EDR proceeding.

d) Please confirm that the corresponding reallocation adjustment has been included in Account
1580 and was disposed. Please indicate when the adjustment was disposed.

Response:

a) Brantford confirms that the adjustment relates to 2002 to 2005 RSVA one-time items.

b) With respect to 1582 — RSVA — WMS — there were no outstanding balances at the end of
2004 prior to the correcting adjustment being posted in 2005. To the extent that the 1582
account had a NIL balance at the end of 2004, there was nothing requiring disposition.
Nevertheless, as the application intended to dispose of all eligible 2004 DVA balances, to the
extent this account was in that group, it would have been disposed on a final basis.

c) Brantford indicated in its 2017 Cost of Service Application the following:

“The adjustment was made in good faith as BPI internal accounting compliance review had
identified the one-time items had not been correctly segregated into the 1582 One Time Item
Variance Account as prescribed. As the focus at this time was accounting compliance performed
by new staff to the Company, the connection to the already submitted disposition request was
not made.”

At that time, Brantford’s regulatory and accounting functions were under separate
organizational units reporting to separate executives. This structure resulted in limited
interactions between the groups. Although the regulatory staff was aware that 2004 RSVA
balances had been submitted for disposition as part of the 2006 EDR proceeding, the new staff
in Finance did not appreciate that the adjustment of accounting anomalies prior to 2005 would
have an unintended impact when Brantford would apply the 2006 EDR disposition decision to
the post adjusted RSVA balances.
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It was not until the outcome of the 2013 Cost of Service Decision that Brantford identified an

issue existed with this 1582 - RSVA - one time account and it was not until the 2015 IRM

application that feedback from OEB staff regarding the 2004 approved disposition that
Brantford determined further investigation was deemed necessary.

As a result, Brantford conducted a full review of the 1582 and 1580 accounts to re-create the
sequence of events leading to the 2015 RSVA balances. This review confirmed that this issue
was directly related to the incorrect adjustment of the RSVA — One Time 1582 account posted in
2005. That is why; Brantford is requesting that the entry be reversed with the result that all
variance accounts return to their respective correct balances.

In summary, although there was some staff in the Company that understood that 2004 balances
were being disposed of in the 2006 EDR proceeding, the implications of the separate accounting
group making prior year accounting corrections to balances that had already been submitted for
disposition on a pre-adjusted basis was not identified by any one at Brantford. Consequently,
Brantford was unaware at that time that an anomaly existed between the 1580 RSVA-WMS and
the 1582 RSVA — one time variance accounts.

d) Yes, the credit adjustment made to adjust 1582 RSVA One Time reduced the amount to be
recovered in 1580 RSVA — WMS. Since the 2006 EDR rate decision authorized the originally
requested amount based on the pre-adjusted 1580 RSVA — WMS balance, the disposition
recorded in 2007 related to 2006 EDR resulted in an understated 1580 RSVA — WMS balance
equal to the value in 1582 RSVA One Time that has been carried since that time. The
understated 1580 RSVA — WMS balance was next disposed of in 2010 IRM.
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IR: 9-Staff-65

Ref: DVA Continuity Schedule

In the DVA continuity schedule, Account 1508 Other Regulatory Assets — Sub-account Other, $173.6k is
requested for disposition. From Brantford Power’s 2013 cost of service application, the account appears
to be for the difference between the existing approved GS>50 kW 2008 rates and a new rates
determined in the EB-2009-0063 proceeding as a result of establishing an embedded distributor rate
class. The account was disposed in Brantford Power’s 2013 cost of service application. It appears that
the account was to capture the difference in the rates from the 2008 rate proceeding to Brantford

Power’s next rebasing application in 2013.

a) Please explain why further amounts were added to the account after the disposition in
Brantford Power’s 2013 cost of service application.
b) Please explain why this account is to be continued going forward.

Response:
a) The amounts included in 1508 Other Regulatory Assets — Sub-Account Other represent the
billing differences resulting from EB-2009-0063 from January 1, 2013 to February 28, 2014. BPI’s
2013 cost of service application disposed of DVA balances to December 31, 2012. As the 2013
COS rates were not effective until March 1, 2014, rate differentials continued until this time.

b) This account should not be required for rate differentials related to EB-2009-0063 going
forward. It is possible that it may be required for other uses in the future.
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IR: 9-Staff-66

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 17

Ref: DVA Continuity Schedule

Brantford Power is requesting disposition of Account 1592 PILS and Tax Variance for 2006 and
Subsequent Years — Sub-account HST/OVAT ITCs for $37.5k. Brantford Power had already disposed of
this account in its 2013 cost of service proceeding as per its settlement agreement DVA continuity
schedule. Any impacts arising from the establishment of the HST were to be reflected in base rates
going forward. Therefore, no amounts should be recorded after the disposal of this account.

a) Please explain why Brantford Power has recorded amounts in this account following the
account’s disposition.

b) If Brantford Power agrees that no amounts should have been recorded, please remove the
requested disposition from the DVA continuity schedule and the associated rate riders.

Response:

a) The amounts included in 1592 PILS and Tax Variance — Sub-Account HST ITC’s represent the PST
portion of expenditures that were previously included in distribution rates from January 1, 2013
to February 28, 2014. BPI’s 2013 cost of service application disposed of DVA balances to
December 31, 2012. As the 2013 COS rates were not effective until March 1, 2014, HST
variances continued until this time.

b) Brantford Power believes these amounts should have been recorded and should remain in the
DVA continuity schedule.
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IR: 9-Staff-67

Ref: DVA Continuity Schedule

Brantford Power’s proposed account 1589 Global Adjustment disposition rate riders to
be calculated based on kWh or kW depending on the class. Please revise the Global
Adjustment rate riders to kWhs for all classes as per the Filing Requirements for 2017

Rate Applications. If Brantford Power wishes to continue with its initial proposal, please
explain why.

Response:

The following table has been updated to reflect a disposition rate rider for account 1589 — Global
Adjustment based on kWhs rather than the specific billing determinant for the customer class.

|2017Predicted|2017Predicted| Allocated | Unitfor '

Rate Class kWh | kw | Balance  |Disposition| Rate Rider
Residential [ _ 20001558 - IS _ 63108 kwh _|S 00032
Gs<sokw ___ _13877434| - [$ 43786 kwh 'S 00032
GS>50kw | 422,125,863 1,155,881 s 1,331,881 kwh |$ 00032
Street Light 7,460,329 22,796 23539 kwh | $  0.0032

Sentinal Lighting | 67, 7475 28|S _213_]__ “kwh s “0.0032
Unmetered Scatter Load | - 1 - kwh_[$ -
Embedded Distributor | - -l_ 139 437—|_ kWh 'S -
Total | 463,532,659 | 1,318,324 1,462,526 | |
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IR: 9-Staff-68

Ref: DVA Continuity Schedule
Ref: Exhibit 9, List of Attachments, Page 2

Due to the timing of the OEB’s updated DVA continuity schedule, Brantford Power’s schedule does not
show Account 1580, sub-accounts CBR for Class A and Class B.

a) Please update the DVA continuity schedule to show the two sub-accounts, separate from the main
control Account 1580 WMS (i.e. the control account is not to include any CBR related amounts)

b) Please request disposition of the CBR sub-account for Class B in accordance with the Accounting
Guidance issued for CBR, dated July 25, 2016. Please update the rate rider calculations.

c) Brantford Power had 3 Class A customers in 2015. However, in the RRR 2.1.7 trial balance filed with
the OEB, Brantford Power shows SO for Account 1580, sub-account CBR for Class A. Please explain why
there is a SO balance in the sub-account.

Response:

a) BPI has updated the DVA continuity schedule to show the two sub-accounts, separate from the main
control Account 1580 WMS (i.e. the control account does not include any CBR related amounts). The
updated file is included as Attachment 9-Staff-68. Please note account 1551 is not fully allocated on Tab
5 and therefore, $347 is missing from the rate rider calculations on Tab 6. The table below sets out the
actual rate riders being requested for the deferral/variance account balances (excluding Global Adj).

Rate Rider for

Rate Class kW / kWh / # of | Allocated Balance | Deferral/Variance
(Enter Rate Classes in cells below) | Units Customers (excluding 1589) Accounts
RESIDENTIAL kwh 291,567,897 (84,364) (0.0003)|$/kWh
GS<50 KW kWh 99,837,652 (27,711) (0.0003)|$/kWh
GS>50 KW kw 1,241,682 (132,714) (0.1069)|$/kW
STREET LIGHT kw 22,796 (2,045) (0.0897)|$/kW
SENTINEL LIGHTING kw 1,181 (105) (0.0887)|S/kw
UNMETERED SCATTER LOAD kWh 1,405,154 (385) (0.0003)|S/kWh
EMBEDDED DISTRIBUTOR kW 139,437 (13,982) (0.1003)|$/kW
Total (261,306)

b) BPIl is requesting disposition of the CBR sub-account for Class B in accordance with the Accounting
Guidance issued for CBR, dated July 25, 2016. BPI confirms:
1. The balance in account 1580 for Class B customers is a positive amount.
2. BPl does have Class A customers therefore the amounts related to Class B customers have been
separated into sub accounts for principle and interest.
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3. The rate riders calculated are more than 4 decimal points
4. A volumetric rate rider is appropriate and the amounts in the sub accounts referred to in 2
above have been included in the rate rider calculation in tab 6.

c¢) BPI did not have a Class A sub account for 2015 because the Class A customers are billed based on
BPI’s payments to the IESO and the amounts were previously included in the control account 1580. The
DVA continuity schedule now separates the Class A amounts into separate sub-accounts for principle
and interest and BPI will use and report against these accounts going forward. BPI has made
adjustments to these accounts following the updated accounting guidance from OEB Staff in 2016.
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IR: 9-Energy Probe-54
Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1

More information is now available about the Ontario cap and trade program than when BPI filed its
application. Does BPI still believe it requires the requested deferral account? If yes, please explain fully
why and provide examples of what costs BPIl expects would be included in it.

Response:

Although more information has been made available with respect to the Cap and Trade Program, there
is not yet clear information how the introduction of carbon pricing will impact the cost of BPI's goods
and services and since no provisions have been made in BPI's Test Year 2017 Cost of Service, the
deferral account is still required.

As the purpose of the Cap and Trade program is to ensure that the underlying cost of carbon is reflected
in the costs of all goods, it is reasonable to expect that the introduction of this initiative will impact BPI's
ongoing Cost of Service beginning in 2017. As the Ontario Budget estimates that the annual revenues
the Province will collect under this program could amount to $1.9 Billion annually, BPI is concerned that
the introduction of this new Cap and Trade program will result in unrecovered Cost of Service beginning
in 2017.

As Cap and Trade costs will result in new, previously non-existent, input costs to the manufacturing of
equipment, goods and materials purchased by BPI, it is reasonable to expect that suppliers will adjust
their pricing to recover these new additional carbon costs. At this time, there is insufficient information
available to allow BPI to predict or forecast the impact of the Cap and Trade program in its proposed
Cost of Service. It is expected that the nature of this program will be sufficiently broad that it will impact
both capital costs and OM&A. Examples of costs that BPI expects are likely to be impacted by Cap and
Trade costs are the following:

e Fuel used in the operations of the fleet and to heat facilities;

e The cost of significant manufactured goods e.g. transformers, fleet vehicles other materials used
in the distribution system that is manufactured and transported;

e Increases in fees and charges by other government agencies and service providers who must
pass on their cap and trade impacts to their respective customers or clients.
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Eventually, those costs impact should filter through inflation measurements and impact future IPI

factors used in the determination of annual IRM rate adjustments. A the present time the current IRM

IPI methodology is likely to capture the timing and quantum of any cost impacts of the proposed Cap

and Trade program for the industry however because of the requirement to use data which is readily

available from public and objective sources, the indices are delayed to allow for appropriate analysis of
the historical trending.

For example, the 2016, GDP-IPI (FDD) change was based on the actual data from 2013 and 2014. With
the introduction of the proposed Cap and Trade program in 2017, assuming the same data analysis
pattern with adds a new cost element to the mix, the earliest these measures could reflect the impact
of the proposed Cap and Trade program will be for use in 2019 IRM rate adjustments. As BPI has not
provided any provisions in its 2017 Cost of Service for Cap and Trade, without a deferral account, BPI
would be required to absorb material 2017 and 2018 impacts of Cap and Trade should they occur as the
IPI factor as currently structured would not have reflected any adjustment for this purpose.

Furthermore, until the Cap and Trade impacts are determined, it is unclear at this time whether the
current weighting factors in the determination of the annual IPI factor will continue to be appropriate
given the introduction of new costs inputs relating to carbon pricing could require an update to the
70/30 weighting percentages. It is likely reasonable to assume that the impact of carbon pricing will
impact the labour and non labour components in a different proportion than the existing cost elements
that resulted in the establishment of the 70/30 split.

Consequently, the approval of the deferral account will allow BPI to mitigate the risk of material cost
impacts that have not been factored into its Cost of Service. The nature and quantum of any amounts
recorded in the deferral account will be subject to a future prudency review including the methodology
BPI will use to isolate these impacts. The account will not be used should the annual impact actual be
below materiality threshold.
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IR: 9-SEC-27

[Ex.9-1-1, p.3-5] Please explain what type of expenses the Applicant believe it may be required to incur
as a result of Ontario’s Cap and Trade program.

Response:

Although more information has been made available with respect to the Cap and Trade Program, there
is not yet clear information how the introduction of carbon pricing will impact the cost of BPI's goods
and services.

As the purpose of the Cap and Trade program is to ensure that the underlying cost of carbon is reflected
in the costs of all goods, it is reasonable to expect that the introduction of this initiative will impact BPI’s
ongoing Cost of Service beginning in 2017. As the Ontario Budget estimates that the annual revenues
the Province will collect under this program could amount to $1.9 Billion annually, BPI is concerned that
the introduction of this new Cap and Trade program will result in unrecovered Cost of Service beginning
in 2017.

As Cap and Trade costs will result in new, previously non-existent, input costs to the manufacturing of
equipment, goods and materials purchased by BPI, it is reasonable to expect that suppliers will adjust
their pricing to recover these new additional carbon costs. At this time, there is insufficient information
available to allow BPI to predict or forecast the impact of the Cap and Trade program in its proposed
Cost of Service. It is expected that the nature of this program will be sufficiently broad that it will impact
both capital costs and OM&A. Examples of costs that BPI expects are likely to be impacted by Cap and
Trade costs are the following:

e Fuel used in the operations of the fleet and to heat facilities;

e The cost of significant manufactured goods e.g. transformers, fleet vehicles other materials used
in the distribution system that is manufactured and transported;

e Increases in fees and charges by other government agencies and service providers who must
pass on their cap and trade impacts to their respective customers or clients.
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IR: 9.0 -VECC -47
Reference: E9/T1/S1/pgs4- RSVA

a) Please provide the relevant pages of the 2013 settlement agreement (EB-2013-0109)
which pertain to the issue of the 284k being sought for recovery. Please also provide the
related Board Staff interrogatory noted in the evidence and the evidence showing the
RSVA balances in EB-2013-0109.

Response:
BPI provides the following from EB-2012-0109:

Attachment 9-VECC-47a: Issue 9.1 from Settlement

Attachment 9-VECC-47b:2013 Interrogatory Response.



Brantford Power Inc.
EB-2016-0058

Filed: September 9, 2016
Interrogatory Responses
Page 338 of 339

IR: 9.0-VECC-48
Reference: E9/T1/S5/section 9.1.5

Pre-amble: At section 9.2 of the settlement agreement in EB-2012-0109 there is the
following provision: “In its application, BPI requested an accounting order to authorize the
creation of a variance account to capture specifically defined differences related to BPI’s
future transition to International Financial Reporting Standards (“IFRS”). The variance account
was proposed to track gains or losses on disposition of plant property and equipment as well
as other postemployment benefits. For the purposes of settlement, the Parties agreed that
BPI will no longer request this deferral and variance account.”

a) Please explain how the recovery sought at section 9.1.5 is consistent with this
agreement.

Response:

The recovery requested is fully consistent with this agreement. The basis for withdrawing the
request during the 2013 Cost of Service proceeding is the fact that no variances would have
been created until such time as BPI transitioned to IFRS. Since BPI did not plan to transition to
IFRS at anytime during the 2013 Test Year, the need for a variance account in that proceeding
was premature and therefore BPI agreed to withdraw.

BPI contends the agreement context limited the item to the 2013 Cost of Service proceeding
and did not preclude BPI from requesting future accounting orders relating to IFRS should any
be required following the transition to IFRS or prevent BPI from using and recovering variances
recorded in Board approved IFRS related DVA accounts.
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DATE: November 21, 2013 REPORT NO. BPI-1311-003
TO: Brantford Power Board of Directors

FROM: Paul Kwasnik, CEO & President — Brantford Power Inc.

1.0 TYPE OF REPORT: X  For Decision (Recommendation required)
For Discussion
For Information

2.0 TOPIC: Strategic Planning - 2014-2017 Goals and Strategies

3.0 RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of Directors approve the 214-2107 Goals and
Strategies outlined in the attached document.

4.0 PURPOSE
To ascertain the approval of the Board for the corporate Goals and Strategies.
5.0 BACKGROUND

Brantford Power Inc. (BPI) has initiated a planning project to establish a strategic
plan identifying directions for the period 2014-2017 and beyond. The new
strategic plan has been developed with extensive involvement of BPI's
shareholder, staff and members of the community.

Planning steps carried out to date include the following:

o Inthe spring of 2013, the BPI Board and CEO established project terms of
reference and selected an external planning consultant to help facilitate the
process. A work plan was approved in May.

o0 An “environmental scanning” phase involving an information review, meetings
with key stakeholders, interviews with community key informants with the
completion of a value propositions questionnaire was carried out in May and
June.
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6.0

7.0

8.0

0 On June 19, 2013 the members of the BPI Board and Senior Leadership
Team attended a full-day strategic planning session. They reviewed the
environmental scan information and developed preliminary versions of BPI's
strategic options and directions.

0 A joint meeting with the BPI Board and the Board of Brantford Energy
Corporation was held on August 8, 2013 to review the discussion paper and
respond to specific focus questions posed by BPI. The developed strategic
plan incorporated the input from the BEC Board and provided for additional
business case analysis of the selected options.

0 The draft strategic plan and illustrative business analysis of selected future
directions was presented to the BPI Board on September 26, 2013 and was
reviewed in a follow-up joint BPI/BEC planning meeting on October 3, 2013.

0 Based on this work a prioritized list of five Goals and Strategies has been
formulated and are recommended for approval.

INPUT FROM OTHER SOURCES

SLT- Brantford Power Inc.
David Sheridan — SherCon Consultant.

STRATEGIC PLANNING CONTEXT - NA
ANALYSIS

See attached document for details of 2014 — 2017 Strategies and Goals.

9.0FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

N/A.

9.0 CONCLUSION

BPI is entering into the final phase of its strategic planning process for the next
three years. Upon approval of these Strategies and Goals, is a critical milestone
and next steps that include the formulation of Key Performance Index criteria and
measurements that will be presented to the Board of Directors in December.
Approval of these five Strategies and associated Goals at this time will provide
context for directions that BPI will take in setting budgets; establishing
organizational and departmental objectives and building a common message to
Employees; Customers; Shareholder and Regulator for the future.

Consequently, we are recommending the Board of Directors approve the
accompanying recommendation.
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10.0 Signed by:

Paul Kwasnik
CEO & President
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BRANTFORD POWER INC.
Strategic Plan for 2014-2017

Mission Statement

Brantford Power is driven to be a leading electricity distribution company by
providing safe, reliable and competitively priced services to our customers,
while ensuring excellent shareholder returns.

Values Safety
Openness and integrity in all relationships
Innovation and creativity
A customer focus
Employee engagement

Goals and Strategies

1.0 Develop all aspects of the organization through investment in human capital
including safety, performance management, staff succession, training and
development and organizational culture change.

1.1  Continue to build on the ongoing commitment to a safe operation for
employees and customers

1.2 Implement a new performance management system

1.3 Engage and develop the leadership team

1.4  Enhance internal communication initiatives

2.0 Grow the business by directing capital to industry levels by increasing our
systems, facilities, technology, customer base and infrastructure.

2.1  Pursue acquisitions, amalgamations and mergers advantageous to BPI
and its customers

2.2 Implement findings from the system integration study

2.3 Pursue a single building option

2.4  Explore distribution systems that attract new customers

3.0 Pursue operational efficiencies, service excellence and quality across the
organization.

3.1 Implement meter to cash recommendations

3.2  Conduct further analysis and review of key operational areas

3.3 Improve customer service business policy, practices and procedures
3.4 Improve communication across the business re: customer value process
3.5 Develop a systematic continuous quality improvement program

... Cont'd
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Goals and Strategies (Cont’d)
4.0 Raise community visibility and establish the BPI brand.

4.1  Continue/enhance existing public relations initiatives

4.2  Improve BPI’s profile at community events

4.3  Increase customer communication and engagement

4.4  Develop and implement a marketing and branding program
5.0 Adopt a larger role in energy efficiency and conservation.

5.1 Continue meeting existing OPA targets

5.2 Develop a business plan to deliver CDM

5.3 Increase BPI industry level advocacy on energy issues
Timing and Deliverables
Goal 1.0 — Human Capital

Strategy 2014 | 2015 | 2016

1.1 | Continue to build on the ongoing commitment to a safe > > >

operation for employees and customers
1.1 | Implement a new performance management system X > >
1.2 | Engage and develop the leadership team X > >
1.3 | Enhance internal communication initiatives > > >

Year One Deliverables: Continued compliance with ZeroQuest
accreditation; PM system designed and training underway;
targeted leadership team candidates participating in professional
development initiatives; internal communication improvement.

Goal 2.0 — Business Growth

Strategy

2014 | 2015 | 2016

2.1 | Pursue acquisitions, amalgamations and mergers
advantageous to BPI and its customers

2.2 | Implement findings from the system integration study

2.3 | Pursue a single building option

2.4 | Explore distribution systems that attract new customers

Year One Deliverables: Participation in one acquisition/
amalgamation/merger; identification of one other opportunity;
identified customer-specific distribution system investments.
Detailed execution plan of SIS including assessment of timing,
prudency and resourcing of implementing recommendation. SIS
resources assigned; completed building feasibility study.

...Cont'd
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Timing and Deliverables (Cont’'d)
Goal 3.0 - Efficiencies
Strategy 2014 | 2015 | 2016
3.1 | Implement meter to cash recommendations X
3.2 | Conduct further review and analysis of key operational X X >
areas
3.3 | Improve customer service business policy, practices and X X >
procedures
3.4 | Improve communication across the business re: customer -> > >
value process
3.5 | Develop a systematic continuous quality improvement X
program
Year One Deliverables: Work plans for MTC recommendations;
identified areas for further study; new CS phone system;
practices and scripts; training underway
Goal 4.0 — Community Visibility
Strategy 2014 | 2015 | 2016
4.1 | Continue/enhance existing public relations initiatives > > >
4.2 | Improve BPI’s profile at community events X > >
4.3 | Increase customer communication and engagement X > >
4.4 | Develop and implement a marketing and branding X >
program
Year One Deliverables: Enhanced website; increased
community event resources; new customer initiatives
Goal 5.0 — Enerqgy Efficiency and Conservation
Strategy 2014 | 2015 | 2016
5.1 | Continue meeting existing OPA targets X
5.2 | Develop a business plan to deliver CDM X > >
5.3 | Increase BPI industry level advocacy on energy issues > > >

Year One Deliverables: Completed business plan; advocacy
messages and strategies

November 14, 2013
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DATE: December 16, 2015 REPORT NO. BPI-1512-002
TO: Mr. Scott Saint, Chair and Directors
FROM: Brian D’Amboise, CFO & VP Corporate Services
1.0 TYPE OF REPORT: [] For Decision
[ ] For Discussion
|Z| For Information
2.0 TOPIC: 2016-2017 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST UPDATE
3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
That the Brantford Power Inc. (BPI) Board of Directors approve the proposed 2016
Budget and Multi-Year forecast and recommend its approval to the Brantford Energy
Corporation Board of Directors.
4.0 PURPOSE
To present to the Board of Directors for approval a proposed 2016 Budget and Multi-
Year forecast with related background and explanatory information.
5.0 BACKGROUND

Management presents annually to the Board for approval, a proposed budget for the
next fiscal year and financial forecasts for the subsequent four years. This year,
Management is preparing a budget for both the 2016 and 2017 fiscal years and
forecasts for 2018-2020. This is required as BPI must establish its expected cost of
service to incorporate in the 2017 Cost of Service Rate Application scheduled to be filed
with the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) in April 2016.
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6.0

7.0

Although Management will be submitting budgets for both 2016 and 2017 fiscal years at
this time, the approvals will represent approval of the 2016 Budget for next year as
normal and a notional approval of the 2017 financial plan that will be incorporated into
the 2017 Cost of Service rate application. Management will present for final approval in
the fall of 2016, an updated 2017 Budget and Multi-Year forecast.

This updated budget is expected to be substantially in keeping with the 2017 financial
plan approved this year as that will have been the basis of the rate application and
resulting funding. However, it will be refreshed to reflect updated information available
at that time.

Management provided a 2016-2017 budget update report at the October Board
meeting. This current report will provide the Board with an update on the key 2016-
2017 budget issues along with commentary on how Management has addressed these
issues in the budget proposal. By submitting this budget proposal for approval,
Management believes it reflects a prudent financial plan that balances the interest of
the key stakeholders in a manner that will support a successful 2017 Cost of Service rate
application.

Once the 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecasts is approved by the BPI Board, the
Company is obligated to obtain the approval of its shareholder, Brantford Energy
Corporation (BEC). Provided the BPI Board approves the budget proposal on December
16, 2015, the approval from BEC will be requested later on December 16, 2015 when
the BEC Board is convened.

Competing non-discretionary priorities, staff turnover and modeling difficulties
significantly challenged the Finance Department to complete the proposed 2016-2017
Budget and Multi-Year Forecasts in time for issuance to the Board in advance of the
scheduled Board meeting. As a result, the budget has literally been completed
immediately before issuance to the Board. Although the budget has been reviewed for
completeness and accuracy, sufficient time was not available to complete all of the
customary quality assurance checks typically performed. Should material anomalies be
identified prior to the Board meeting, updates will be provided.

INPUT FROM OTHER SOURCES

Not Applicable

STRATEGIC PLANNING CONTEXT

Before addressing the specific budgetary issues, it is important to review again with the
Board the current trajectory of the business vis a vis the approved strategic plan and

how those initiatives align with the distribution rate funding calendar established
through current OEB Cost of Service rebasing schedules.
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The chronology below reflects side by side the milestones related to BPI’s strategic plan
development and implementation in comparison to the scheduled timing of major rate
funding adjustments achieved through rate rebasing achieved during OEB Cost of
Service rate applications which occur on a five-year cycle. The proposed 2016-2017
Budget and Multi-Year Forecasts is prepared at a time where these two chronologies
converge in 2016-2017. As reported in the October budget update, this timing has
created some unique financial challenges in developing BPI’s 2016 — 2017 Financial
Plans.
Brantford Power Inc.
Chronology of Strategic Planning and Cost of Service Rate Rebasing

Revised SLA 2013 Cost of 2013 Cost of 2015 - 2016 2017 Cost of
Negotiated Service Service IRM Rate Service
Annlication Decicion Annlications Annlication

Nov July Nov Feb 2014- 2015-- Apr 2016-
2012 2013 2013 2014 2015 2016 2016 2017
Strategic Major Major Major
Plan Initiative Initiative Initiative
Annroved Planning Procmt Execution
A 4

June 2015
BEC Strategic Plan
Approved - confirm
RPI Direction

The Board will recall that the 2013 strategic plan approved five primary goals which set
out a trajectory for the Company which fundamentally looked to accomplish growing
and renewing the business. From a funding perspective, the 2013 Cost of Service
rebasing was based on the previous BPI strategic plan priorities which was largely
focused on a status quo operate and maintain agenda.

With a new strategic plan, the business’ 2014 focus, in addition to core business
functions and obligations, was largely to prepare plans and conduct research necessary
to initiate the new strategic plan priorities. This was achieved by conducting research to
develop work plans and approaches to achieve the strategic goals. For example, BPI
completed a Systems Integration Study, issued RFI’s for FIS and CIS, completed a Meter
to Cash review, initiated Customer Satisfaction and Customer Engagement initiatives,
and participated with the IESO and neighboring utilities to develop an Integrated
Regional Resource Plans (IRRP) etc. These varied activities were necessary to set the
stage for BPI to implement action items necessary to move the business towards these
strategic goals.

Although most of these activities were not funded in the 2013 Cost of Service decision,
productivity gains achieved through organizational changes and acceptance by the
Board of unfunded budgetary provisions for these strategic initiatives enabled these
activities to proceed.

v



Report No. BPI-1512-002
Date: December 16,2015 Page 4 of 25

As BPI moved into 2015, the Business began to convert these plans into actual projects.
Most notable of these were related to the preparation of RFP’s for FIS and CIS,
implementation of E services, conducting research on alternatives for a consolidated
location and finalization of the IESO’s IRRP. These activities identified the investments
required to move these initiatives forward again in support of the primary strategic
objectives. As was the case in 2014, these items were not funded in the distribution
rates established in 2013 but BPI budget provisions were established to move these
strategic initiatives forward.

For 2016 and 2017, the Company is moving to the execution phase on some of these
major initiatives. Common to many of these initiatives are the following:

e New capital investments over and above the traditional distribution plant
investments — in some case these reflect material costs e.g. new facilities, or
transmission system upgrade capital contributions;

e Additional financing charges to finance these new investments;

e Need for back fill resources or other third party supports to implement these
major initiatives e.g. FIS and CIS;

e Overlapping expenses as new costs related to new initiatives will begin before
the existing costs can be eliminated — for example:

o Duplicate building services costs while new facilities are prepared for
transition while staff continue to occupy existing facilities;

o Existing IT costs continue while new costs are incurred on new systems
during implementation and testing.

The significance of these realities is that 2016 is the last year where distribution rate
funding levels remain at the 2013 Cost of Service level adjusted in 2015 and 2016 with
IRM inflationary adjustments. It will not be until 2017 that the funding levels will be
rebased to reflect the impact of these BPI renewal and investment initiatives.

It is important to appreciate that the funding model established by the OEB is largely
expecting a steady state approach where an LDC’s new initiatives can be funded from
productivity gains. New investments can be funded from new debt room created by
existing debt repayments and savings created as assets become fully depreciated.

With the scope of business renewal underway including material investment plans e.g.
new facilities, FIS, CIS etc. the BPI funding levels in play for 2016 which were established
during the 2013 Cost of Service Rate Application will not be at the desired levels.
Nevertheless, Management has worked diligently to develop a 2016-2017 Budget and
Multi-Year Forecast that accepts this reality, plans for proper funding adjustments in the
2017 rate rebasing process while being mindful of BPIs financial capacity to deliver the
desired agenda and the customers’ ability to pay.
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8.0

8.1

In this regard, the proposed rebased distribution revenues in 2017 is projected to
approximate the maximum 10% distribution rate increase allowed by the Ontario
Energy Board without mandatory rate mitigation. At this level, BPI will not be able to
recover 100% of its theoretical revenue requirement in 2017 leaving an estimated
$1,000,000 in annual revenue requirement to the next rebasing period. This is not
entirely unexpected given the materiality of the consolidated facilities.

It is also important to put the above 10% increase into context for the customer. A 10%
increase in distribution charges is in fact a 2% impact on the total bill since the
distribution portion represents only 20% of the total bill. Nevertheless, Management
acknowledges the fact that customers have been burdened with numerous increases on
their non-distribution elements of the bill in recent years and any new increases are
likely not welcomed.

Management believes it is important to provide the Board under the strategic planning
context of this report a view on how the convergence of rate funding and strategic
planning execution time lines create an overarching budget issue which needed to be
addressed in the preparation of the 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year forecast.

Although the preparation of a budget always involves trade-offs regarding priorities and
timing, the convergence of BPI entering 2016 at the low point in the funding cycle while
beginning to move into significant business transition costs and investments has
presented BPI with financial challenges.

Management has attempted to keep the strategic plan agenda moving forward without
jeopardizing the financial position of the business. This required balancing the following
considerations:

e Short term financial performance;
e Regulatory risk with respect to the upcoming cost of service rate application;
e Impact on customers, and;

e Requirement to invest in the renewal of BPI.
ANALYSIS
ANALYSIS - Introduction

As a result of the funding cycle outlined in the previous section and the pending rate
rebasing in 2017, it is essential that BPI consider not only the immediate requirements
but also consider the years immediately after rate rebasing. This is the case because the
base revenue established in 2017 will be the base funding envelope for the subsequent
four years.
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8.2

Although the 2017 budget is the basis for setting rates, there are some timing
considerations driven by these regulatory realities that should be considered in creating
the Company’s multi-year financial plan. For example, the timing of major capital
expenditures could influence when the regulated return is fully adjusted for this
investment.

The following graphic illustrates the key elements that have been addressed in the
proposed 2016-2017 budgets and multi-year forecasts:

Brantford Power Inc.
2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
Key Considerations

Strategic
/ o \

2016-2017
Budget &
Multi-Year
Forecast

\e

Budget
Issues

This budget report will highlight the key budget issues that impact the BPI’'s 2016-2017
financial plan and how they have been addressed. It will also provide a clear view of the
expected financial outcomes that are being proposed.

As these issues are varied, one of the key challenges identified in the preparation of the
2016-2017 budgets is to understand and address the cumulative impacts of these
matters. The resulting financial plan must provide for an outcome that accomplishes
BPI’s strategic priorities in @ manner that also addresses the interests of the business,
shareholder, regulator and customers. Management has also been mindful during the
preparation of the budget to consider how these will impact the regulatory strategy for
the 2017 Cost of Service Rate Application.

ANALYSIS - Distribution Revenues and load forecast

Prior to reviewing the specific issues being addressed in the 2016-2017 budgets, it is
worthwhile to illustrate the rate funding issue raised in the strategic planning section.
The current level of rate funding is based on the base level set during the 2013 Cost of
Service Application. Because of the timing of the decision, BPI did not get an IRM
adjustment in 2014 and received a modest adjustment in 2015.
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The estimated top line revenue BPI will achieve based on the 2016 IRM rate order issued
on December 10, 2015 represents an increase of 1.8% or approximately $289,000. This
is the amount that is available to fund 2016 regular inflationary costs plus any new costs
BPI will require to implement its strategic agenda.

Clearly one of the primary challenges in developing the budget for 2016 was to produce
a manageable 2016 financial plan that delivers the planned agenda without substantive
revenue growth and a 2017 Cost of Service application that balances the need to reflect

new rebased costs within the capacity of customers to absorb.

Details of the distribution revenue components have been reflected on Schedule F —
Schedule of Commodity Recoveries and Other Revenues and Financial Expenses. In
summary, the comparative distribution revenues can be summarized as follows:

Brantford Power Inc.

2016- 2017 Budget & Multi-Year Forecast
Analysis of Distribution Revenues ($1,000)

2014 2015 2015 2017
2016 B
Component Actual Budget Projected e s Budget
Base
distribution 15,640 16,137 16,231 16,620 18,135
Revenues
.LRAM 116 207 133 61 201
adjustments
Smart meter
1 11 12 12 13
adjustments 310 (11) (12) (12) el
Total $16,066 $16,333 $16,352 $16,669 $18,323
% Change N/A 1.7% 1.8% 1.9% 9.92%

Revenues beyond 2016 assume annual rate increases under IRM except for new Cost of
Service rebased distribution rates in 2017.
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Distribution Revenues (s1,000,000)
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The 2016 Budget and Multi-Year forecast assumes consumption levels, which are based
on an internally developed load profiles taking into account a typical weather year and
expected conservation impacts based on the new Conservation Framework targets. The
results of this forecast are reflected in the following load and customer profiles:
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Refinements made to expected future consumption levels beyond 2016 indicates a
stable consumption pattern in keeping with the objectives of the new Conservation
Framework where limited growth is offset by conservation savings.

8.1  ANALYSIS — Conservation and Demand Management (CDM)
BPI recognized in 2015, $254,000 in Cost Efficiency Incentive on the Program
Administration Budget under the previous 2011-2014 CDM Framework. As this is a one-
time margin related to the 2011-2014 CDM Framework, the CDM program is forecasted
to operate on a break even basis for the subsequent years.

BPI will be applying shortly to the OEB for a 2011-2014 CDM Framework performance
incentive bonus since it met 168.6 % of its electricity savings (kWh) and 79.7% of its
peak demand savings (kW) targets thereby meeting the eligibility threshold for these
incentives. As this is subject to OEB review and award, Management has not reflected
this additional performance incentive in the budget for 2016. Based on BPI calculations,
the Company could be entitled to $293,520 which if approved would be recorded as an
unbudgeted 2106 gain once approval has been confirmed. This is keeping with BPI’s
existing accounting policy for recognizing such incentives or bonuses.

The Board should note that the fluctuations in past OPA funding levels were largely
influenced by the receipt and disbursement of the large cash flows provided for
Ferraro’s load displacement project.

IESO CDM Revenues ($1,000)

4,500

4,021

4,000

3,407
3,500

3,003
3,000

2,500 +——m———r  —— ——

2,023

2000 | — — 1578 1,580 1,604 1658 1669
1500 vz 7 —— ——
,
1,000 +— —#23— —— ——
0 +- — — — —
T T T T
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 Proj 2016 Fest 2017 Fest 2018 Fest 2019 Fest 2020 Fest
Actual  Actual  Actual  Actual  Actual Budget (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS)  (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS)

(MIFRS)

8.3 ANALYSIS - OM&A Costs

The 2016 Budget provides for gross operating costs totaling $13,290,000 before
allocations to the capital programs, CDM Programs or to affiliates for shared services.
This represents a 12.5% or $1,475,000 increase over the 2015 gross operating costs of
$11,814,000 reflected in the 2015 approved budget or a $1,966,000 or 17.4% over the
2015 Projections.
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8.2

The 2016 Budget provides for net operating costs totaling $11,553,000 after allocations
to the capital programs, CDM Programs or to affiliates for shared services. This
represents a 13.1% or $1,346,000 increase over the 2015 budgeted net operating costs
of $10,207,000 or a $1,923,000 or 20.0% increase over the 2015 Projections.

The increased in gross operating costs are attributable to a number of issues related to
strategic investments and non-discretionary costs. Among these include the following:

e Increases in labor costs highlighted below including increased FTE’s to address
succession planning and strategic projects;

e An additional $220,000 in regulatory costs to cover the costs of the 2017 Cost of
Service Application;

e A provision of $97,000 to cover the impairment of BGI service fees;

e An increase in the actuarially determined benefit expense for retirees of
$70,000;

e An increase in overall facility costs of $198,000 largely the result of overlapping
facilities during the last quarter of 2016 when new facilities are owned before
BPI exits the existing facilities.

ANALYSIS — Labor Costs

There are number of issues that impacts the future labor costs for BPl which have been
provided for in the proposed budget and multi-year forecast. Among the most
significant are the following:

e Provisions to address renewed collective agreements which expire in the near term:
o 2016 - IBEW & Association
o 2017 -CUPE
In this regard BPI has considered in this budget proposal BPI’'s competitive position
for IBEW trade positions who at the expiry of their agreement will be the lowest paid
tradespersons in the immediate geographic area and in some cases by a significant
amount.
e Provisions for temporary staffing as back fill to major implementation projects e.g.
FIS or CIS;
e Provisions to address succession planning on key operational roles both
management and union in the technical areas of the business;
e The growing cost of employee benefits;
e |Initial organizational changes necessary regarding SLA services to be patriated to BPI
when the SLA expires in 2017 (Addressed in a separate SLA section below)

e The budget provides for some changes in the staffing complement to deal with new
organizational requirements, succession planning or for project implementation as
outlined below.
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Brantford Power Inc.
2016-2017 Budget
Draft Proposed Staffing Complement

T 2014 2015 2015 2016 2017
Actual Budget Projected Budget Budget
Senior Leadership Team 5.67 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
VP Operations & Engineering
Engineering 8.00 8.00 8.67 9.00 9.00
Operations 17.24 17.00 17.67 18.50 19.00
VP Customer Service, CDM & Communications
Settlement & Billing 5.00 5.00 3.33 5.00 5.00
Customer Service 13.74 14.58 15.33 12.92 13.92
CDM 2.00 2.00 1.63 3.00 3.00
Communications 0.70 1.00 0.69 0.69 0.69
CFO & VP Corporate Services

Corporate Services - - 0.13 2.00 2.00
Regulatory 2.00 3.00 2.38 3.00 3.00
Finance 3.67 5.50 4.54 6.50 7.00
Total 58.02 61.08 59.37 65.61 67.61

Permanent FT 54.29 55.00 54.00 57.25 59.00
Permanent PT 1.41 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42
Contract 2.32 4.66 3.95 6.94 7.19
Total 58.02 61.08 59.37 65.61 67.61

e The following reflect the highlights of the organizational changes contemplated in
the budget:

o Succession planning for anticipated retirements within the operations
department including the provision of an additional supervisor in 2016;

o Addition in 2016 of a Manager, System Projects and Business Applications to
provide dedicated project management, training, system integration and
training oversight as business processes migrate to new systems;

o Addition in the CDM team to assist with the administrative elements of the
programs;

o The Finance Department and Customer Services Departments will continue
to reflect additional temporary resources to backfill the planned FIS and CIS
implementations.

e Although reflected in the Gross OM&A costs, there are recoveries for services
provided to affiliates or for CDM activities which are funded from the IESO.

It is important to note in the graph below, that the increase in OM&A in 2013 from the
levels in 2012 and prior was due to implementation of the OEB directive to adopt the
IFRS approach to the capitalization of indirect overhead costs and to recognize the
longer useful life of distribution assets. To put this change into perspective, BPI
capitalized $843,000 of indirect overhead costs in its 2012 capital program.

The current trending on OM&A is as follows:
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8.3

8.4

ANALYSIS - Service Level Agreement (SLA)

The current SLA arrangements with the City of Brantford are scheduled to expire on
January 1, 2017. As a result, the 2016 and 2017 Budgets will need to reflect any
transitions resulting from potential changes to this arrangement. At the present time,
the budget is assuming the following:

e Cost effective SLA services should be renewed in 2017;

e Given the change agenda underway with FIS, CIS, possible new facilities, other
SLA services should be renewed for at least 2017 with possible option for
subsequent years to allow for cost certainty and reliable evidence in the 2017
Cost of Service application and to ensure the capacity to implement the change
agenda on other big projects is not compromised;

e 2016/2017 changes have been limited to those required to optimize the
functioning of the new FIS.

To the extent any services will be transitions to BPI, some overlap costs will be required
as new business processes are set up, tested and implemented and especially where
new staffing is required. With the plan of renewing services not impacted by FIS for
2017, the overlapping provisions have been limited.

ANALYSIS - System Integration Projects

The Board will recall that the original system integration report identified a number of
projects that BPI should consider to achieve the necessary renewal to its IT
infrastructure. As a result, the 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year forecast will reflect the
anticipated costs for these initiatives as indicated below:

e Financial Information System (FIS) assuming it is operational by the end of 2016;

e Customer Information System (CIS) assuming it is operational by the end of
2017;

e Where detailed planning has not yet taken place regarding future System
Integration initiatives, a flat rate budgetary provision (capital and operating) will
be provided in each year to fund the remaining yet to be scheduled projects.

Where firm costs are not yet known, Management has utilized the best information
available to establish suitable budgetary provisions.

Of the total $961,000 in special project costs provided for in the budget, a total of
$709,000 is earmarked for System Integration Projects the largest being FIS in 2016
estimated at $588,000. As BPI has selected the hosted model for FIS, IFRS does not allow
the capitalization of most elated implementation costs in these situations.
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8.5

ANALYSIS — Consolidated Facilities

As this project is the largest material project BPI will encounter, the timing and costing is
expected to have a significant impact on the business. As the timing of this project will
have a significant impact on rates and shareholder returns, it is an ideal scenario that
the Business is able to occupy the facilities in 2016. This will avoid being impacted by the
half year rule, or require a more complex Advance Capital Module application in our
rate application.

This initiative is the most pervasive item in the budget due to materiality and because
operating costs is spread throughout the operating budget. Listed below are the key
assumptions used to develop the budget regarding consolidated facilities. The
assumptions are based on proceeding with the scenario that has been under
consideration. Clearly the budget would be significantly impacted if this project did not
proceed or if another site became available.

General:
e Acquire land & building with closing date of October 1, 2016.

e Assume all refurbishment costs can be capitalized, although a portion may need to be

expensed.
Brantford Power Inc.
2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
Cost of Consolidated Facilities

Description Amount
Acquisition cost $10,800,000
Building refurbishments 4,475,000
Capitalized wages and expenses (Project Manager) 101,000

Total Cost $15,376,000

In order to properly reflect the impact of the acquisition on the budget, the total cost must be
componentized into specific asset groupings having specific useful lives to enable the proper
calculation of depreciation amounts.
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Description Basis of Calculation Amount

Building What remains of acquisition cost + all other $7,770,000
refurbishment costs

Land 41 acres x $125,000/acre (as per estimated average 5,125,000
land value per acre in Brantford)

HVAC Based on estimate of Construction Costs/Site 1,451,000
Improvements

Parking Lot Estimate of acquisition price 500,000

Roofing Estimate of acquisition price 300,000

Furnishings Portion of acquisition price (60 people x $2,500/person) 150,000

Fencing Based on estimate of Construction Costs/Site 80,000
Improvements

Total Cost $15,376,000

Building Occupancy (Total Space = 104,400 ft?)
e Brantford Power - 37,000 ft* (based on Needs Assessment report)
e Brantford Hydro — 1,400 ft* (comparable to what is currently being occupied at BGI of 1,020

ft?)

e Occupied by 3 party — 10,000 ft? (based on current information)
e Excess space — 56,000 ft?

Rental Income:

e Rental income of $19/ ft (Based on rate used by COB for 84 Market rent of $12/ ft® +
estimate of what is charged by COB for operational expenses through SLA of $7/ ft?)
e Rental income commencing October 1/16 for tenants

Operating Costs:

e Estimate of $737,000 per year, increased by inflation of 2%. (Estimate determined by
extrapolating 2015 actual facility operating costs that were provided for Jan —Aug 2015 (8

months).

e Costs are pro-rated in 2016 at 3/12 mths (consistent with acquisition date of Oct 1/16).
e SLA services (rent & operational expenses) ending Dec 31/16, with COB budget for 2016
used, totaling $574,902.

Loan Details:

e Principal Amount -

$13,837,800 (90% of total capitalized building costs)

e Amortization Period — 30 yrs

e |nterest Rate —5%
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Distribution Revenue Impact:

e  Full value of building included in rate base despite larger than required on the basis that a
green field build would have cost the same amount;

e  Operating costs limited to proportion used by BPI;

e Total annual revenue requirement impact net of savings from current facilities $1,345,000
which translates to 5.02% increase in required distribution revenues;

e Unable to determine impact on various customer classes until rate design is completed
following cost allocations of budget requirements to each customer class.

In addition to the OM&A elements, the impact of the new consolidated facilities will also result
in an increase in annual financing charges approximating $230,000 and amortization of
$300,000.

As this project is material, it will carry a degree of regulatory risk as the interveners will want to
ensure customer contributions are limited to only those investments that were required for
distribution purposes.

8.6 ANALYSIS - BGI Implications

With the ongoing challenges in BGI not yet resolved, the question of BGI shared service
recoveries is an issue for BPI. Since it is not clear whether BGI will be a going concern
and for how long, the budget will reflect ongoing support fees to BGI for shared
executive and finance support. However, these charges will be offset with impairment
allowances for budget purposes.

Since BPI may not recover service fees from BGI in the future, the 2017-2020 Budget
and Forecasts although continuing to reflect impairments has the same effect as BGI no
longer receiving services and these previously shared costs will become a cost of service
to BPI.

Any existing and ongoing outstanding BGI affiliate charges will be offset by impairment
allowances charged to non-utility accounts which do not impact customers. This is not
theoretically a detriment to BPI as the 2013 Cost of Service rates were based on BPI not
providing any services to any affiliates.

The projected 2016 BGI impairment allowance amounts to $97,000 (2015-5128,000).
8.7 ANALYSIS — BEC Implications

The budget for BEC Management fees reflects the impact of the restructured BEC Board
of Directors and updated costs for shared executive and financial management costs. A
full review of all other BEC Group intercompany allocations has been updated and re-
calibrated based on current cost causation drivers.
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8.8

8.9

8.10

ANALYSIS — Customer Engagement

With the introduction of the OEB’s Renewed Regulatory Framework focused on
customer outcomes, LDC’s have been required to focus on a number of non
discretionary customer engagement activities including mandatory customer
satisfaction surveys, need to demonstrate that rate applications and distribution system
plans reflect customer preferences and most recently the requirement to measure
public electricity safety awareness. The budget has provided costs to meet these
requirements.

ANALYSIS — SPECIAL PROJECTS

The financial plan provides a total funding of $961,000 for 2016 special projects. As
previously outlined the most significant of these is the investments for FIS and other
system integration initiatives totaling $709,000. The remaining 2016 funding of
$252,000 provides funding for a number of initiatives including:

e Funding to obtain assistance to review and update BPI Policies;
e Funding to provide additional training;
e Funding to improve employee engagement

e Funding to refresh the current budget modelling that have been in use for a
decade to address performance issues encountered in preparing this year’s
budgets and to reflect the impact of a new FIS with improved budget
functionality.

ANALYSIS - OM&A Summary

As previously outlined in the strategic considerations above, BPI is embarking on a
number of strategic initiatives which impact the overall OM&A envelope in 2016 and the
near term.

Operating Expenses - OM&A ($1,000)
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With the continued cost pressures created by new customer engagement obligations,
increasing regulatory compliance costs, the higher costs for skilled labour due to the
strong market competition for these scarce resources, limited capitalization
opportunities under IFRS and other regular inflationary cost pressures combined with
the inability of customers to absorb additional costs means BPI will need to find
efficiencies in other areas.

The following pie chart indicates that BPI spends approximately $4.1 million or 31.0% of
total OM&A on billing and collecting and IT which is an amount similar to the $4.2
million currently spent to operate and maintain the distribution system.

2016 OM&A Budget by Function

Special Projects
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Regulatory
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Governance &
SLT
10%

Finance &
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With the pending implementations of FIS and CIS over the next three years, BPI will have
a real opportunity to review and modernize these business processes in order to provide
efficiencies and related savings to redeploy funds to other priority functional areas.
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8.11

ANALYSIS - Capital Plan

The proposed capital plan which will be supported by a Distribution System Plan that
will be filed with the 2017 rate application will reflect prudent investments including the
following:

e New consolidated facilities;

e Capital contributions towards upgrades to the Transmission system in keeping
with the Integrated Regional Resources Plan (IRRP) recommendations;

e Priority projects identified from BPI’s asset management program;
e Expected investments for new customers;

e Other investments necessary to respond to customer concerns raised during the
various customer engagement initiatives.

With the first two large one-time items, the total forecasted capital spending will be
greater than those expended in recent years. Although increased investment is
conducive to the “Grow the Utility” objective in the strategic plan, the budget proposal
has attempted to balance this objective with its own financial capacity and the capacity

of customers to absorb resulting rate increases.
Brantford Power Inc.
2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
Summary of Capital Expenditures ($1,000)

OEB 2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Categories | Actual Budget Proj. Budget Budget Fcst Fcst Fcst
System $506 $584 $953 $796 $925 $958 $1,217 $1,111
Access
System 1,113 1,731 $1,959 2,745 3,227 1,452 1,208 1,188
Services
System 960 737 $629 440 323 588 1,907 822
Renewal
General 176 2,604 $531 16,062 776 593 512 335
Plant
Total $2,756 $5,655 $4,072 $20,043 $5,252 3,681 $4,844 $3,456

Schedule E provides a summary of the specific projects that are earmarked in the 2016-
2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast. The following graph illustrates the planned capital
program.
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8.12

Capital Expenditures ($1,000)
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ANALYSIS - Financing

With the acquisition of a new building, capital contributions on transmission system
upgrades, BPI will need to finance portions of its planned capital spending in 2016 and
beyond. The objective in the financial plan will be to return BPI to the targeted 57% debt
level.

One item of concern is the fact that Infrastructure Ontario (10) has indicated that they
are not prepared to lend additional funds to BPI until BGI circumstances have been
resolved. Depending on the timing, BPI may need to obtain financing from traditional
lenders. At issue is the fact that currently, Royal Bank, Infrastructure Ontario and the
City of Brantford have sequential rights to BPI’s assets pursuant to respective General
Security Agreements.

As 10 retains certain approval rights any new lender would have to be subordinated to
3" or possible 4™ level for access to assets under the GSA. Some lenders are prepared to
enter into a pari passu arrangement where all lenders share the security on new loans
on a pro rata basis. Other LDC’s have indicated 10 has not always been prepared to
accommodate new lenders.

As it is not certain that BPI could secure loans from OILC, the financing plan has assumed
the rates available from commercial financial institutions.

The current budget has illustrated financing of 90% of the building in 2016 and a further
$5,000,000 in general capital financing in 2017. In addition to providing the funds for
these investments, this new financing will return BPI's capital structure to the target
debt level approximating 57% which is in keeping with the maximum 60% debt level
prescribed by the OEB.

As these projects develop, the actual timing of the financing could change to
accommodate the timing of the capital expenditures for example — a delay in purchasing
consolidated facilities.



Report No. BPI-1512-002
Date: December 16,2015 Page 20 of 25

Long Term Debt ($1,000)

70,000

57,142 cc gpa 22132 57485

60,000 e
50,000 w0280 40520 T BT 4505 9 40016

40,000 +—pr—r—— —— ——

30,000 +— —— —F — —

20000 +— — —F —

wo0 +— —1 — —

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 Pro] 2016 cht 2017 Fest 2018 Fest 2019 Fest 2020 Fest
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget  (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS)  (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS)
(MIFRS)

Capital Structure - Debt Component
60%
ca9; 57.54% 57.55%
o 0, ob.o7
o 55.70% 56.30% 56.19%
o 58.53%
54.37% o270%
54% +—]
524 41— 51.43% 51.22%
49.63%
50% — —— @ — @ —
8% +— —] — —
46% — —] — —
44% T T T T T
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 PI’O] 2016 Fest 2017 Fest 2018 Fest 2019 Fest 2020 Fest
Actual  Actual  Actual Actual  Actual Budget (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS) (MIFRS)
(MIFRS)

The financing costs are based on the existing debt portfolio reflecting the current actual
rates. The current City promissory note of $24,189,000 was last renewed on February 1,
2011 and will carry the rate of 5.87% until January 31, 2016. Thereafter, the budget has
assumed the rate will drop to 4.20% reflecting the prime plus 1.5% stipulated for
renewals and identified by the OEB process during the last Cost of Service decision as
the level appropriate to charge customers for this debt.

The Board should note that the payment of promissory note interest is directly to the
City of Brantford while the dividends are paid to the Brantford Energy Corporation,
which will need to consider payment to the City. The revised interest rate will save BPI
$404,000 per year keeping in mind that the OEB will recalibrate distribution rates to
fund this reduced amount.

The timing of these borrowings will also allow BPI to get a significant proportion of its
known debt service costs built into the cost of capital incorporated into the 2017
rebased distribution rates.
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8.4

ANALYSIS — SHAREHOLDER PAYMENTS

BPI has sustained a $750,000 dividend for a number of years. The budget provides for
additional dividends to BEC as outlined below. With the recent approval of the BEC
strategic plan, it is expected that BEC will incur additional costs related to engagement
of professional services to provide advice and due diligence on possible strategic
transactions. More recently, BEC required funding to support an affiliated company.

Management has built into BPI’s financial plan an increased dividend that BEC could
retain without impacting the dividends it pays to the City of Brantford to support
financially other aspects of the BEC group activities. This avoids the need to increase
BEC Management fees which are not recoverable from customers in any event.

The Board recently declared a $250,000 dividend to BEC in response to a BEC request
for capital funding. The request was for $500,000 with an immediate requirement for
$250,000. BEC obtained the initial request. Management has included in the financial
plan the payment of the second $250,000 tranche in 2016 should BEC make the request
in 2016.

The financial plan is not detrimentally affected by these additional dividends. The
provision of these dividends served to achieve the desired recapitalizing BPI’s Balance
Sheet to its targeted 43% equity level from the 50.3% equity level projected for the end
of 2015. In addition, the financial plan has been prepared in a manner that provides the
necessary funding to BEC to allow the continuation of BEC’s pass through of the annual
$750,000 BPI dividend to the City of Brantford in each year of the financial plan.

Based on the results in the 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast, the following
payments are forecasted exclusive of any SLA payments for services rendered:

Brantford Power Inc.
2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
Summary of Dividends

Payments 2014 Actual 2015 Proj. 2016 Budget | 2017 Budget

Based dividends $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000

Regular enhanced dividends - - 60,000 60,000

One time dividends _ 250,000 250,000 _

Total Payments $750,000 | $1,000,000 |  $1,060,00 $810,000

Prior Year Reported Net Income 2,679,000 2,580,000 2,589,000 1,044,000
Total Dividend Payout % (Note 1) 30.0% 38.8% 40.9% 77.6%

Note 1: Dividend payout ratio is based on the current year payout divided over the prior year earnings.
Many LDC’s have specified dividend payout ratio from 50%-60%. Dividends at levels higher than these
typical levels can be used to recalibrate the equity portion of the Company’s Capital Structure.

BPI’s dividend record and forecast has been summarized below:
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9.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The 2016-2017 financial plan highlighted in this budget reflects significant investments
contributing to the renewal of BPI. These new strategic investments combined with the
higher transitional and one time costs in 2016 before rate rebasing has contributed to a
lower targeted Net Income for 2016. Nevertheless, with the recent years of higher Net
Incomes and the planned rebasing in 2017, this one modest year is not detrimentally
impacting the longer term financial position of Brantford Power.
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It is important to note that the lower than expected returns post rebasing in 2017 is
largely due to the rate mitigation cap of 10% as BPI will be under collecting its
theoretical revenue requirement until the subsequent next rebasing. In addition, the
current financial plan reflects the fact that the ratepayers are not funding the BEC
Management fees, BGI impairment provisions and the share of operating costs of the
new building related to surplus space. This impact could be mitigated if BPI is able to
find tenants for any excess space.

Based on the current 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast, BPI’s financial position
will remain solid despite the significant level of investment contemplated for 2016.
With new financing, cash levels are expected to be lower than recent history but at
levels providing sufficient liquidity.
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The Company’s’ working capital levels reflect a relatively consistent level approximating
a 2.0 current ratio throughout the 2016-2020 period.
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In reviewing the Company’s compliance with RBC and OILC debt covenants, the current
forecast indicates that BPI is on side in every year. That year represents the year where
BPI has an extraordinary level of capital expenditures with the largest capital costs for
the new building.

In summary, Management believes the 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
reflects a base financial plan that focuses on short term investments required to
implement the approved strategic plan with a goal of delivering longer term service and
efficiency improvements. Such investments are necessary to enable sustainable and
improving returns in the future.

CONCLUSION

Management believes the proposed 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast reflects
a balanced financial plan which provides for a budgeted return that is below the level
budgeted in 2015 largely due to the need for additional one-time costs required for BPI
to pursue FIS and consolidated facilities.
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Management has prepared a 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year forecast that reflects a
prudent financial plan in keeping with the Company’s strategic priorities. This plan
maintains BPI’s strong financial position while remaining mindful of the Customer’s
ability to pay.

10.0 CONCLUSION

This report has provided the Board with a complete briefing of the major budgetary
issues and assumptions reflected in the proposed 2016-2017 Budget and Multiyear
forecast. Management is recommending approval as it provides for a stable financial
position while allowing for material investments necessary for the longer term
effectiveness and sustainability of BPI.

Submitted by,

Brian D’Amboise,

CFO & VP Corporate Services
ATTACHMENTS:

COPIES:

Attachment A— 2016-2017 Budget and Multi-Year Forecast
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. A
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST
BALANCE SHEET

JAN 1, 2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
ASSETS
CURRENT ASSETS
Cash and cash equivalents 14,650,132 11,331,058 10,650,219 9,915,249 6,879,228 9,378,927 7,981,133 10,151,645 9,779,120
Accounts receivable 9,275,129 10,357,405 10,807,000 11,058,802 11,260,912 11,774,843 12,129,545 12,651,499 12,784,329
Due from affiliates 2,960 57,454 10,866 7,465 5,882 6,101 5,640 5,718 5,728
Unbilled revenue 11,018,050 10,642,144 11,073,186 12,312,081 12,488,512 13,015,807 13,372,755 13,912,254 14,049,605
Inventories 859,915 853,548 757,500 940,000 949,400 958,900 968,500 978,200 988,000
Prepaid expenses 142,849 205,612 146,500 180,000 181,800 183,600 185,400 187,300 189,200
Payments in lieu of taxes payable 324,099 622,158 167,551 342,743 266,667 295,974 66,197 - -
Future payments in lieu of corporate income taxes 207,230 238,500 214,120 198,750 198,750 198,750 198,750 198,750 198,750
36,480,363 34,307,880 33,826,942 34,955,090 32,231,151 35,812,902 34,907,920 38,085,366 37,994,732
CAPITAL ASSETS
Distribution plant 63,415,700 66,147,367 72,048,296 69,736,339 89,750,189 94,965,242 98,381,758 103,261,466 106,901,677
Other equipment 1,446,016 1,670,874 2,235,939 2,314,001 2,822,361 3,338,121 4,081,661 4,524,501 4,819,661
64,861,716 67,818,241 74,284,235 72,050,340 92,572,550 98,303,363 102,463,419 107,785,967 111,721,338
Accumulated amortization - 3,153,561 6,013,997 6,327,559 9,744,907 13,457,085 17,344,433 21,393,425 25,434,253
64,861,716 64,664,680 68,270,238 65,722,781 82,827,643 84,846,278 85,118,986 86,392,542 86,287,085
OTHER ASSETS
Regulatory Assets 6,656,238 6,643,746 5,521,374 7,707,125 6,554,299 5,541,392 6,129,382 6,907,960 7,717,129
Long-term prepaid expenses 22,770 10,350 5,000 5,000 5,000 - - - -
Future payments in lieu of corporate income taxes 170,857 - - - - - - - -
6,849,865 6,654,096 5,526,374 7,712,125 6,559,299 5,541,392 6,129,382 6,907,960 7,717,129

$ 108,191,943 $ 105,626,656 $ 107,623,554 $ 108,389,996 $ 121,618,093 $ 126,200,572 $ 126,156,288

$ 131,385,868

$ 131,998,945

Finance Department

12/11/2015 4:05 PM




BRANTFORD POWER INC. A
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST
BALANCE SHEET

JAN 1, 2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
LIABILITIES
CURRENT LIABILITIES
Accounts payable and accrued liabilities 12,931,070 13,961,133 9,729,353 13,003,290 12,972,190 13,093,419 13,217,320 13,007,600 13,137,700
Accounts payable to the City of Brantford 952,468 639,065 505,000 500,000 505,000 510,100 515,200 520,400 525,600
Accounts payable to affiliates 283,273 132,803 253,323 180,000 253,323 299,434 300,265 301,020 301,804
OPA funds received in advance 769,197 353,759 800,000 510,248 515,400 520,600 525,800 531,100 536,400
Interest payable to the City of Brantford 1,419,904 1,419,904 1,419,904 1,419,904 1,049,608 1,015,945 1,015,945 1,015,945 1,015,945
Payments in lieu of taxes payable - - - - - - - 161,060 135,387
Current portion of long-term debt 1,038,479 1,088,567 1,141,429 1,141,429 1,240,153 1,372,907 1,435,845 1,578,040 1,650,874
Current portion of customer deposits 790,223 818,050 767,750 794,500 809,870 801,770 793,740 785,790 777,920

18,184,614 18,413,281 14,616,759 17,549,371 17,345,544 17,614,175 17,804,115 17,900,955 18,081,630

LONG TERM DEBT
Promissory note payable 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168 24,189,168
Long-term debt 18,954,417 17,868,536 18,724,422 16,727,106 29,325,754 32,952,847 31,518,863 34,942,779 33,295,820
43,143,585 42,057,704 42,913,590 40,916,274 53,514,922 57,142,015 55,708,031 59,131,947 57,484,988

OTHER LONG TERM LIABILITIES

Regulatory liabilities 6,479,604 2,663,315 5,126,292 4,335,903 3,985,267 2,601,653 2,224,268 2,260,137 2,295,487
Deferred revenue (capital contributions) - 439,812 592,287 587,183 1,045,695 1,492,003 1,926,107 2,348,007 2,757,703
Long-term customer deposits 679,929 637,041 594,000 650,000 643,500 637,070 630,700 624,390 618,150
Employee future benefits 1,077,901 1,205,061 1,203,187 1,234,130 1,299,939 1,273,940 1,248,461 1,223,492 1,199,022
Accumulated sick leave credits 92,262 106,410 90,105 111,380 96,409 97,169 61,896 18,448 18,079
Future payments in lieu of corporate income taxes - 57,715 1,267,000 1,122,055 1,809,063 2,837,981 3,439,671 3,917,287 4,387,142
Derivative liabilities 372,285 333,600 346,500 350,000 346,500 343,035 339,605 336,209 332,847

8,701,982 5,442,954 9,219,371 8,390,651 9,226,373 9,282,851 9,870,708 10,727,970 11,608,430

70,030,181 65,913,939 66,749,720 66,856,296 80,086,839 84,039,041 83,382,854 87,760,872 87,175,048

SHAREHOLDER'S EQUITY

Share capital 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505 22,437,505
Retained earnings 14,545,965 16,375,909 17,587,708 18,165,175 18,132,729 18,733,006 19,314,909 20,136,471 21,305,372
Contributed surplus 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319 141,319
Accumulated Other Comprehensive Loss 1,036,974 757,984 707,302 789,701 819,701 849,701 879,701 909,701 939,701

38,161,763 39,712,717 40,873,834 41,533,700 41,531,254 42,161,531 42,773,434 43,624,996 44,823,897
$ 108,191,943 $ 105,626,656 $ 107,623,554 $ 108,389,996 $ 121,618,093 $ 126,200,572 $ 126,156,288 $ 131,385,868 $ 131,998,945

Finance Department 12/11/2015 4:05 PM



BRANTFORD POWER INC. B
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST
STATEMENT OF INCOME AND RETAINED EARNINGS

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
REVENUES
Distribution revenues (Schedule F) $ 16,065,685 $ 16,332,546 $ 16,352,204 $ 16,668,859 $ 18,322,060 $ 18,631,008 $ 19,043,246 $ 19,478,429
IESO CDM funding (formerly OPA) 3,407,271 3,002,925 1,577,700 1,580,232 1,604,367 1,658,163 1,668,795 2,022,585
Other Revenues (Schedule F) 1,180,729 1,004,684 1,150,455 1,127,841 1,280,881 1,307,379 1,385,799 1,461,249
20,653,685 20,340,155 19,080,359 19,376,932 21,207,308 21,596,550 22,097,840 22,962,263
EXPENSES
Operations, maintenance and administration 9,241,182 10,207,181 9,630,496 11,553,091 11,942,122 12,081,791 11,977,021 12,072,539
IESO CDM expenditures (formerly OPA) 3,407,271 3,002,925 1,324,183 1,580,232 1,604,367 1,658,163 1,668,795 2,022,585
Interest on promissory note - City of Brantford 1,419,904 1,419,904 1,419,904 1,049,608 1,015,945 1,015,945 1,015,945 1,015,945
Interest on other long term debt 876,894 858,580 813,010 823,110 1,551,720 1,592,120 1,672,460 1,613,350
Other Financial Expenses (Schedule F) 77,766 128,561 77,955 79,514 79,514 79,514 79,514 79,514
Amortization 3,017,303 2,929,428 2,994,562 3,197,164 3,463,779 3,602,008 3,715,627 3,696,081
18,040,320 18,546,579 16,260,110 18,282,719 19,657,447 20,029,541 20,129,362 20,500,014
INCOME BEFORE TAXES 2,613,365 1,793,576 2,820,249 1,094,213 1,549,861 1,567,009 1,968,478 2,462,248
INCOME TAXES (PILS)
Current income taxes (148,808) (167,551) 189,878 (76,789) (295,974) (66,197) 161,060 296,447
Future income taxes 182,228 643,951 58,651 143,448 435,558 241,302 175,856 186,900
33,420 476,400 248,529 66,659 139,584 175,105 336,916 483,347
NET INCOME $ 2579945 $ 1317176 $ 2,571,720 $ 1,027,554 $ 1,410,277 $ 1,391,904 $ 1,631,562 $ 1,978,901
Retained Earnings - Beginning of Year $ 14,885,257 $ 17,020,532 16,593,455 18,165,175 $ 18,132,729 $ 18,733,005 $ 19,314,909 $ 20,136,471
Net Income 2,579,945 1,317,176 2,571,720 1,027,554 1,410,277 1,391,904 1,631,562 1,978,901
Adjustments - IFRS conversion
Write off City SLA long lived prepaids (78,471) - - - - - - -
Write off AOCI resulting from interest rate swaps (260,822) - - - - - - -
17,125,909 18,337,708 19,165,175 19,192,729 19,543,006 20,124,909 20,946,471 22,115,372
Dividends (750,000) (750,000) (1,000,000) (1,060,000) (810,000) (810,000) (810,000) (810,000)
RETAINED EARNINGS, End of Year $ 16,375,909 $ 17,587,708 $ 18,165,175 $ 18,132,729 $ 18,733,006 $ 19,314,909 $ 20,136,471 $ 21,305,372

Finance Department

12/11/2015 4:05 PM




BRANTFORD POWER INC. c
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST
STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS
2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
CASH FLOWS FROM OPERATING
Net Income 1,317,176  $ 2,571,720 $ 1,027,554 $ 1,410,277 $ 1,391,904 $ 1,631,562 $ 1,978,901
Adjustments for non cash items
(Gain)Loss on disposal of property, plant and equi (23,000) (24,500) (15,000) 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Amortization 3,065,246 3,155,789 3,396,860 3,679,486 3,842,452 3,991,892 3,971,524
Changes in non cash working capital (1,159,870) (2,995,990) (630,003) (938,075) (357,780) (1,044,339) (166,180)
Future payments in lieu of corporate income taxes 643,951 58,651 143,448 435,558 241,302 175,856 186,900
Other items not affecting cash 25,638 1,356,068 620,898 579,656 306,207 239,947 264,754
3,869,141 4,121,738 4,543,757 5,171,902 5,429,085 4,999,918 6,240,899
CASH FLOWS FROM INVESTING
Proceeds on disposal of property, plant and equipment 23,000 24,500 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Capital expenditures (6,005,275) (4,232,100) (20,522,210) (5,730,813) (4,160,056) (5,322,548) (3,935,371)
Changes in regulatory assets 934,613 609,209 802,190 (370,707) (965,375) (742,709) (773,819)
(5,047,662) (3,598,391) (19,705,020) (6,086,520) (5,110,431) (6,050,257) (4,694,190)
CASH FLOWS FROM FINANCING
Increase in customer deposits (13,750) (10,591) 8,870 (14,530) (14,400) (14,260) (14,110)
Repayment of outstanding long term debt (1,088,567) (1,088,569) (1,140,428) (1,240,153) (1,371,046) 3,566,111 (1,574,125)
Increase in long term borrowings 2,000,000 - 13,837,800 5,000,000 - - -
Capital contributions received 350,000 160,004 479,000 479,000 479,000 479,000 479,000
Dividends (750,000) (1,000,000) (1,060,000) (810,000) (810,000) (810,000) (810,000)
497,683 (1,939,155) 12,125,242 3,414,317 (1,716,446) 3,220,851 (1,919,235)
INCREASE/(DECREASE) IN CASH (680,838) (1,415,809) (3,036,021) 2,499,699 (1,397,792) 2,170,512 (372,526)
CASH AT BEGINNING OF YEAR 11,331,058 11,331,058 9,915,249 6,879,228 9,378,926 7,981,134 10,151,646
CASH AT END OF YEAR 10,650,220 $ 9,915,249 $ 6,879,228 $ 9,378,926 $ 7,981,134 $ 10,151,646 $ 9,779,121
12/11/2015 4:05 PM
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BRANTFORD POWER INC.

2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
DISTRIBUTION PLANT - REGULAR OPERATIONS
Transformer station equipment $ 611516 $ 625,000 $ 669,997 - - $ 49,971 $ 150,002 $ -
Overhead distribution system 890,306 1,036,007 1,366,093 874,059 883,086 807,763 570,557 693,662
Underground distribution system 387,569 1,037,017 957,107 886,458 1,261,379 1,468,528 2,869,781 1,793,516
Line transformers 317,357 332,618 216,928 348,224 382,615 420,465 462,126 507,552
Services 136,646 90,715 170,590 283,196 369,867 410,600 430,579 441,047
Meters (74,821) 173,584 110,000 89,626 90,508 91,389 259,763 94,034
Capital contributions paid 168,856 - - 1,875,750 1,876,798 - - -
Work in progress (4,679) - - - - - - -
2,432,750 3,294,941 3,490,716 4,357,313 4,864,253 3,248,716 4,742,808 3,529,811
Land and land rights 4,250 1,500,000 8,475 5,125,000 - - - -
Leasehold improvements 13,573 - 12,549 - - - - -
Buildings and fixtures 3,855 500,000 - 10,250,349 - - - -
2,454,428 5,294,941 3,511,740 19,732,662 4,864,253 3,248,716 4,742,808 3,529,811
GENERAL PLANT
Computer software 118,625 98,294 50,687 189,188 315,000 150,000 100,000 100,000
Computer and office equipment 21,277 81,040 26,545 92,000 35,800 17,800 36,900 10,400
Vehicles 118,016 380,000 405,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 350,000 225,000
Tools, communication equipment and load control 26,373 85,000 58,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 -
System supervisory equipment (SCADA) 348,895 66,000 180,127 83,360 90,760 318,540 67,840 70,160
633,187 710,334 720,360 789,548 866,560 911,340 579,740 405,560
Capital Budget - Gross 3,087,615 6,005,275 4,232,100 20,522,210 5,730,813 4,160,056 5,322,548 3,935,371
CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS (331,936) (350,000) (160,004) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000)

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

$ 2,755,680 $5,655275 $ 4,072,096 $20,043,210 $ 5,251,813 $ 3,681,056 $4,843,548 $ 3,456,371

Finance Department
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SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURES BY PROJECT

BRANTFORD POWER INC.
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast
New Lines and Equipment
New services (roll-ins) $ 76,695 $190,715 225,000 339,676 465,329 410,600 430,579 441,046
New overhead line extensions 135,280 182,320 150,000 191,436 196,849 198,364 200,595 224,041
New underground line extensions 233,217 263,428 460,000 276,599 289,399 492,599 384,599 276,599
New overhead transformers 14,009 31,114 55,000 31,645 34,888 38,465 42,407 46,712
New underground transformers 283,592 277,879 277,879 291,776 321,682 354,652 391,009 430,686
Powerline feeder upgrades 518,223 450,000 576,000 - - - - -
New subdivisions and townhomes costs 269,708 566,400 310,000 295,706 739,250 783,605 857,530 872,315
City/MTO overhead relocation - general 36,732 23,186 40,000 24,345 26,841 29,592 32,625 35,969
City/MTO overhead relocation - Shellard Lane 278,761 - 18,037 6,480 23,210 136,000 - -
Dalhousie St. - new build and relocates - 7,025 2,000 100,000 - 36,800 1,500,000 -
Scada and distribution automation 154,796 146,000 180,121 259,318 272,593 426,299 211,447 201,207
Capacitor study and installation of line banks 28,415 625,000 680,000 - - - - -
Powerline TS - 18,750 18,750 - - - - -
2,029,428 2,781,817 2,992,787 1,816,981 2,370,041 2,906,976 4,050,791 2,528,575
Conversion - Ownership
Poles, towers and fixtures - 5,250 - 5,513 5,788 6,078 6,381 6,700
Overhead conductors and devices - 5,250 - 55,513 55,788 6,078 31,381 31,700
Underground conductors and devices 78,666 23,625 - 24,806 26,047 27,349 28,716 30,152
Line transformers - 23,625 - 24,806 26,047 27,349 28,716 30,152
78,666 57,750 - 110,638 113,670 66,854 95,194 98,704
Rebuild of Existing Lines and Equipment
Poles, towers and fixtures 188,648 210,000 140,000 207,250 199,574 207,250 199,574 207,250
Overhead conductors and devices 9,734 40,000 75,811 200,600 186,243 112,000 8,000 50,000
Underground conduit 87,017 43,500 139,977 106,388 91,219 108,177 78,936 79,898
Underground conductors and devices 59,145 33,038 15,756 26,480 20,000 20,000 20,000 534,550
Line transformers 182,021 - 215,259 - - - - -
526,565 326,538 586,803 540,718 497,036 447,427 306,510 871,698
Metering
Metering (meters and instrument transformers 133,310 173,584 110,000 89,626 90,508 91,389 259,763 94,034
133,310 173,584 110,000 89,626 90,508 91,389 259,763 94,034
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SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL EXPENDITURES BY PROJECT

BRANTFORD POWER INC.
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI YEAR FORECAST

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast
Other

Land and land rights 4,250 1,500,000 8,475 5,125,000 - - - -
Building and leasehold improvements 13,573 500,000 12,550 10,250,349 - - - -
Upgrade AM/FM & GIS system: asset management 108,175 30,000 12,250 45,800 15,000 49,970 - -
Financial Information System (FIS) 3,500 - - 48,500 - - - -
Customer Information System (CIS) - - - - 135,000 - - -
Systems installation (Other) - - - - 100,000 150,000 100,000 100,000
Departmental contingencies 21,508 202,046 - - - - - -
Office furniture, computer hardware and software 25,132 28,540 76,232 186,888 100,800 17,800 36,900 10,400
Large bucket and other 118,015 380,000 405,000 - 400,000 - - -
Small bucket and other - - - 350,000 - 400,000 250,000 175,000
Vans, cars and pickups - - - 50,000 - - 100,000 50,000
Tools, communication equipment and load control L 30,172 25,000 28,000 31,960 31,960 29,640 123,390 6,960
WIP (4,679) - - - - - - -
Capital contributions paid - - - 1,875,750 1,876,798 - - -
319,646 2,665,586 542,507 17,964,247 2,659,558 647,410 610,290 342,360

Capital Budget - Gross 3,087,615 6,005,275 4,232,097 20,522,210 5,730,813 4,160,056 5,322,548 3,935,371
Capital contributions (331,936) (350,000) (160,000) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000) (479,000)
CAPITAL BUDGET - NET 2,755,680 5,655,275 4,072,096 20,043,210 5,251,813 3,681,056 4,843,548 3,456,371
Strategic - 3,485,000 1,651,997 18,061,179 2,848,355 792,942 559,840 483,162
Confirmed 2,755,680 591,119 665,024 230,416 604,577 680,532 653,070 625,326
Tentative - 1,377,112 1,733,825 1,576,615 1,678,881 2,138,864 3,499,388 2,272,883
Contingency - 202,044 21,250 175,000 120,000 68,720 131,250 75,000
2,755,680 5,655,275 4,072,096 20,043,210 5,251,813 3,681,058 4,843,548 3,456,371

System Access 506,365 583,511 952,879 795,913 925,060 957,922 1,217,142 1,111,346
System Services 1,112,944 1,730,890 1,959,184 2,745,329 3,227,360 1,542,109 1,207,996 1,187,927
System Renewal 960,431 736,538 628,776 440,118 323,593 588,227 1,906,510 821,698
General Plant 175,940 2,604,336 531,257 16,061,850 775,800 592,800 511,900 335,400
2,755,680 5,655,275 4,072,096 20,043,210 5,251,813 3,681,058 4,843,548 3,456,371
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BRANTFORD POWER INC.

2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST

SCHEDULE OF COMMODITY RECOVERIES AND OTHER REVENUES AND FINANCIAL EXPENSES

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
COMMODITY RECOVERIES
Energy $ 82,501,935 $ 92,128,085 $ 91,671,981 $ 92,499,091 $ 96,268,013 $ 99,631,505 $ 104,569,583 $ 105,390,730
Transmission 11,063,711 12,219,403 12,353,951 11,631,970 11,455,934 11,419,652 11,464,288 11,502,560
Wholesale market service charges 5,242,003 5,271,377 5,113,538 5,278,767 5,258,352 5,229,376 5,243,259 5,257,305
Retail settlement variance adjustment 803,782 (324,216) (992,956) 243,182 245,697 254,800 273,324 290,937
99,611,430 109,294,649 108,146,514 109,653,010 113,227,996 116,535,333 121,550,454 122,441,532
COST OF POWER
Energy 82,786,972 91,206,804 91,689,450 92,875,891 96,651,018 100,021,958 104,978,434 105,817,304
Transmission 11,814,494 13,765,316 12,355,192 12,026,229 11,844,461 11,806,937 11,853,087 11,892,653
Wholesale market service charges 5,009,965 4,322,529 4,101,872 4,750,890 4,732,517 4,706,438 4,718,933 4,731,575
99,611,430 109,294,649 108,146,514 109,653,010 113,227,996 116,535,333 121,550,454 122,441,532
DISTRIBUTION REVENUE
Revenue $ 15639889 $ 16,136,697 $ 16,231,337 $ 16,619,655 $ 18,134,699 $ 18,319,048 $ 18,684,976 $ 19,065,079
LRAM adjustments 115,596 207,073 132,650 61,360 200,610 311,960 358,270 413,350
Smart meter adjustments - rate application 310,199 (11,224) (11,783) (12,156) (13,249) - - -
$ 16,065,685 $ 16,332,546 $ 16,352,204 $ 16,668,859 $ 18,322,060 $ 18,631,008 $ 19,043,246 $ 19,478,429
OTHER REVENUES
Specific service charges $ 539,109 $ 432,715 $ 552,825 $ 496,272 $ 506,195 $ 516,317 $ 526,642 $ 537,172
Late payment charges 207,146 175,000 222,971 226,236 235,599 242,076 251,796 254,171
Bank interest income 173,887 145,000 142,710 149,337 125,846 122,422 168,342 219,034
Other interest income (497) 2,000 7,400 7,000 7,140 7,283 7,429 7,578
Interest (expense) on regulatory assets 31,019 46,225 37,621 14,444 2,387 8,175 14,068 18,654
Property rental 108,645 107,727 97,575 153,677 322,449 329,452 335,477 342,187
Retailer recoveries 62,739 59,517 58,863 50,875 50,965 51,048 51,127 51,217
Gain on derivative liabilities 35,847 3,500 - - - - - -
Other revenue 22,833 33,000 30,490 30,000 30,300 30,606 30,918 31,236
1,180,729 1,004,684 1,150,455 1,127,841 1,280,881 1,307,379 1,385,799 1,461,249
OTHER FINANCIAL EXPENSES
IESO fees $ 65,336 $ 66,476 $ 65,336 $ 66,643 $ 66,643 $ 66,643 $ 66,643 $ 66,643
Interest on customer deposits and retailer prudt 12,430 12,718 12,619 12,871 12,871 12,871 12,871 12,871
Amortization of Other Comprehensive Income - 49,367 - - - - - -
$ 77,766 $ 128,561 $ 77,955 $ 79,514 $ 79,514 $ 79,514 $ 79,514 $ 79,514
Finance Department 12/11/2015 4:05 PM




BRANTFORD POWER INC. G
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES NET OF ALLOCATIONS
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
DIRECT EXPENSES
DISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
Distribution operations and maintenance $ 2,043,593 $ 2,088,772 $ 1,697,955 $ 2,067,331 $ 2,093,871 $ 2,143,884 $ 2,209,773 $ 2,242,680
Engineering operations and maintenance 855,307 979,235 957,358 1,057,009 956,119 975,937 987,095 999,998
Settlement 873,845 926,137 1,027,611 1,540,928 1,538,688 1,568,677 1,595,050 1,614,772
Engineering Services 337,715 400,000 342,731 357,428 365,034 372,335 379,783 387,377
Transformer Station operations and maintenance 99,673 113,728 98,197 104,595 103,919 105,325 105,552 105,792
4,210,133 4,507,872 4,123,853 5,127,291 5,057,631 5,166,158 5,277,253 5,350,619
BILLING AND COLLECTING -
Customer Services 1,857,141 1,856,150 1,964,385 1,715,136 1,693,007 1,697,406 1,737,357 1,763,758
LEAP Program 20,407 21,000 21,000 21,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Bad debts 366,783 306,000 123,647 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
2,244,330 2,183,150 2,109,032 2,036,136 2,018,007 2,022,406 2,062,357 2,088,758
DIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE -
Board of Directors 58,235 79,650 43,526 39,088 39,215 39,392 39,572 39,755
Senior Leadership Team 829,730 735,046 981,275 982,785 961,009 965,112 995,250 1,002,785
Finance 530,463 461,847 549,375 634,716 651,027 562,312 573,467 586,473
Corporate Services and Regulatory Affairs 325,953 471,330 413,375 613,340 400,203 415,169 430,808 447,122
Corporate communications 60,398 73,281 62,336 39,208 42,213 44,215 46,313 48,513
Industry associations 62,400 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,600 61,206 61,818 62,436
Regulatory fees and costs 205,564 191,400 126,661 269,641 238,847 240,412 241,482 242,567
Bad debts- BGI Impairment - - 127,869 96,810 94,096 85,458 86,553 86,886
Corp - IT/Prj Mgr - - 17,321 178,156 291,829 303,895 316,824 330,355
2,072,742 2,072,554 2,381,737 2,913,745 2,779,039 2,717,170 2,792,087 2,846,891
OTHER DIRECT COSTS -
Special projects 344,865 1,071,941 646,236 961,167 1,203,730 1,265,360 923,897 855,031
344,865 1,071,941 646,236 961,167 1,203,730 1,265,360 923,897 855,031
TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES $ 8,872,070 $ 9,835517 $ 9,260,857 $ 11,038,339 $ 11,058,407 $ 11,171,094 $ 11,055,594 $ 11,141,299
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. G
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES NET OF ALLOCATIONS
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
INDIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
Retiree benefits $ 44506 $ 90,577 $ 83,765 $ 160,916 $ 160,701 $ 182,049 $ 180,777 $ 178,043
Records management, mail, telephone & duplicating 12,925 12,815 14,511 13,828 14,104 14,387 14,675 14,969
Insurance and risk management 97,926 104,602 86,000 82,522 84,172 85,855 87,572 89,323
Property charges - - - 118,939 485,273 494,978 504,878 514,975
Legal 15,622 15,000 13,600 12,190 12,434 12,683 12,937 13,196
Brantford Energy Corp Management Fees 125,308 124,190 148,775 103,357 104,532 98,745 99,088 99,734
Other 72,825 24,480 22,988 23,000 22,500 22,000 21,500 21,000
TOTAL INDIRECT EXPENSES $ 369,112 $ 371,664 $ 369,639 $ 514,752 $ 883,716 $ 910,697 $ 921,427 $ 931,240
TOTAL OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES $ 9,241,182 $ 10,207,181 §$ 9,630,496 $ 11,553,091 $ 11,942,122 §$ 12,081,791 $ 11,977,021 $ 12,072,539
INDIRECT COSTS ALLOCATED -

To direct distribution operations and maintenance $ 722,856 $ 954,805 $ 741,233 $ 956,402 $ 773,549 $ 806,342 $ 856,313 $ 870,663
To direct general and administration 307,523 329,385 336,501 400,806 256,444 261,577 266,805 272,141
To direct billing and collecting (customer service) 349,937 360,932 323,173 400,818 324,642 331,129 337,758 344,513
To OPA Conservation and Demand Management 24,752 24,300 24,835 27,281 19,211 19,595 19,987 20,387
$ 1405069 $ 1405069 $ 1425742 $ 1785307 $ 1373846 $ 1418643 $ 1,480,863 $ 1,507,704
To recoverable (448,991) (370,148) (364,351) (383,159) (409,282) (412,336) (419,094) (424,601)
To capital - - - - - - - -
$ (448991) $§ (370,148) $ (364,351) $ (383,159) $§ (409,282) § (412,336) § (419,094) $ (424,601)

NET INDIRECT COSTS ALLOCATED TODIRECTS $ 956,078 $ 1,034,921 $ 1,061,391 $ 1,402,148 $ 964,564 $ 1,006,307 $ 1,061,769 $ 1,083,103
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. H
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT EXPENSES BEFORE ALLOCATIONS
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
DIRECT EXPENSES
DISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
Distribution operations and maintenance $ 2,830,357 2,561,789 2,598,010 $ 2,905810 $ 3,083,538 $ 3,129,057 $ 3,185,791 $ 3,237,446
Engineering operations and maintenance 845,074 916,218 834,032 829,068 844,306 871,989 888,662 900,943
Settlement 801,783 844,298 878,196 1,384,822 1,411,453 1,439,197 1,463,039 1,480,196
Engineering Services 320,062 400,000 326,300 337,587 344,339 351,226 358,251 365,416
Transformer Station operations and maintenance 99,673 113,728 98,197 104,595 103,919 105,325 105,552 105,792
4,896,950 4,836,033 4,734,735 5,561,882 5,787,555 5,896,794 6,001,295 6,089,793
BILLING AND COLLECTING
Customer Services 1,475,967 1,524,224 1,611,070 1,261,656 1,328,795 1,325,215 1,356,506 1,375,370
LEAP Program 20,407 21,000 21,000 21,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Bad debts 366,783 306,000 123,647 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
1,863,156 1,851,224 1,755,717 1,582,656 1,653,795 1,650,215 1,681,506 1,700,370
DIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE
Board of Directors 40,404 54,250 34,559 34,559 34,645 34,731 34,818 34,906
Senior Leadership Team 865,096 891,582 1,121,484 1,082,604 1,119,192 1,113,220 1,144,035 1,152,295
Finance 421,482 419,352 429,652 478,505 558,235 461,801 470,781 481,577
Corporate Services and Regulatory Affairs 227,403 323,717 306,247 534,909 334,447 348,098 362,396 377,342
Corporate communications 60,398 73,281 62,336 39,208 42,213 44,215 46,313 48,513
Industry associations 62,400 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,600 61,206 61,818 62,436
Regulatory fees and costs 205,564 191,400 126,661 269,641 238,847 240,412 241,482 242,567
Bad debts- BGI Impairment - - 127,869 96,810 94,096 85,458 86,553 86,886
Corp - IT/Prj Mgr - - 17,321 278,870 291,829 303,895 316,824 330,355
1,882,747 2,013,582 2,286,128 2,875,107 2,774,104 2,693,036 2,765,020 2,816,877
OTHER DIRECT COSTS
Special projects 344,865 1,071,941 646,236 961,167 1,203,730 1,265,360 923,897 855,031
344,865 1,071,941 646,236 961,167 1,203,730 1,265,360 923,897 855,031
TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES $ 8,987,717 9,772,780 9,422,816 $ 10,980,812 $§ 11,419,184 §$ 11,505,405 $ 11,371,718 $ 11,462,071
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. H
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT EXPENSES BEFORE ALLOCATIONS
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
INDIRECT EXPENSES
INDIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Retiree benefits $ 44506 $ 90,577 83,765 $ 160,916 $ 160,701 $ 182,049 $ 180,777 $ 178,043
Records management, mail, telephone & duplicating 20,969 21,395 21,800 22,408 22,856 23,314 23,781 24,257
Insurance and risk management 108,391 115,822 86,000 82,522 84,172 85,855 87,572 89,323
Treasury and accounting 72,849 70,686 79,200 87,039 - - - -
Purchasing and dispatch 102,625 90,939 179,814 180,455 183,380 185,041 188,372 191,619
Management information systems 741,961 862,816 747,100 898,448 916,417 934,745 953,440 972,509
Property charges 498,536 498,061 510,200 696,063 751,669 766,702 782,036 797,677
Legal 15,622 15,000 13,600 12,190 12,434 12,683 12,937 13,196
Human resources 114,533 99,738 69,500 66,905 68,243 69,608 71,000 72,420
Minor capital improvements - 30,000 - = - - - -
Brantford Energy Corp Management Fees 125,308 124,190 148,775 103,357 104,532 98,745 99,088 99,734
Other 72,825 24,480 22,988 23,000 22,500 22,000 21,500 21,000
Fleet recovery (139,433) (2,618) (61,728) (24,567) (46,217) (27,814) 5,846 3,707
1,778,693 2,041,086 1,901,014 2,308,736 2,280,687 2,352,928 2,426,349 2,463,485
GRAND TOTAL OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES $ 10,766,410 $ 11,813,866 $ 11,323,830 $ 13,289,548 $ 13,699,871 $ 13,858,333 §$ 13,798,067 $ 13,925,556
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. |
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT EXPENSES - DETAIL

. Allocation of Allocation to
Dlrgct Direct . Indirect Fully Allocated C.D.M’ .
2015 Budget 2.015 2016 Budget Salaries, Goods & City SLA Total Qross Direct Costs to Direct & Indirect Aff|!|ate, NEt. DIiteet emd
Projected Wages & i & Indirect Costs X Capital or Indirect Costs
Benefits Services Operational Costs Billable
Accounts .
Projects
DISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
Distribution operations and maintenance $ 2,088,772 |$ 1,697,955|$% 2,067,331 1,818,284 1,087,526 - $ 2,905,810 301,566 $ 3,207,376 | (1,140,045) $ 2,067,331
Engineering operations and maintenance 979,235 957,358 1,057,009 609,514 219,554 - 829,068 461,724 1,290,792 (233,783) 1,057,009
Settlement 926,137 1,027,611 1,540,928 582,110 802,712 - 1,384,822 157,343 1,542,165 (1,237) 1,540,928
Engineering Services 400,000 342,731 357,428 - - 337,587 337,587 19,841 357,428 - 357,428
Transformer Station operations and maintenance 113,728 98,197 104,595 6,470 90,825 7,300 104,595 - 104,595 - 104,595
4,507,872 4,123,853 5,127,291 3,016,378 2,200,617 344,887 5,561,882 940,474 6,502,356 (1,375,065) 5,127,291
BILLING AND COLLECTING
Customer Services 1,856,150 1,964,385 1,715,136 948,733 312,923 - 1,261,656 453,480 1,715,136 - 1,715,136
LEAP Program 21,000 21,000 21,000 - 21,000 - 21,000 - 21,000 - 21,000
Bad debts 306,000 123,647 300,000 - 300,000 - 300,000 - 300,000 - 300,000
2,183,150 2,109,032 2,036,136 948,733 633,923 - 1,582,656 453,480 2,036,136 - 2,036,136
DIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE
Board of Directors 79,650 43,526 39,088 15,959 18,600 - 34,559 4,529 39,088 - 39,088
Senior Leadership Team 735,046 981,275 982,785 850,118 232,486 - 1,082,604 118,702 1,201,306 (218,521) 982,785
Finance 461,847 549,375 634,716 361,681 116,825 - 478,505 171,087 649,592 (14,876) 634,716
Corporate Services and Regulatory Affairs 471,330 413,375 613,340 285,230 249,679 - 534,909 78,431 613,340 - 613,340
Corporate communications 73,281 62,336 39,208 37,608 1,600 - 39,208 - 39,208 - 39,208
Industry associations 60,000 60,000 60,000 - 60,000 - 60,000 - 60,000 - 60,000
Regulatory fees and costs 191,400 126,661 269,641 - 269,641 - 269,641 - 269,641 - 269,641
Bad debts- BGI Impairment - 127,869 96,810 - 96,810 - 96,810 - 96,810 - 96,810
Corp - IT/Prj Mgr - 17,321 178,156 257,194 21,676 - 278,870 - 278,870 (100,714) 178,156
2,072,554 2,381,737 2,913,745 1,807,790 1,067,317 - 2,875,107 372,749 3,247,856 (334,111) 2,913,745
OTHER DIRECT COSTS
Special projects 1,071,941 646,236 961,167 201,797 759,370 - 961,167 - 961,167 - 961,167
1,071,941 646,236 961,167 201,797 759,370 - 961,167 - 961,167 - 961,167
TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES $ 9,835517 | $ 9,260,857 | $ 11,038,339 | $ 5,974,698 $ 4,661,227 $ 344,887 $ 10,980,812 | $ 1,766,703 $ 12,747,515 | $(1,709,176) 11,038,339
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SCHEDULE OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT EXPENSES - DETAIL

BRANTFORD POWER INC.
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST

. Allocation of Allocation to
Dlrgct Direct . Indirect Fully Allocated C.D.M’ .
2015 Budget 2.015 2016 Budget Salaries, Goods & City SLA Total Qross Direct Costs to Direct & Indirect Aff|!|ate, NEt. DIiteet emd
Projected Wages & i & Indirect Costs X Capital or Indirect Costs
Benefits Services Operational Costs Billable
Accounts .
Projects
INDIRECT GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Retiree benefits $ 90,577 | $ 83,765 | $ 160,916 - 85,200 75716 $ 160,916 - 160,916 - $ 160,916
Records management, mail, telephone & duplicating 12,815 14,511 13,828 - - 22,408 22,408 (8,580) 13,828 - 13,828
Insurance and risk management 104,602 86,000 82,522 - - 82,522 82,522 - 82,522 - 82,522
Treasury and accounting - - - - - 87,039 87,039 (87,039) - - -
Purchasing and dispatch - - - 172,435 8,020 - 180,455 (180,455) - - -
Management information systems - - - - - 898,448 898,448 (898,448) - - -
Property charges - - 118,939 - - 696,063 696,063 (577,124) 118,939 - 118,939
Legal 15,000 13,600 12,190 - - 12,190 12,190 - 12,190 - 12,190
Human resources - - - - - 66,905 66,905 (66,905) - - -
Brantford Energy Corp Management Fees 124,190 148,775 103,357 - 103,357 - 103,357 - 103,357 - 103,357
Other 24,480 22,988 23,000 - 23,000 - 23,000 - 23,000 - 23,000
Fleet recovery - 0 - 61,110 (265,748) 180,071 (24,567) 24,567 - - -
TOTAL INDIRECT EXPENSES $ 371,664 | $ 369,639 |$ 514,752 |$ 233545 § (46,171) $ 2,121,362 $ 2,308,736 | $(1,793,984) $ 514,752 | $ - $ 514,752
CDM ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES $ - $ 27281 % 27281 |$ (27,281) $ =
GRAND TOTAL OM&A EXPENSES $ 10,207,181 1% 9,630,496 | $ 11,553,091 | $ 6,208,243 § 4,615,056 $ 2,466,249 $ 13,289,548 | $ - $ 13,262,267 | $(1,709,176) $ 11,553,091
Transfer to billable/recoverable projects $ 370,148 |$ 364,351 | $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ - $ - $ 383,159
Transfer to capital projects - - - - - - - - - 1,092,620
Transfer to OPA CDM Programs 24,300 24,835 - - - - - - -
Transfer to affiliate - BEC - 46,486
Transfer to affiliate - BHI - 115,625
Transfer to affiliate - BGI 71,286
394,448 389,186 - - - - - - - 1,709,176
NET TOTAL OM&A EXPENSES $ 10,601,629 | $ 10,019,682 | $ 11,553,091 | $ 6,208,243 $ 4,615,056 $ 2,466,249 $ 13,289,548 | $ - $ 13,262,267 | $ - $ 11,553,091

Finance Department
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. J
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
SCHEDULE OF REGULATORY ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

2014 Actual 2015 Budget |2015 Projected | 2016 Budget | 2017 Forecast | 2018 Forecast | 2019 Forecast | 2020 Forecast

SUMMARY BY MAJOR REGULATORY ACCOUNT CATEGORY
RETAIL SETTLEMENT VARIANCE ACCOUNTS

Wholesale Market Service Charges $ (988,870) $ (1,047,843) $ (1,253,431) $ (1,559,311) $ (922,812) $ (909,441) $ (905,614) $ (906,727)
Transmission - Network 874,193 1,983,395 553,574 266,980 696,848 695,156 695,717 698,201
Transmission - Connection 73,446 414,967 211,228 130,942 94,991 93,604 93,597 93,933
Cost of Power (2,821,457) (2,148,006) (2,796,606) (2,118,063) (1,257,723) (1,297,884) (1,353,720) (1,388,760)
Global Adjustment 3,034,422 537,604 3,101,929 2,521,031 2,025,581 2,083,567 2,165,856 2,237,580
One Time 290,236 293,341 292,755 295,078 - - - -
461,970 33,458 109,449 (463,343) 636,885 665,002 695,836 734,227
OTHER DEFERRAL AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTS
Stranded Meters 2,332,050 1,629,564 1,626,662 867,832 93,770 93,980 94,189 94,399
Smart Meter Entity Charge 24,327 (6,200) (7,340) (4,033) (1,968) (1,759) (803) 1
2,356,376 1,623,364 1,619,322 863,799 91,802 92,221 93,386 94,400
General
CDM Lost Revenue 114,639 122,683 18,920 80,792 62,346 376,557 740,742 1,164,226
Embedded LDC Revenue Difference 171,716 174,076 173,631 175,397 - - - -
Retailer Cost Variance Account 48,103 73,800 74,719 93,478 36,240 54,796 73,634 92,759
IFRS transition costs and early disposals 253,997 272,696 301,825 344,518 - - - -
Recovery of regulatory assets (90,863) (94,347) (278,526) (303,860) (258,868) (15,184) 10,743 19,593
497,593 548,908 290,569 390,325 (160,282) 416,169 825,119 1,276,578
Other
Regulatory future income tax liability 664,215 (1,829,896) 1,351,605 1,777,974 2,371,334 2,731,722 3,033,482 3,316,437
Other regulatory assets 277 19,248 277 277 - - - -
664,492 (1,810,648) 1,351,882 1,778,251 2,371,334 2,731,722 3,033,482 3,316,437
Total 3,980,431 395,082 3,371,222 2,569,032 2,939,739 3,905,114 4,647,823 5,421,642
Summary
Total Regulatory Assets 6,643,746 5,521,374 7,707,125 6,554,299 5,541,392 6,129,382 6,907,960 7,717,129
Total Regulatory Liabilities (2,663,315) (5,126,292) (4,335,903) (3,985,267) (2,601,653) (2,224,268) (2,260,137) (2,295,487)
Net Assets(Liabilities) $ 3980431 $ 395,082 $ 3,371,222 $ 2,569,032 $ 2,939,739 $§ 3,905,114 $ 4,647,823 $ 5,421,642
Group 1 195,510 (231,547) (442,912) (981,489) 440,363 1,026,375 1,447,321 1,918,046
Group 2 3,120,706 2,456,525 2,462,529 1,772,547 128,042 147,017 167,020 187,159
Group 3 664,215 (1,829,896) 1,351,605 1,777,974 2,371,334 2,731,722 3,033,482 3,316,437
Net Assets(Liabilities) $ 3,980,431 $ 395,082 $ 3,371,222 $ 2,569,032 $ 2,939,739 $ 3,905,114 $ 4,647,823 $ 5,421,642
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. K
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
RATIOS AND LOAD AND CUSTOMER STATISTICS
2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
Current Ratio (OILC not less than 1.1:1) 1.9 2.3 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.0 21 21
Quick Ratio 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.5
Working Capital 15,894,599 19,210,183 17,405,719 14,885,607 18,198,727 17,103,805 20,184,411 19,913,102
Debt to Equity (OILC <60%) 52.1% 51.9% 50.3% 56.9% 58.1% 57.2% 58.2% 56.9%
Debt to Equity (RBC <60% exclude City Note) 32.3% 32.7% 30.1% 42.4% 44.9% 43.5% 45.6% 43.8%
Debt to Equity (Regulatory) 52.1% 51.9% 50.3% 56.9% 58.1% 57.2% 58.2% 56.9%
Dividend Payout Ratio (Regular and Special) 29.1% 56.9% 38.9% 103.2% 57.4% 58.2% 49.6% 40.9%
Return on Equity 6.6% 3.3% 6.3% 2.5% 3.4% 3.3% 3.8% 4.5%
Return on Regulatory Equity 6.6% 3.3% 6.3% 2.5% 3.4% 3.3% 3.8% 4.5%
Return on Assets 2.4% 1.2% 2.4% 0.9% 1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 1.5%
Debt Service Coverage (OILC no less than 1.2:1) 3.45 1.41 1.93 (0.62) 1.44 1.58 (7.33) 1.76
OM&A Cost per Customer 23710 $ 258.14 243.50 289.69 297.19 298.39 293.57 § 293.68
Distribution Revenue per Customer 41219 $ 413.05 413.46 417.96 455.95 460.14 466.78 $ 473.84
Rate Base Growth - 3.3% 2.1% 12.4% 12.3% 2.0% 1.7% 1.1%
STAFFING LEVELS (FULL TIME EQUIVALENT)
Senior Leadership Team 5.67 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Corporate Services - - 0.13 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Customer Service 13.74 14.58 15.33 12.92 13.92 15.42 13.42 12.42
Engineering 8.00 8.00 8.67 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
Finance 3.67 5.50 4.54 6.50 7.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Operations 17.24 17.00 17.67 18.50 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00
Regulatory 2.00 3.00 2.38 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Communications 0.70 1.00 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
Settlement 5.00 5.00 3.33 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
56.01 59.08 57.73 62.61 64.61 64.11 62.11 61.11
Conservation and Demand Management 2.00 2.00 1.63 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
58.01 61.08 59.35 65.61 67.61 67.11 65.11 64.11
Full Time 54.28 55.00 54.00 58.25 59.00 59.00 59.00 59.00
Part-Time 1.41 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42
Contract 2.32 4.66 3.93 5.94 7.19 6.69 4.69 3.69
58.01 61.08 59.35 65.61 67.61 67.11 65.11 64.11
12/11/2015 4:05 PM
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BRANTFORD POWER INC. K
2016 BUDGET AND MULTI-YEAR FORECAST
RATIOS AND LOAD AND CUSTOMER STATISTICS

2014 2015 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Budget Projected Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
ENERGY SOLD (Mwh)

Residential 284,160 287,739 289,767 289,643 291,579 293,256 294,963 296,725

General Service < 50 KW 100,424 103,236 103,769 104,467 104,862 105,149 105,458 105,790

General Service > 50 KW (includes Back-up/Standby) 537,759 494,508 504,978 494,432 485,490 478,599 478,939 479,221

Street lighting 7,430 7,396 7,175 7,342 7,342 7,342 7,342 7,342

Sentinel lighting 451 420 434 433 423 412 401 390

Unmetered Scattered Load 1,561 1,503 1,517 1,506 1,491 1,480 1,470 1,460

931,785 894,802 907,640 897,823 891,187 886,238 888,573 890,928
ENERGY PURCHASED (Mwh)

Independent Electricity Systems Operator & Others 961,319 921,646 934,869 924,758 917,923 912,825 915,230 917,656
LINE LOSSES/UNACCOUNTED FOR ENERGY (29,534) (26,844) (27,229) (26,935) (26,736) (26,587) (26,657) (26,728)
LINE LOSSES/UNACCOUNTED FOR ENERGY % (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%)
DEMAND (KW's)

General Service > 50 KW 1,568,023 1,443,544 1,516,664 1,465,784 1,405,361 1,389,482 1,391,516 1,393,664

Street lighting 22,581 22,520 21,902 21,930 21,930 21,930 21,930 21,930

1,590,604 1,466,064 1,538,566 1,487,714 1,427,291 1,411,412 1,413,446 1,415,594

CUSTOMER COUNT

Residential 35,351 35,886 35,884 36,195 36,476 36,760 37,045 37,333
General Service < 50 KW 2,760 2,794 2,799 2,819 2,838 2,858 2,878 2,897
General Service > 50 KW (includes Back-up/Standby) 430 437 438 443 449 454 459 465
Unmetered Scattered Load 435 424 429 424 421 418 415 412
38,976 39,541 39,550 39,881 40,184 40,489 40,797 41,107
CONNECTIONS
Street lighting 10,075 10,080 10,080 10,080 10,080 10,080 10,080 10,080
Sentinel lighting 623 588 621 614 598 582 567 552
10,698 10,668 10,701 10,694 10,678 10,662 10,647 10,632
CUSTOMER COUNT BY SUPPLY OPTION
Distributor - Regulated Price Plan 35,715 36,117 36,481 36,785 37,063 37,342 37,626 37,910
Distributor - Market Price 255 239 254 257 260 263 266 269
Retailer - Distributor Consolidated Billing 3,006 3,185 2,815 2,839 2,861 2,884 2,905 2,928
Retailer - Retailer Consolidated Billing - - - - - - - -
38,976 39,541 39,550 39,881 40,184 40,489 40,797 41,107
ENERGY GENERATORS
BCPI Load Transfer 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Embedded Generator 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
RESOP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fit/Microfit 106 125 125 140 155 170 185 200
109 128 128 143 158 173 188 203
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Attachment 1-SEC-2-C: BPI Budget
Resolution Board of Directors




Whereas the Board of Directors have reviewed the proposed 2016 Budget and Multi year forecast
presented by Management; and

Whereas Brantford Power Inc. has achieved strong returns in 2013 and 2014 and is currently forecasting
a strong return in 2015; and

Whereas the proposed budget for 2016 reflects distribution revenues that continue to be based on a
revenue requirement established pursuant to the 2013 costs of service distribution rate application
process, and

Whereas this revenue requirement does not reflect adequate funding for transitional and new ongoing
costs related to the implementation of certain Brantford Power Inc. strategic plan initiatives including
the elimination of three operating facilities by the acquisition of an existing repurposed consolidated
facility and the implementation of a new financial information systems, and

Whereas , the financial impact of these unfunded costs is a budgeted 2016 return that is significantly
below the level of returns contemplated in the 2013 Cost of Service rate application and further that the
current illustration of future 2017-2020 returns continue to reflect returns that are consistently below
the 9.19% return on equity level currently identified by the OEB as the reasonable return on equity;

That the Brantford Power Inc. Board of Directors approve the 2016 Budget as submitted and direct
Management to incorporate into the 2017 Cost of Service Distribution Rate application a revenue
requirement request that is sufficient to re cover Brantford Power Inc.’s prudently incurred cost of
service necessary to achieve a reasonable return on equity at the level established by the Ontario Energy
Board.
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The MEARIE Group

2014 Management Salary Survey
Of Local Distribution Companies

1. Introduction

The MEARIE Group is pleased to present this report of the 2014 Management Salary Survey of Local Distribution Companies
(LDCs).

In today's competitive talent market, LDCs are challenged with establishing and maintaining competitive, yet affordable,
compensation programs and policies. The MEARIE Group established the Management Salary Survey of Ontario’s Local
Distribution Companies to assist LDCs in understanding the competitive landscape and to support your efforts to develop pay
practices that attract, motivate and retain high quality, high performing employees.

The survey was updated in 2012 through the combined efforts of The MEARIE Group's HR Information Solutions team, outside
consultants and representatives of our members, all working together to ensure that the Survey continues to meet the evolving
needs of member LDCs.

The Survey was further enhanced in 2013 & 2014 through our partnership with Hay Group, a globally renowned compensation
consulting firm. Drawing on their expertise and experience in developing and managing salary surveys across all sectors of the
economy and in numerous countries around the world.

The 2014 survey includes:
e Geographic, Number of Employees, Number of Customer and Revenue size reporting.

e Fifty (50) benchmark descriptions, supported by the Hay Group job evaluation methodology for improved reporting and
greater ability to identify the impact of organization size and structure.

e Continued reporting of "total cash compensation" to provide greater depth of information regarding market pay practices.
e Anoverview of local distribution company market trends and compensation projections for 2015 budget planning.

e MS Excel survey reporting including versions of position salary tables by All Organizations, Geography, Revenue and
Customers to support those organizations that wish to conduct further analysis of the results and to assist in transferring
survey results into internal reporting.
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The survey includes two presentation documents and Excel data tables in formats as follows:
e PDF Documents:
o Survey Report Executive Summary containing a complete analysis and a data summary of all the positions.
o Survey Report addendum which includes a complete analysis of each position, presented on one page.
e Excel Documents which are provided for easy data export and printable to one legal sized page, showing LDC Survey data by:
o All Organizations
o Region
o Customer Base
o Revenue

o Number of Employees

We would like to thank you for your participation. As a result of the strong response, we are able to provide you with an
informative and detailed survey that will help you in the support of your organization’s compensation programs.
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CONFIDENTIALITY POLICY

The MEARIE Group recognizes the importance of maintaining the security of your information and has developed the following
policy that applies to all participants (and their delegates) in the Management Salary Survey (a “Survey”), as well as Hay Group
Limited (Hay Group) (survey administrators) and The MEARIE Group.

An individual LDC will provide its authorization for the sharing of information identified as being information of that LDC by
completing the Survey Data Submission for a Survey. This will result in the LDC’s data being identified by name in the listing of
participants. This enables participants to be aware of the names of the other participants in the Survey to determine the
relevance of Survey data cuts (e.g., by geography or size).

All of the information obtained through a Survey will be treated with the utmost confidentiality. Data will be reported on an
aggregate basis only, and in such a way as to ensure that individual participant data cannot be identified/attributed. Standards
for minimum number of data will be strictly enforced to ensure confidentiality. Neither Hay Group nor MEARIE Group will release
or disclose to any other person whatsoever any information pertaining to any individual LDC participant.

Survey results will be reported only to those LDCs who participate in the Survey and provide comprehensive data. Comprehensive
participation means that each LDC is expected to match as many of the Survey benchmark positions as they are able, and provide
data for all incumbents of matched positions. All participants must consider this information as strictly confidential.

The results of a Survey will not be disclosed/sold to or shared with organizations that have not participated in that Survey,
whether by The MEARIE Group or Hay Group or Survey participants. Participants may not share the Survey reports/results with
non-participant LDCs or any entity under any circumstances.

The data collected for a Survey will also be included in the Hay Group's Canadian compensation database. Information in the Hay
Group database is maintained with the highest standards of confidentiality; analysis and reporting of data is on an aggregate
basis only, and in such a way as to ensure that individual participant data cannot be identified or attributed. As of January 2014,
there are over 550 employers represented in the Hay Group database. Should you have any questions or for further information,
please contact Deirdre Chong Smith, Consultant at Hay Group at 416-815-6344 or Deirdre.Chong@haygroup.com.

The obligations of confidentiality set out in this policy are subject to the requirements of applicable law and LDCs may disclose
the results of the Survey to any regulatory body (or other person) if compelled by law to do so. If an LDC is compelled by law to
make such a disclosure, it will give The MEARIE Group as much notice in advance as possible of the disclosure and the reasons the
disclosure is legally required.

The MEARIE Group will not be liable for breaches by participating LDCs or Hay Group of this Confidentiality Policy.
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2. Survey Overview

Survey Benchmark Positions

The survey covers 50 benchmark positions representing a cross-section of the functions within member organizations. The
benchmark positions were reviewed in 2012 by a working group of LDC sector Human Resources professionals. Job profiles for
each benchmark job were developed and reviewed by the consultants and the HR group.

Senior Management 0000 President & CEO

0001 Chief Operating Officer (COO)

0002 Head of Operations and/or Engineering

0003 CFO / Head of Finance

0004 Head of Customer Service

0005 Head of Regulatory Affairs

0006 Head of Human Resources
Administration 1000 Executive Assistant

1001 Administrative Assistant
Engineering 2000 Director Engineering

2001 Engineering Manager and/or Distribution Engineer

2002 Project Engineer

2003 Supervisor Engineering
Operations 2500 Director Operations

2501 Manager Operations

2502 Manager Control Centre

2503 Supervisor Control Centre

2504 Supervisor Protection and Control

2505 Supervisor Station Maintenance

2506 Line Supervisor

2507 Manager Meter Department

2508 Supervisor Meter Department
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Supply Chain / 3000 Director Supply Chain Management
Procurement 3001 Manager Procurement and/or Inventory and/or Facilities and/or Fleet
3002 Supervisor Stores / Inventory / Warehouse
Accounting / Finance 4000 Controller or Director Finance
4001 Manager Accounting
4002 Manager Risk Management
4003 Supervisor Accounting
4004 Financial or Business Analyst
4005 Accountant
Customer Service 5000 Director Customer Service
5001 Manager Customer Service and/or Billing
5002 Supervisor Customer Service and/or Billing and/or Collections
Communications 5500 Director Communications
5501 Manager Communications
Regulatory Affairs 6000 Director Regulatory Affairs
6001 Manager Regulatory Affairs
6002 Regulatory Accountant
Conservation / 7000 Settlement or Rate Analyst
Demand 7001 Director or Officer, Conservation and Demand Management
7002 Manager Conservation & Demand / Marketing
Information Systems 8000 Director Information Systems
8001 Manager Information Systems and/or Security
8002 Systems / Program Administrator or Applications / Systems Support Professional
Human Resources 9000 Human Resources Manager
9001 Human Resources Generalist
9002 Human Resources Coordinator
9003 Payroll
9004 Manager, Health & Safety
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Participants

All organizations in the LDC sector in Ontario were invited to participate in the survey. The following forty-

five (45) organizations submitted data:

=  Bluewater Power Distribution Corporation
= Brantford Power Inc.

= Cambridge and North Dumfries Hydro Inc.
= Collus PowerStream Corp.

= E.L.K. Energy Inc.

= Enersource Corporation

= Entegrus Inc.

=  Essex Power

=  Festival Hydro Inc.

=  Fort Frances Power Corporation

=  Greater Sudbury Utilities

=  Grimsby Power Incorporated

=  Guelph Hydro Electric Systems Inc.

= Haldimand County Hydro Inc.

=  Halton Hills Hydro Inc.

= Horizon Utilities Corporation

= Hydro Ottawa Limited

= Innisfil Hydro Distribution Systems Limited
= Kenora Hydro Electric Corporation Ltd.

= Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro Inc.

= Lakeland Holding Ltd.

= London Hydro Inc.

=  Midland Power Utility Corporation

Milton Hydro Distribution Inc.
Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc.

North Bay Hydro Distribution Limited
Northern Ontario Wires Inc.

Oakville Hydro

Orangeville Hydro Limited

Orillia Power Distribution Corporation
Oshawa PUC Networks, Inc.

Ottawa River Power Corporation
Peterborough Utilities Group
PowerStream Inc.

PUC Services Inc.

Renfrew Hydro Inc.

Sioux Lookout Hydro Inc.

Thunder Bay Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc.
Utilities Kingston / Kingston Hydro
Veridian Connections Inc.

Wasaga Resource Services

Waterloo North Hydro Inc.

Welland Hydro-Electric System Corp.
Westario Power Inc.

Woodstock Hydro Services Inc.
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Participant Group  All participants provided information regarding their organizational profile. The statistical references for
Profile the profile of the organizations are as follows:

Note that the figures reported below are as provided by the participating organizations. Hay Group and
MEARIE Group have not independently verified or confirmed the values, especially with regard to
whether the values reflect only the LDC business or include other business ventures.

Statistic P25 P50 P75 Average *
Annual Operating Budget 45 10.9 18.0 17.9
(S millions, less the cost of power)
Annual Operating Budget
(S millions, including the cost of power) 30.3 61.7 1433 148.8
Numb'er of Em_ployees 33 51 128 111
(full time equivalent)
Number of Customers 12,800 31,485 52,607 56,887
Gross Revenue
(S millions, less the cost of power) >7 14.6 33.2 32.8
Gross Revenue
(S millions, including the cost of power) 284 69.0 173.7 165.0

*Analyst’s note: “average” values are near or above the 75™ percentile for several data elements,
indicating that there are a small number of organizations that are significantly larger
than the rest of the population.

The majority of organizations noted that the fiscal year ends December 31%,
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3. Salary Administration

Salary Range The most common month for adjusting salary ranges is January (over 75% of reporting organizations).
';gi:sgnzeo';t; - Survey participants report adjusting their salary ranges in 2014 by an overall average of 2.6%.

Survey participants report planning to adjust salary ranges in 2015 by an overall average of 2.3%.

The salary range adjustments by employee level and overall are noted in the table below:

Professional /

Executive Director Management Technical Overall

(n=24) (n=19) (n=28) (n=25) (n=31)
2014 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.6
2015 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.3

Base Salary Increases — The most common timing for adjusting salaries is January (over 75% of reporting organizations grant
2014 & 2015 annual salary increases in that month).

Survey participants report adjusting actual salaries in 2014 by an overall average of 2.7%.
For 2015, survey participants reported projected average salary increases of 2.4%.

The base salary adjustments by employee level are noted in the table below.

Professional /

Executive Director Management Technical Admin. Overall
(n=27) (n=22) (n=39) (n=29) (n=30) (n=40)
2014 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.7
2015 2.7 2.3 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.4
-8 -
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Salary Trends

Hay Group compiles an annual compensation forecast survey across Canada, with over 400 participants
annually.

The graph below depicts how the overall Canadian all industrial organization market has tracked from a
range and actual salary perspective versus The MEARIE Group Management Salary Survey trend
information over the past 5 years.

Base Salary Range / Policy Actual Base Salary
4 4
3.5 3.5
3 3
25 —— 2.5 —_—
2 /\ 2
1.5 15
1 1
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
—— VIEARIE Industrial —— MEARIE Industrial

Generally, local distribution companies track very close to the all industrial market for actual salary
adjustments; generally within 0.2%.

Surprisingly, local distribution companies track above that of the all industrial market for salary range
adjustments. This indicates that the majority of salary budgets within the distribution companies may be
allocated to range movements, as the differential between range and actual forecasts is typically 0.1%.

The differential in all industrial organizations is 0.7 %— 1.0% generally, which indicates that the all
industrial organization may be allocating greater proportions of salary budgets to differentiation by merit,
and enabling high performers to perhaps be paid above job rate and/or moving people through the range
faster).
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Incentive Programs A majority of organizations (26 of 45 or 68%) indicated that they offer short term incentive pay
opportunities to at least some portion of their employees.

Twenty-one (21) of the twenty-six (26) organizations who offer short term incentive pay provided
information about their incentive plans.

a. Employee participation in short term incentive (STI) plans:
e Eight (8) of the organizations indicated that all employee groups participated in STI.
e The data indicates that five (5) organizations have STl plans for designated senior
management and/or executives that do not extend to non-management staff.

b. Weighting of performance factors (corporate versus individual versus team/department
performance) in the determination of individual bonus payments:
e The average plan mix, by employee level, is provided in the table below. Totals may not equal
100% due to rounding.
e Typical plan mix is a combination of corporate and individual metrics with a heavier weighting
on corporate for senior management and/or executives and a heavier weighting on individual
metrics for non-management staff.

Performance . . Professional /
Executive Director Management .
Factor Technical
‘ Corporate 61.3% 50.3% 43.4 % 33.1% 429% 38.8% ‘
Team / Department 1.0% 53% 4.4 % 9.8% 0.0% 0.0% ‘
‘ Individual 37.7% 443 % 52.2% 58.8% 57.1% 61.2 % ‘
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Incentive Programs Threshold Bonus Payouts

(continued) Formulaic or “target based” bonus programs typically do not pay out until a minimum level of

performance (corporate, team and/or individual) has been achieved (i.e., if the threshold performance is
not achieved, there is no pay out). Once this threshold performance has been achieved, incentive plans
will pay out a minimum level of bonus; pay out levels typically then increase as performance / results
increase, up to a “target” bonus rate when performance goals have been “met”.

Twelve (12) of the 27 organizations with incentive plans reported that they define minimum levels of
performance required before any bonuses are generated. The typical bonus rate at the threshold
performance is set at 50% of “target” bonus.

Maximum Bonus

Bonus programs are often designed such that there is a maximum level of payout. For example: if a
position has a 10% bonus and the maximum payout is 200%, or 2x, then the maximum amount the
employee can achieve regardless of performance (i.e., how much targets are exceeded by), is 20% of
their current base salary.

The average maximum bonus is provided by employee level in the table below, though the typical bonus
pay maximum is 100% of target.

Professional /
Technical
(n=12)

Admin.
(n=12)

Maximum Bonus Executive Director Management

Payout % (n=15) (n=12) (n=16)

Average 123 % 129 % 127 % 123 % 134 % 138 %

In the broader market, it is more common to find higher maximum bonus levels (as a % of target) at
higher levels of the organization, to reflect the greater influence on organizational performance that
more senior roles are perceived to have.
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Special (Project) Organizations were asked if they provide any project bonuses for participation in key / special projects,
Bonuses paid on successful achievement of specific milestones and/or on completion of the project, separate and
distinct from annual incentive plans.

Three (3) organizations reported providing such bonuses, but only one provided a value and as such
there is insufficient data to provide the average value.
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4. Benefit Policies

Car Benefit The majority of organizations (33 of 45 or 73%) provide a car benefit to some level of employee.

The tables below summarize the value of car benefits, by position, where provided. An asterisk (*)
indicates insufficient data to report:

Compeny Ouned | Moty <52 | o e
CEO P75 * * 925
P50 42,500 * 750
P25 * * 586
Average 41,375 * 793
Number 4 2 24
Executive / VP P75 * * 675
P50 * * 505
P25 * * 338
Average 39,983 * 546
Number 3 2 12
Sr. Management / P75 * * 500
Director P50 * * 375
P25 * * 238
Average * * 361
Number 2 0 8

Four (4) organizations reported providing a car benefit to specified positions below Senior Management.
Specifically, three (3) organizations provide use of a company-owned vehicle and one (1) provide an
allowance where the incumbent is required to be available for off-hours call-in, such as operations
supervisors, line superintendents, engineers and meter supervisors.

-13 - © 2014 The MEARIE Group, PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL



The MEARIE Group

2014 Management Salary Survey 2 I

Of Local Distribution Companies

Mileage The market statistics for mileage rates provided to employees as reimbursement for personal vehicle use
are detailed in the table below.

N = 45 Mileage Reimbursement

‘ (¢ per km)

P75 54
| P50 52 |
| P25 48 |
‘ Average 51 ‘

The most frequently reported mileage rate (12 organizations) is 54 cents per kilometer; the next most
frequent reported rates are 55, 52, 51, 48, and 47 cents per kilometer (4 organizations each).

Perquisites Club Memberships - Fitness

Twenty (20) organizations reported providing a subsidy for fitness club fees or provide a fitness facility on
site. The typical policy is to provide a reimbursement of a fixed percentage (either 50 or 100%) up to a
maximum amount per year. For eighteen (18) organizations, the same policy and maximum
reimbursement applies regardless of job level; for one (1) organization, executives participate in a
Discretionary Spending Plan that includes fitness, and so are not included in the reporting. One (1)
organization provides access to an on-site fitness facility.

Maximum Reimbursement
per year

P75 $275 |
| P50 $ 200 |
| P25 $ 150 |
‘ Average $215 ‘

Club Memberships — Social

None of the organizations reported having a separate policy / program for reimbursement of social club
fees.
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Perquisites Health Spending Account

(cont’d) Ten (10) organizations reported providing a Health Spending Account (i.e. discretionary spending within a

defined range of services / benefits).

Of the ten organizations, one (1) provides this perquisite to senior officers only while nine (9) provide an
HSA at all levels. Of those nine, six (6) provide the same funding for all jobs levels while three (3)
differentiate by job level.

CEO Executive Director Management Professpnal/
Technical

P75 1,075 1,075 1000 750 750

P50 875 875 750 500 500

P25 438 413 350 300 300
Average 1,220 1,210 639 578 575
Number 10 10 9 9 9

2" Opinion Medical Advice

Only three (3) organizations in the survey reported having a separate policy / program for this benefit.

Personal Financial / Legal Counseling

Three (3) organizations reported that financial and legal counseling is available via their Employee
Assistance Program, which is provided to all employees.

Executive Medical Plan

Five (5) organizations reported providing enhanced medical coverage for executive levels only. Four (4)
organizations reported a maximum dollar value, with an average maximum value of $1,134.
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Perquisites Personal Computer / Cell Phone / Internet

(cont’d) Thirteen (13) organizations provided information regarding policies and practices related to computers

and internet.

The most common policies/practices are:

e Low / nointerest rate loans to purchase computer equipment for personal / home office use

e Provision of laptops for particular levels of employee, in addition to office desktop, to allow for
mobile work (note: may be a perquisite if personal use of computer is allowed, but not a perquisite if
for business use only)

e Reimbursement for cell phone and/or home internet connection for selected employees (either full
reimbursement or 50% reimbursement were both provided in the market place)

e Cash allowance intended to coverage cell phone and/or internet service

The value of these benefits varies dramatically by level within organizations and between organizations;
the data does not lend itself to reporting of the value of typical practices. Excluding monthly cell phone
allowances, allowances / loans are provided up to a maximum of $5,000 with an average value of $1,000 -
$1,500.

Other Perquisites

Other programs / practices reported, by eight (8) organizations, include:

e Reimbursement of dues / fees for professional associations such as Engineers (P.Eng) and Accountants
(CGA/CMA/CA)
e Provision of an Employee Assistance Program

Enhanced Life Insurance Coverage for Senior Officers

Organizations were asked if, for senior level jobs, there was additional, employer paid, life insurance
coverage. For example, if the typical life insurance plan was 1.5x employee salary, was this enhanced to
above 1.5x to some greater number such as 2x, or even 3x, for senior level jobs.

Eighteen (18) organizations provided information about their basic / standard life insurance coverage
where the typical coverage is 2x annual salary (average coverage of 1.8x). Enhanced benefits are provided
by seven (7) organizations, where senior roles receive coverage typically at 3x annual salary (average
coverage of 2.4x).
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Vacation Organizations provided the number of years of service required by various levels of employee in order to
Entitlement be entitled to a certain number of weeks vacation.

The following table below details the range, average and typical (i.e., most common) number of years of
service required per weeks of entitlement.

Several organizations noted that for executive level jobs, vacations are typically negotiated versus
following a schedule for entitlement.

‘ 2 weeks 3 weeks ‘ 4 weeks 5 weeks 6 weeks + ‘
CEO
Range N/A Start—6 Start—11 Start—18 Start—27
Average Start 2.3 6.1 12.7 20.5
Typical Start 3 9 15 25
Executive / VP Level
Range N/A Start—6 Start—11 3-18 15-27
Average Start 2.4 5.7 141 22.6
Typical Start 3 Start 16 25
Director Level
Range N/A Start—6 Start—11 3-18 6—27
Average Start 2.1 6.3 141 22.1
Typical Start Start 9 16 25
Manager Level
Range N/A Start—6 Start—11 3-18 6-27
Average Start 1.9 7.0 14.2 22.3
3Typical Start Start 9 15 25
Professional Level

Range N/A Start—6 Start—11 5-18 15-28
Average Start 2.3 7.4 14.6 23.1
Typical Start 3 9 16 25
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Unused Vacation Organizations provided information about their policies and practices with regard to vacation time that
was not fully utilized in the year in which it was earned.

Policy Regarding Carry Over

Unused vacation entitlement at year end is paid out (vacation pay adjustment) — 4 9%
no carry over.

Any/All unused vacation entitlement may be carried-over with no restrictions. 7 16%
Unused vacation entitlement may be carried over, subject to maximum total

accumulated balance. 1 24%
A maximum amount of unused vacation may be carried over. 21 47%
No unused vacation may be carried over 2 4%
Total 45 100%

Maximum Number of Days
to Carry Over (n=25)

Time Limit for Utilizing
Carried-Over Vacation Time

Number of Days

Range ' 5-15 No limit 10

‘ Average 8 ‘ ‘ One Year 14
‘ Typical 5 ‘ ‘ Six Months 13
Total 37

Note:

Some organizations reported variations to the above policies such as:

e Six (6) of the thirty-two (32) organizations who have a maximum amount of days that can be carried
over specified it as either one year entitlement or a portion of the years entitlement. One (1)
organization did provided the maximum amount of days that can be carried over.

o Differences by job level, such as more senior officers may carry over a greater number of days

e Differences by vacation eligibility, such as carrying over 10 days if eligible for up to 3 weeks’ vacation
but 20 days if eligible for 4 weeks’ vacation

e Exception policies where workload or special projects caused the employee to be unable to fully
utilize vacation time, or where carry forward beyond standard policy is regularly allowed but must
be approved by senior management

e Cash out policies where some vacation time may be paid out instead of being carried over
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Educational Twenty-five participating organizations (25) provided details with regards to education assistance /
Assistance / reimbursement policies ranging from eligibility criteria to pay back provisions. There are a wide variety
Reimbursement of types of programs and reimbursement rates. Key highlights are provided below:

e Nineteen (19) organizations stated that there is a policy for education assistance / reimbursement;
though typically there are limiters such as (1) education or training courses must be job related and
(2) are subject to managerial approval

e Six (6) organizations stated that there is no formal policy, however, approval for educational
assistance or reimbursement happens regularly and is on a case by case basis.

e Seven (7) organizations provided an annual reimbursement maximum, the average is $5,000 and the
median is $2,000.

e Four (4) organizations provided a lifetime reimbursement maximum, the average is $21,400 and the
median is $22,500.

e Payback provisions were provided by sixteen (16) organizations. The average time to not trigger any
pay back provision is 2.4 years, the median is 2.0 years. The range of time is generally between 1 -5
years and four (4) organizations noted they have some form of partial payment plan for leaving
within a designated time period after completion of education. For example, if 4 years for no
repayment, if the employee leaves in 2 years, they will be asked for 50% pay back.
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5. Benchmark Position Survey Results

Survey Results This section reports the information collected in aggregate values for each benchmark position. The
values reported in this table reflect “All Ontario” data in that the data for all organizations matching to
the position are included (regardless of size and geographic location).

Additional summaries, on a job by job basis, are provided in the accompanying “Addendum”.

Detailed analysis, with expanded statistical data (i.e., including P25 and P75 data points) as well as
analysis of survey results by geographic region, by customer base and by revenue, are reported in Excel
files accompanying this report.
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ALL ORGANIZATIONS

COMPENSATION DESIGN ACTUAL COMPENSATION

Job Rat Actual
Salary ULSitrs Salary Target % ua

JOB MATCHES

. Sample Statistics H_ Range Cor.1trol Range (where Total Cash Design Actual Base Salary Bonus % Actual Total Cash
Survey Job Title Points L Point / ) .. (where
Minimum ) Maximum eligible) )
Policy received)
Orgs Incs P50 P50 P50 P50 P50 P50 :\Y/c} P50 .\Y/c} P50
0000 President & CEO 39 39 1292 148,200 183,500 202,500 20% 194,100 226,000 183,600 187,000 22% 189,400 222,200
0001 Chief Operating Officer (COO) 11 11 994 126,000 162,500 162,500 10% 170,600 191,200 162,500 162,200 19% 170,600 197,800
0002 Head of Operations/Engineering 29 38 904 112,600 131,800 145,200 15% 135,000 148,900 133,700 135,800 14% 144,400 150,900
0003 CFO/Head of Finance 38 38 830 111,000 134,500 143,600 15% 140,600 159,000 138,200 143,600 14% 142,500 162,700
0004 Head of Customer Service 15 15 805 106,900 137,000 144,400 20% 144,200 151,300 141,300 137,100 19% 144,400 151,300
0005 Head of Regulatory Affairs 8 8 864 121,700 149,300 165,300 19% 174,700 170,000 151,400 153,000 17% 178,800 180,200
0006 Head of Human Resources 17 17 677 105,300 125,700 128,800 15% 142,100 147,200 124,500 131,100 14% 140,400 146,500
1000 Executive Assistant 30 48 245 57,400 68,700 76,900 5% 70,400 71,100 70,800 70,800 5% 71,800 72,900
1001 Administrative Assistant 15 30 198 50,400 59,700 64,300 5% 59,700 61,900 63,300 61,500 5% 63,800 62,900
2000 Director Engineering 14 15 744 103,400 126,200 127,100 13% 134,400 138,400 126,100 126,700 10% 131,000 138,000
2001 Engineering Manager 27 39 588 88,900 105,400 114,000 7% 107,900 111,500 105,900 105,700 5% 108,800 110,100
2002 Project Engineer 15 33 432 77,000 96,000 105,900 8% 99,000 96,100 93,600 92,500 8% 98,500 95,700
2003 Supervisor Engineering 19 30 432 82,600 94,400 103,300 5% 96,500 98,000 96,300 93,600 5% 100,700 97,100
2500 Director Operations 9 10 732 107,800 133,400 137,100 15% 146,900 142,200 128,000 132,800 15% 145,600 146,600
2501 Manager Operations 27 42 516 91,000 106,400 114,200 7% 109,200 112,300 104,400 105,500 7% 107,800 111,100
2502 Manager Control Centre 6 6 524 92,800 113,500 119,200 10% 123,100 123,200 116,400 116,000 10% 129,100 127,600
2503  Supervisor Control Centre 12 13 448 81,800 96,100 105,600 6% 98,400 101,300 97,900 100,400 7% 102,200 103,900
2504  Supervisor Protection and Control 5 5 466 92,100 95,700 107,900 * 100,400 108,700 98,800 103,800 * 98,800 110,600
2505  Supervisor Station Maintenance 9 13 466 80,500 97,300 108,700 8% 103,200 105,100 97,900 101,700 8% 100,000 106,700
2506 Line Supervisor 32 120 366 79,300 94,600 99,800 5% 96,900 96,500 96,800 96,400 5% 99,800 99,100
2507 Manager Meter Department 14 14 551 93,000 115,000 116,700 8% 121,900 117,600 107,200 106,800 7% 116,300 114,200
2508 Supervisor Meter Department 13 17 406 81,800 96,000 105,900 8% 99,800 98,700 97,100 97,200 5% 100,700 100,300

Minimum data requirements for information diclosure are: 3 for average, 4 for P50, 7 for P25 / P75. If insufficient data, this is indicated by the asterisks (*).
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ALL ORGANIZATIONS
JOB MATCHES COMPENSATION DESIGN ACTUAL COMPENSATION
Salary J(;b = Salary Target % Actua:
5 Sample Statistics X Range or.1trol Range (where Total Cash Design Actual Base Salary Bonus % Actual Total Cash
Survey Job Title Points L. Point / ) . (where
Minimum ) Maximum eligible) )
Policy received)
Orgs Incs P50 P50 P50 P50 P50 P50 AVG P50 AVG P50
3000 Director Supply Chain Management 3 3 * * * * * 144,800 * 136,800 * * 158,700
3001 Manager Procurement/Inventory 17 19 451 82,200 94,700 106,900 8% 99,800 101,800 96,400 99,100 8% 102,200 104,600
3002 Supervisor Stores/Inventory 9 10 342 69,100 85,500 96,500 6% 85,500 89,100 85,900 86,400 6% 86,600 89,900
4000 Controller or Director Finance 17 27 588 92,200 108,200 113,600 10% 115,200 125,400 115,200 116,500 10% 121,000 125,500
4001 Manager Accounting 22 24 479 85,500 101,200 115,200 8% 107,800 109,500 92,600 98,600 6% 95,000 104,400
4002 Manager Risk Management 3 3 * * * * * 138,800 * 127,000 * * 143,400
4003  Supervisor Accounting 10 16 363 71,500 88,600 94,800 5% 89,400 90,500 88,200 88,400 5% 91,500 91,300
4004  Financial or Business Analyst 14 25 342 71,400 85,100 90,700 5% 90,600 89,500 81,800 83,300 5% 84,700 86,700
4005 Accountant 11 20 332 63,900 77,800 86,400 4% 78,400 78,200 75,700 74,800 3% 75,800 76,000
5000 Director Customer Service 5 5 677 111,300 139,200 153,100 10% 160,000 145,300 140,100 135,000 14% 161,100 151,800
5001 Manager Customer Service 28 31 466 79,100 93,000 101,500 8% 93,000 94,900 93,400 91,800 6% 93,400 96,400
5002 Supervisor Customer Service 26 49 348 69,800 84,700 91,100 5% 87,300 86,200 81,400 82,300 4% 83,800 85,000
5500 Director Communications 8 8 677 102,200 131,500 153,400 15% 151,200 137,300 128,100 123,800 18% 150,400 141,700
5501 Manager Communications 11 11 393 73,800 87,000 98,300 8% 91,400 95,600 87,800 87,200 8% 94,700 92,600
6000 Director Regulatory Affairs 6 6 677 106,700 131,600 153,400 15% 151,300 152,100 140,900 140,700 16% 163,500 161,200
6001 Manager Regulatory Affairs 20 22 459 79,700 94,400 101,000 9% 96,800 97,900 94,700 94,800 6% 98,500 97,800
6002 Regulatory Accountant 15 18 342 65,400 81,200 96,500 7% 81,200 83,500 79,400 81,100 * 79,400 82,300
7000 Settlement or Rate Analyst 10 14 363 67,700 81,000 90,600 5% 85,600 88,600 85,500 82,900 7% 88,700 86,100
7001 Director or Officer, Conservation 7 7 805 106,100 131,600 149,000 18% 157,200 159,600 131,400 134,000 19% 141,100 150,000
7002 Manager Conservation & Demand 22 26 393 76,800 90,000 99,600 10% 91,100 94,500 89,200 90,100 8% 92,800 94,600
8000 Director Information Systems 15 15 830 106,800 129,300 139,700 15% 148,700 145,100 125,700 130,800 13% 138,300 146,600
8001 Manager Information Systems 16 27 488 84,300 97,100 104,200 8% 102,800 104,000 99,400 99,200 8% 100,300 106,600
8002 Systems/Program Administrator 21 34 332 67,100 80,600 87,700 5% 83,800 82,700 86,400 83,300 4% 90,400 85,800
9000 Human Resources Manager 8 10 479 88,400 104,700 104,700 8% 109,900 105,200 95,500 95,200 6% 106,500 101,200
9001 Human Resources Generalist 14 27 328 66,100 79,200 85,000 5% 80,000 84,100 77,600 77,800 6% 79,000 81,500
9002 Human Resources Coordinator 7 7 233 57,700 72,100 72,100 7% 75,700 73,900 66,600 68,100 8% 66,600 71,000
9003  Payroll 18 20 245 59,000 70,800 78,000 5% 72,500 74,400 71,600 72,600 4% 72,800 75,000
9004 Manager, Health & Safety 20 23 479 83,400 99,800 107,800 7% 101,000 105,400 103,400 100,500 6% 105,700 105,800

Minimum data requirements for information diclosure are: 3 for average, 4 for P50, 7 for P25 / P75. If insufficient data, this is indicated by the asterisks (*).
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A. Survey Methodology

A brief profile was developed for each benchmark position. These profiles were incorporated into a survey package and distributed
to each participant along with a data submission spreadsheet requesting data on survey benchmark positions, as well as the
organization’s profile and selected salary administration & benefits policies.

Participants matched their jobs to the profiles and provided data for each position, where applicable. For each position where an
organization submitted more than one match, the data were aggregated and an average figure was used for that organization. By
using this methodology, all organizations carry equal weighting, and no one single organization excessively influences the market
statistics by virtue of the size of its employee population.

Once the completed surveys were returned to Hay Group, participants were contacted for data verification as necessary. Hay
Group also initiated a number of follow-up actions to clarify information provided by the participants. All of the matches submitted
by the participants were reviewed by Hay Group to determine their appropriateness versus the job profiles and the market. If
deemed inappropriate, the matches, or outlier data, were removed from the survey results.

Where possible, organization charts or details regarding reporting relationships were provided to Hay Group to enable
understanding of the roles. From the job match information, plus a review of organization charts and other contextual information
provided, Hay Group has estimated at which Hay Reference Level each organizations’ roles fall to facilitate point-based
comparisons.
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B. Definitions — Compensation Elements

Salary Range

Minimum The lowest salary/rate that the organization is prepared to pay for an incumbent in the position.
May be the starting salary for inexperienced/non-qualified hire.

Job Rate / Control Point  Typically the midpoint of the salary range, intended to reflect the salary the organization is prepared
to pay for sustained competent performance by a fully trained / qualified incumbent.

Maximum The highest point in the salary range (or step progression). Note: might be the same as "job rate".

Short Term Incentive Short Term Incentive (STl) refers to any incentive arrangement designed to reward an individual for
performance/results achieved over a performance cycle/period of up to one year.

Target Target bonus is the level of award (either a % of salary or a fixed dollar amount) that an employee in
this position would expect to receive if all corporate, team and individual performance goals are
"met" (as planned). This rate/amount is often communicated to employees as part of the
incentive/bonus plan design, e.g. "the target bonus for jobs in grade/band 6 is 8% of salary".

Discretionary Discretionary plans have no target bonus rate and pay out at the end of the year at the discretion of
executive/board.

Current Salary The amount paid for work performed on a regular, ongoing basis.
Does not include variable bonus or incentive payments, sales commissions, shift premiums, or
overtime payments.

Actual STI (Paid) Total of all STI awards paid to the incumbent(s) for performance/results over the latest completed
fiscal year.
May be paid during the year or after year end. (Note: recorded and reported on an annual basis)
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C. Definitions — Statistical Elements

Market data are reported using the following statistics:

Reporting Requirement

(# of Observations
Necessary to Report)
P90 90th percentile 11

Definition

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 10% of the
observations would fall above the 90 percentile and 90% would fall below

P75 75th percentile 7

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 25% of the
observations would fall above this value and 75% would fall below

P50 50th percentile, also referred to as “median” 4

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 50% of the
observations would fall above this value and 50% would fall below

P25 25th percentile 7

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 75% of the
observations would fall above this value and 25% would fall below

P10 10th percentile 11

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 90% of the
observations would fall above this value and 10% would fall below

Average | The arithmetic mean of all values, calculated by adding up all of the values and dividing by the 3
number of observations
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D. Benchmark Position Profiles

Job Title | Description

President & CEO Directs the development of short and long term strategic plans, operational objectives, policies, budgets and operating plans for the
organization, as approved by the Board of Directors. Establishes an organization hierarchy and delegates limits of authority to subordinate
executives regarding policies, contractual commitments, expenditures and human resource matters. Represents the organization to the
financial community, industry groups, government and regulatory agencies and the general public.

Chief Operating Officer (COO) Highest ranking operations position. Reporting to the President/CEO, directs the operational elements of the organization, could include
operations & engineering, customer services, metering and information technology. Develops the short and long term strategic plans, directs
the development of operational objectives, policies, budgets for his/her areas of accountability. The position reports directly to the

President/CEO.
Head of Operations and/or Highest ranking operations/engineering position. Reporting to COO or President. Directs both the operations and engineering functions.
Engineering Develops the short and long term strategic plans, formulates and implements plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and

improve processes. Establishes clear controls, objectives and measures to ensure safe and appropriate delivery of power and power related
services. Evaluates the feasibility of new or revised systems or procedures and oversees operations and engineering to ensure compliance
with established standards.

CFO / Head of Finance Highest ranking financially-oriented position within the company. Reporting to the President &CEO, this strategic role plans directs and
controls the organization's overall financial plans, policies and accounting practices and relationships with lending institutions, shareholders
and the financial community in mid to large organizations. Provides advice and guidance for the Board of Directors on financial matters. May
direct such functions as finance, general accounting, tax, payroll, customer billing, regulatory affairs, and information systems and may be
responsible for Administration functions. Normally possesses a CA, CMA or CGA designation.

Head of Customer Service The highest-ranking customer service position in the utility. Provides direction for all departmental activities, services and practices, including
customer care/call centre, billing, credit and collections. Accountable for the development, implementation and integration of all customer
service related activities to achieve a competitive advantage through customer driven initiatives and strategies. Directs and oversees the
implementation of customer service standards, policies and procedures; manages and coordinates budgets.

Head of Regulatory Affairs Represents the organization on quality and regulatory matters before government agencies and conformity assessment bodies including
providing of evidence, regulatory filings, supporting analyses, position papers, interrogatory responses, etc. Keeps abreast of on-going
developments in regulatory practices affecting electrical distribution utilities. Ensures that regulatory information is disseminated throughout
the organization in a timely and effective manner. Is responsible for the filing of written communications and regulatory submissions to
government agencies (OEB) and conformity assessment bodies (IMO). Generally reports to President & CEO or a senior executive.

Head of Human Resources The highest-ranking human resources position in the organization. Provides direction, support and alignment of organization-wide Human
Resources practices and systems with the business in terms of mission, vision and the strategic imperatives. Ensures that existing needs and
future demands of internal customers are met through a cost effective and efficient HR services. Directs HR management and staff in the
development and implementation of Human Resources strategy, policies and programs covering employment, negotiations & labour
relations, training, compensation, organization development, performance management, benefits and may include health & safety. Provides
coaching and counsel to the executive and Board of Directors.
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Administration

Executive Assistant

Performs advanced, diversified and confidential administrative duties requiring broad knowledge of organizational policies and practices.
Initiates and prepares correspondence, reports, either routine or non-routine. Screens telephone calls and visitors and resolves routine and
complex inquiries. Schedules appointments, meetings and travel itineraries. In some cases, may have responsibility for routine HR and
administrative services. Records, prepares and distributes minutes of meetings, including Board of Director minutes. Reports to the
President & CEO and may provide support to other executives.

Administrative Assistant

Performs advanced, diversified and confidential administrative duties for executives and/or senior management, requiring broad and
comprehensive experience and knowledge of organizational policies and practices. Prepares correspondence, reports, either routine or non-
routine. Screens telephone calls and visitors and resolves routine and complex inquiries. Schedules appointments, meetings and travel
itineraries. Reports to a senior executive or executive team.

Engineering

Director Engineering

Plans and directs the overall engineering activities and engineering staff of the organization. Formulates and implements plans, budgets,
policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes. Coordinates the creation, development, design and improvement of the
organization's projects and products in conformance with established programs and objectives. Oversees plans, resources and budgets of the
department aligned with business strategy.

Engineering Manager and/or
Distribution Engineer

Supervises and directs the work of an engineering division such as distribution, line design, transmission planning, distribution planning
and/or civil engineering. Responsible for engineering work involving a wide scope of assignments. Handles personnel coordination and issues
of the division, prepares estimates, specifications and designs, including the supervision, planning and scheduling of work within the division —
Requires a P. Eng.

OR

Supervises engineering technicians or service technicians. Directs and coordinates the activities, schedules and projects of the construction
and maintenance group of those involved with the distribution of electrical power from transformer substations, construction and
maintenance of distribution systems. Consults with other department management on plant design, construction and maintenance. Prepares
monthly operating reports, budget estimates, and work and materials specifications. Reviews and approves material requisitions, work
authorizations and drawings for facilities. Requires a P. Eng.

Project Engineer

Non-supervisory position. Directs and coordinates activities related to utility engineering project work, such as smart grid systems,
renewables, large utility projects, asset renewal, etc. Requires a P. Eng.

Supervisor Engineering

Supervises a small technical work group which may include CAD operators and/or engineering technicians. Coordinates the development and
maintenance of engineering and construction standards and systems (GIS, AM/FM, CAD). Organizes, stores and maintains the integrity of hard
copy file records, digital formats and mapping standards. Normally requires a C.E.T. or A.Sc. T. Typically reports to an engineering manager.
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Operations

Director Operations

NOT the head of function. Plans and directs all operations functions (no engineering responsibility), of the utility. Formulates and implements
plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes and establishes clear controls, objectives and measures to ensure
safe and appropriate delivery of services and clarity of roles and responsibilities. Evaluates the feasibility of new or revised systems or
procedures and oversees operations to ensure compliance with established standards.

Manager Operations

NOT the head of function. Supervises, co-ordinates, directs, schedules and controls the construction, maintenance and personnel of the
division, including budgets, transportation, equipment and material requirements and fleet management. Division responsibilities include
construction, maintenance and repair of all overhead transmission, overhead and underground distribution and may include coordination of
tree trimming for geographical area assigned to the division. In smaller utilities, a professional engineer may fill this role.

Manager Control Centre

Supervises, co-ordinates, directs, schedules and controls the control centre and technical staff. Provides leadership in the planning and
coordination of the control centre relative to safety, reliability and control of the distribution system. Is responsible for budgets, and the
direct operations of the control centre approving system outages, switching and maintenance requirements to maintain and improve system
reliability.

Supervisor Control Centre

Directs and supervises control centre technical staff. Provides planning and coordination of control centre scheduling and maintenance
required for the safe, reliable operation and control of the distribution system, including the authorization of the operation of system devices,
equipment and control access to electrical plant and substations. Approves and coordinates system outages and switching as required for
maintenance and system reliability. Oversees power interruptions and emergencies with dispatch staff to affect corrective measures for
isolation, emergency repairs and restoration purposes. Monitors feeder load profiles.

Supervisor Protection and
Control

Responsible for the management of all Protection & Controls activities related to the installation, maintenance and commissioning of:
Protective Relaying Schemes and Station Automation Systems; SCADA System, Visual Display System and Remote Terminal Units; Operations
Ethernet and system-wide Area Communications Networks; Distribution Automation Systems, Sectionalizing Devices and Remote Supervisory
Controlled Devices. Prepares and administers reports, budgets, Policies and Procedures, record keeping systems.

Supervisor Station
Maintenance

Responsible for the planning, coordinating both maintenance and installation of substations, as well as ensuring reliability of the underground
plant, through testing and troubleshooting. Supervises, coordinates and schedules the activities of Station Maintenance Electricians and
Protection and Control Technicians, Reviews work assignments, daily logs, reports and orders. Co-ordinate crews and plan jobs, assigns work
per shift, long-term work and shift coverage to ensure the smooth flow of routine work and that all shifts are covered.

Line Supervisor

Coordinates and directs the lead journey person and/or crews in the construction and maintenance of distribution lines and equipment
(overhead and/or underground). Works with lead journey person to develop plans and schedules required in directing and assigning a crew or
crews of skilled trade staff in performing construction, maintenance and operation of the distribution system lines in a safe and efficient
manner. Supervises and coordinates subcontractors engaged in planning and executing work procedures, interpreting specifications and
managing construction.

Manager Meter Department

Supervises the overall operations of the Meter department, prepares budgets, directs the purchase and maintenance of equipment and
technology related to the department. Provides direction on the supervision of meter staff, the assignment of work and productivity of staff.
Supervises the work related to interactions with electronic meter programming and interaction with/or the operation of the MV90 or similar
data collection systems.
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Supervisor Meter Department

Responsible for overall operation of the Meter department, including operations, budgeting and supervision of meter technicians or other
operations staff. Assigns, monitors and inspects the daily work and productivity of the staff in metering operations to ensure timely delivery of
services, maintenance of equipment and identification of issues. Develops work plans for the department that include supervising meter re-
verification, new meter installs, record maintenance and monitoring of meter maintenance, damage, reporting and theft issues. Ensures
compliance with technical standards for equipment. Responsible for electronic meter programming and interaction with/operation of an
MV90 or similar data collection system.

Supply Chain / Procurement

Director Supply Chain
Management

Responsible for the overall operation of the Procurement, Inventory, Fleet and/or Facilities programs and initiatives in the organization.
Formulates and implements plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes and establishes clear controls,
objectives and measures to ensure safe and appropriate delivery of services and clarity of roles and responsibilities. Oversees the
establishment of user service level agreements, and provides contract management expertise and acts as a resource for contract negotiation,
review and approval. Directs the effective capital acquisition and maintenance of the corporate fleet and/or directs the effective
maintenance and capital investment of the organizations facilities and assets.

Manager Procurement and/or
Inventory and/or Facilities
and/or Fleet

Responsible for all purchasing and/or inventory and/or facilities and/or fleet for all areas of the utility. Negotiates vendor agreements and
manages the tender process. May also be responsible for stores and inventory control in the warehouse. Is responsible for budgets, policies
and procedures and directs the work of the purchasing or buyers and/or stores and/or facilities and/or fleet personnel. Works with the
organization in setting partnership relationships to understand and meet the needs of the organization, its operations and risk associated with
the effective and efficient operations of the company.

Supervisor Stores/Inventory/
Warehouse

Supervises inventory control, records and stores operation. Orders material to maintain on-hand quantities with procurements approval.
Responsible for testing safety equipment, i.e., hoses, blankets, gloves, etc., small tool and equipment repair and reconditioning. Assists
procurement department in the sale of obsolete equipment and material.

Accounting / Finance

Controller or Director Finance

NOT the head of function. Responsible for all financial reporting, accounting and record keeping functions. Directs the establishment and
maintenance of the organization's accounting and finance principles, practices and procedures for the maintenance of its fiscal records and
the preparation of its financial reports. Directs general and property accounting, cost accounting and budgetary control. Appraises operating
results in terms of costs, budgets, operating policies, trends and increased profit opportunities. Reports to a CFO/VP Finance.

Manager Accounting

Manages the general accounting functions and the preparation of reports and statistics reflecting earnings, profits, cash balances and other
financial results. Formulates and administers approved accounting practices throughout the organization to ensure that financial and
operating reports accurately reflect the condition of the business and provide reliable information. Reports to Controller/Director Finance or
CFO/VP Finance.

Manager Risk Management

Responsible for risk management activities including cash flow management, credit facilities management, insurance and support for credit
and collection policies throughout the corporation. May be responsible for ensuring that cash liquidity risk is managed in an appropriate
fashion such that bank account balances are sufficient to meet operational, capital expenditures and debt servicing requirements while
minimizing short-term borrowings or surplus investing. Provides leadership in the developing new and refining existing risk management
policies to respond to changes in risk tolerances and business conditions and as financial risks are better understood in accordance with
industry best practices. Reports to Head of Finance or COO or CEO.
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Supervisor Accounting

Coordinates activities of the payable/receivable clerks. Supervises accounts payable and receivable transactions, entries and trial balances;
responsible for the accuracy of all journal entries and reconciliation of invoices; updates credit department on account status.

Financial or Business Analyst

Conducts analysis of information for budgeting, investment and financial forecasts; applies principles of accounting to analyze past and
present financial operations; estimates future revenues and expenditures; prepares budgets; develops and maintains budgeting systems;
processes and prepares business transactions and reports, reconciles ledgers and sub-ledgers, cash flow projections, entry of source
documents. Holds a financial designation, either CA, CMA or CGA.

Accountant

Supports the organization decisions through financial information and relevant analysis. Ensures the integrity between the CS work order
systems and general ledger system is maintained. Initiate corrective measures when discrepancies occur between the systems. Collects and
combines information for the decision making process by management, including financial statements and special projects as assigned (e.g.
preparation of rate submission supplemental information).

Customer Service

Director Customer Service

NOT the head of function. Provides direction for all departmental activities, services and practices, including customer care/call centre,
billing, credit and collections. Accountable for the implementation and integration of all customer service related activities. Oversees the
implementation of customer service standards, policies and procedures; manages budgets; manages activities of CS managers and/or
supervisory staff.

Manager Customer Service
and/or Billing

NOT the head of function. Manages a team of customer service and/or billing representatives in providing information, receiving and
responding to customer inquiries, complaints or requests. Develops and maintains customer information systems, processes and procedures
including billing, credit, deposits and collections. Liaises with representatives of other organizations and customer groups to share information
and resolve administrative, organizational and technical problems. Responds to elevated customer complaints. This function may also be
responsible for coordinating meter installation/maintenance, residential electric service connections, and service calls.

Supervisor Customer Service
and/or Billing and/or
Collections

Supervises customer service representatives (billing clerks and/or collections clerks) and coordinates customer service programs within the
framework of established customer service policies. Schedules and organizes staff to accommodate anticipated workflow from bill inquiries,
delinquent accounts, re-connections and disconnections, customer deposits, etc. Recommends corrective steps to address customer issues
and refers unique issues to manager for response.

Regulatory Affairs

Director Regulatory Affairs

NOT the head of function. Supports the VP or may represent the organization on regulatory matters before government agencies and
conformity assessment bodies including providing of evidence, regulatory filings, supporting analyses, position papers, interrogatory
responses, etc. Ensures that regulatory information is disseminated throughout the organization in a timely and effective manner. Is
responsible for or supports the filing of written communications and regulatory submissions to government agencies (OEB) and conformity
assessment bodies (IMO).

Manager Regulatory Affairs

NOT the head of function. Manages the organization’s regulatory staff, programs and activities to ensure compliance. Assists the
organization on quality and regulatory matters before government agencies, providing research and analyses. Ensures that regulatory
information is disseminated throughout the organization in a timely and effective manner. Coordinates the filing of written communications
and regulatory submissions to government agencies (OEB) and conformity assessment bodies (IMO).
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Regulatory Accountant Ensures that the accounting activities for regulatory financial reporting are in compliance with all Ontario Energy Board (OEB) policies and
guidelines. Act as a key resource to provide expert advice and recommendations in the implantation of all OEB, OPA and IESO codes and
regulations in order to ensure corporate compliance. Track and reconcile all OEB accounts, including business rationale for changes in
balances, cost side of accounts subject to prudency review (i.e. conservation, smart meters) and the cost side of Ontario Power Authority
(OPA) programs.

Conservation / Demand

Settlement or Rate Analyst Responsible for recording, creating, analyzing, processing and reconciling metering data. Operates and administers an MV-90 or similar data
collection system, downloading, validating, editing, estimating and processing interval meter-related information. Has in-depth understanding
of commercial billing practices, the IMO and the OEB's Retail Settlement Code. Analyses rates using rate sensitivity models and develops
appropriate rate structures, using the specific models.

Director or Officer, This position is responsible for planning, coordinating, evaluating and delivering energy and water conservation and demand management
Conservation and Demand programs. Develops plans for programs in accordance with the OEB's conservation and demand management code to ensure achievement of
Management OEB mandated energy consumption and demand conservation targets.

Manager Conservation & Responsible for managing the development and implementation of CDM initiatives as well as the marketing communications expertise and
Demand/Marketing support required for the successful delivery of the company’s Conservation and Demand Management (CDM) programs. Marketing

communication plans may include, but are not limited to advertising, media conferences, program launch events, workshops, event displays.
Liaising with, as needed, senior marketing and/or communications personnel representing organizations and groups involved in conservation
and sustainability including, but not limited to, the Ontario Power Authority (OPA), the Ontario Energy Board (OEB), Ministry of Energy,
municipal and regional governments, etc.

Information Systems / Technology

Director Information Systems Accountable for operations and alignment of the Information and Telecommunication Systems with the business in terms of organization
objectives and imperatives. Ensures that existing needs and future demands of internal and external customers are met through a cost
effective and efficient information and telecommunication infrastructure. Oversees IS management in areas of computer operations, systems
planning, design, security, programming and telecommunications. Reviews and evaluates project feasibility and needs based upon
management's and business requirements and priorities. Develops departmental plans, strategy, budgets and resource requirements.
Typically reports to President & CEO, or CFO.

Manager Information Systems Manages and directs staff in areas of computer operations, systems planning, design, security, programming and telecommunications.
and/or Security Develops and maintains systems standards and procedures and assigns work to department staff. Reviews and evaluates project feasibility
and needs based upon management's and business requirements and priorities. Develops departmental plans, project plans, budgets and
resource requirements.

Systems/Program Responsible for maintenance of software systems including system analysis, programming and design, updates and changes. Makes a
Administrator or preliminary study of new applications and recommendations to implement them, including hardware and software. Troubleshoots and
Applications/Systems Support corrects problems in existing programs, other than normal problems, usually caused by changes of software or hardware.

Professional
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Human Resources

Human Resources Manager

NOT the head of function. Develops and implements human resources programs, including compensation, benefits, recruitment,
performance management, labour relations/negotiations, training and development, assists in policy development, HR planning, record
keeping or payroll etc. May supervise a team of HR professionals or support staff. Reports to a senior HR professional (Director or VP or
equivalent).

Human Resources Generalist

Assists in the development and implementation of human resources policies and programs by providing support and guidance to managers
and employees in the areas of compensation, labour relations, employee relations, performance management, benefits, recruitment, training
and HRIS systems. Acts as a business partner to the organization in the areas of human capital. May assist in the preparation of negotiations.

Human Resources Coordinator

Administrative support to one or more functional areas of HR and/or Safety. Processes, coordinates and enters into a HRIS or other system, a
variety of documents including employment applications, benefits, compensation and payroll changes and confidential employee
information. Responds to routine employment questions and distributes and maintains manuals and employee program communications.

Payroll

Performs the payroll coordination and administration. Maintains the organizations internal or external payroll system. Prepares monthly
requisitions for WSIB, Employee Health Tax, Receiver General, OMERS Pension and Union Dues. Administers employee pension program and
provides pension calculation estimates as requested. Reconciles monthly payroll for year-end finance procedures. Prepares annual T4’s and
T4A’s and OMERS Pension and responds to inquiries from employees and pensioners regarding the pension plan.

Manager, Health & Safety

Accountable for the development and implementation of occupational health, safety and environmental programs, including training,
maintenance of safe working conditions, investigation and reporting of workplace accidents. Also identifies areas of potential risk and makes
recommendations to reduce or eliminate potential accident or health hazards in compliance with government regulations.

Communications

Director Communications

Directs the development, management and execution of internal and external corporate communications strategies for the company, and
marketing and public relations initiatives. Acts as the Chief Spokesperson for the organization. Leads the management and development of
the corporate brand and identity. Oversees the development, production and distribution of corporate publications including, but not limited
to, the annual report, customer newsletters, information brochures, bill inserts, CDM/Green marketing materials, employee newsletters and
media releases. Directs the development and management of the company’s external (corporate internet site) and internal (corporate
intranet site) web presence and strategy. Oversees the management and execution of internal and external corporate events as well as
community-relations activities such as sponsorship and donation programs.

Manager Communications

Responsible for managing the development and implementation of all customer communications initiatives as well as the marketing
communications expertise and support required for the successful delivery of the company’s CDM and customer communications
materials/systems. Communication materials may include, but are not limited to, customer newsletters, information brochures, bill form
design, employee intranet, LCD information monitors, and website communications. Working in conjunction with Regulatory Affairs, develop
materials or other communication methods to communicate regulatory changes/issues that may directly impact the customer. Manages
event planning for internal and external company events.
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E. Regions

The map below identifies the 5 regions that will be used for reporting on a geographic basis.

"= REGION 1

REGION 5

REGION 3

REGION 4
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1. Introduction

The MEARIE Group is pleased to present this report of the 2016 Management Salary Survey of Local Distribution Companies
(LDCs).

In today's competitive talent market, LDCs are challenged with establishing and maintaining competitive, yet affordable,
compensation programs and policies. The MEARIE Group established the Management Salary Survey of Ontario’s Local
Distribution Companies to assist LDCs in understanding the competitive landscape and to support your efforts to develop pay
practices that attract, motivate and retain high quality, high performing employees.

The survey was updated in 2012 through the combined efforts of The MEARIE Group's HR Information Solutions team, outside
consultants and representatives of our members, all working together to ensure that the Survey continues to meet the evolving
needs of member LDCs.

The Survey was further enhanced from 2013 to 2014 through our partnership with Korn Ferry Hay Group (“Hay Group”), a
globally renowned compensation consulting firm. Hay Group drew upon their expertise and experience in developing and
managing salary surveys across all sectors of the economy and in numerous countries around the world.

There are no substantial changes to the survey in 2015 or 2016.
The 2016 survey includes:

e Geographic, Number of Employees, Number of Customer and Revenue size reporting.

e Fifty (50) benchmark descriptions, supported by the Hay Group job evaluation methodology for improved reporting and
greater ability to identify the impact of organization size and structure.

e Continued reporting of "total cash compensation" to provide greater depth of information regarding market pay practices.

e Anoverview of local distribution company market trends and compensation projections for 2017 budget planning.

e MS Excel survey reporting including versions of position salary tables by All Organizations, Geography, Revenue and
Customers to support those organizations that wish to conduct further analysis of the results and to assist in transferring
survey results into internal reporting.
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The survey includes two presentation documents and Excel data tables in formats as follows:

e PDF Documents:

O

O

Survey Report Executive Summary containing a complete analysis and a data summary of all the positions.

Survey Report addendum which includes a complete analysis of each position, presented on one page.

e Excel Documents which are provided for easy data export and printable to one legal sized page, showing LDC Survey data by:

@)

O

All Organizations
Region
Customer Base
Revenue

Number of Employees

We would like to thank you for your participation. As a result of the strong response, we are able to provide you with an informative and
detailed survey that will help you in the support of your organization’s compensation programs.
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CONFIDENTIALITY POLICY

The MEARIE Group recognizes the importance of maintaining the security of your information and has developed the following policy that
applies to all participants (and their delegates) in the Management Salary Survey (a “Survey”), as well as Hay Group (survey administrators)
and The MEARIE Group.

An individual LDC will provide its authorization for the sharing of information identified as being information of that LDC by completing the
Survey Data Submission for a Survey. This will result in the LDC’s data being identified by name in the listing of participants. This enables
participants to be aware of the names of the other participants in the Survey to determine the relevance of Survey data cuts (e.g. by
geography or size).

All of the information obtained through a Survey will be treated with the utmost confidentiality. Data will be reported on an aggregate basis
only, and in such a way as to ensure that individual participant data cannot be identified/attributed. Standards for minimum number of data
will be strictly enforced to ensure confidentiality. Neither Hay Group nor MEARIE Group will release or disclose to any other person
whatsoever any information pertaining to any individual LDC participant.

Survey results will be reported only to those LDCs who participate in the Survey and provide comprehensive data. Comprehensive
participation means that each LDC is expected to match as many of the Survey benchmark positions as they are able, and provide data for all
incumbents of matched positions. All participants must consider this information as strictly confidential.

The results of a Survey will not be disclosed/sold to or shared with organizations that have not participated in that Survey, whether by The
MEARIE Group or Hay Group or Survey participants. Participants may not share the Survey reports/results with non-participant LDCs or any
entity under any circumstances.

The data collected for a Survey may also be included in the Hay Group's Canadian compensation database. Information in the Hay Group
database is maintained with the highest standards of confidentiality; analysis and reporting of data is on an aggregate basis only, and in such a
way as to ensure that individual participant data cannot be identified or attributed. As of January 2016, there are over 540 employers
represented in the Hay Group database. Should you have any questions or for further information, please contact Deirdre Chong Smith,
Consultant at Korn Ferry Hay Group at 416-815-6344 or deirdre.chong@kornferry.com.

The obligations of confidentiality set out in this policy are subject to the requirements of applicable law. However, LDCs may not disclose
the existence or results of a Survey to any regulatory body (or other person) unless compelled by law to do so, and if an LDC is compelled by
law to make such a disclosure, it will give The MEARIE Group as much notice in advance as possible of the disclosure and the reasons the
disclosure is legally required. In such circumstances, the LDC will take such steps as The MEARIE Group reasonably requests, or will co-operate
with respect to any steps The MEARIE Group reasonably wishes to take, to contest or limit the scope of the disclosure.

The MEARIE Group will not be liable for breaches by participating LDCs or Hay Group of this Confidentiality Policy.
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Survey Overview

Survey Benchmark Positions

The survey covers 50 benchmark positions representing a cross-section of the functions within member organizations. The
benchmark positions were reviewed in 2012 by a working group of LDC sector Human Resources professionals. Job profiles for
each benchmark job were developed and reviewed by the consultants and the HR group.

Senior 0000 President & CEO
Management 0001 Chief Operating Officer (COO)
0002 Head of Operations and/or Engineering
0003 CFO / Head of Finance
0004 Head of Customer Service
0005 Head of Regulatory Affairs
0006 Head of Human Resources
Administration 1000 Executive Assistant
1001 Administrative Assistant
Engineering 2000 Director Engineering
2001 Engineering Manager and/or Distribution Engineer
2002 Project Engineer
2003 Supervisor Engineering
Operations 2500 Director Operations
2501 Manager Operations
2502 Manager Control Centre
2503 Supervisor Control Centre
2504 Supervisor Protection and Control
2505 Supervisor Station Maintenance
2506 Line Supervisor
2507 Manager Meter Department
2508 Supervisor Meter Department
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Supply Chain / 3000 Director Supply Chain Management
Procurement 3001 Manager Procurement and/or Inventory and/or Facilities and/or Fleet
3002 Supervisor Stores / Inventory / Warehouse
Accounting / 4000 Controller or Director Finance
Finance 4001 Manager Accounting
4002 Manager Risk Management
4003 Supervisor Accounting
4004 Financial or Business Analyst
4005 Accountant
Customer 5000 Director Customer Service
Service 5001 Manager Customer Service and/or Billing
5002 Supervisor Customer Service and/or Billing and/or Collections
Communications 5500 Director Communications
5501 Manager Communications
Regulatory 6000 Director Regulatory Affairs
Affairs 6001 Manager Regulatory Affairs
6002 Regulatory Accountant
Conservation / 7000 Settlement or Rate Analyst
Demand 7001 Director or Officer, Conservation and Demand Management
7002 Manager Conservation & Demand / Marketing
Information 8000 Director Information Systems
Systems 8001 Manager Information Systems and/or Security
8002 Systems / Program Administrator or Applications / Systems Support Professional
Human 9000 Human Resources Manager
Resources 9001 Human Resources Generalist
9002 Human Resources Coordinator
9003 Payroll
9004 Manager, Health & Safety
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Participants All organizations in the LDC sector in Ontario were invited to participate in the survey. The following forty-one
(41) organizations submitted data:

Bluewater Power Distribution
Brantford Power Inc.

Burlington Hydro

Collus PowerStream Corp.

E.L.K. Energy Inc.

Energy+ Inc.

Entegrus Inc.

Enwin Utilities Ltd.

Espanola Regional Hydro Distribution
Essex Power

Festival Hydro Inc.

Fort Frances Power Corp.

Greater Sudbury Utilities

Grimsby Power Inc.

Guelph Hydro Electric Systems Inc.
Halton Hills Hydro Inc.

Hydro Ottawa

InnPower Corp.

Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro Inc.
Lakefront Utilities Inc.

Lakeland Power Distribution Ltd.
London Hydro Inc.

Midland Power Utility Corp.

Milton Hydro Distribution Inc.
Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc.

North Bay Hydro Distribution Ltd.
Northern Ontario Wires Inc.
Oakville Hydro

Orangeville Hydro Ltd.

Orillia Power Distribution Corp.
Oshawa PUC Networks, Inc.
Peterborough Utilities Group

PUC Services Inc.

Thunder Bay Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc.
Utilities Kingston

Veridian

Wasaga Resource Services
Waterloo North Hydro Inc.

Welland Hydro-Electric System Corp.
Westario Power Inc.

Whitby Hydro Energy Services Corp.

Due to the changes in the participant mix, data values in the report can fluctuate from one year to another.
Therefore, participants are reminded of these factors when comparing data from 2016 over 2015.
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All participants provided information regarding their organizational profile. The summary statistics of the
participating organizations are detailed below.

The figures reported below are assessed on an “as provided” basis. Hay Group and the MEARIE Group
have not independently or exhaustively verified the values presented below.

Average
Annual Operating Budget 45 10.0 19.0 18.2
(S millions, less the cost of power)
Annual Operating Budget 37.4 102.5 172.5 139.6
(S millions, including the cost of power)
Number of Employees 32 65 135 102
(full time equivalent)
Number of Customers 13,516 36,280 55,433 48,529
Gross Revenue 8.5 17.1 32.2 28.3
(S millions, less the cost of power)
Gross Revenue 41.0 109.1 198.8 151.6
(S millions, including the cost of power)
Regulated Gross Revenue 97% 99% 100% 90%
Unregulated Gross Revenue 0% 1% 3% 10%

All organizations noted the fiscal year ends in December.

Analyst Note: where average is significantly higher or lower than the median of the market, this indicates
a small number of observations which skew the data either high or low. For example, unregulated gross
revenue average is 10%, which is substantially higher than the 1% median or 3% 75" percentile,

indicating that within the top 25% of organizations there is a significant portion of unregulated Gross
revenue in excess of 10% in a few organizations.
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3. Salary Administration

Salary Range Thirty-four (34, or 83%) organizations reported data for salary ranges while 7 (17%) indicated they did not
Adjustments - use ranges. The most common month for adjusting salary ranges is January (over 50% of reporting
2015, 2016 & 2017 organizations).

Survey participants report adjusting their salary ranges in 2015 by an overall average of 1.9% (n = 32).
Excluding the 3 organizations who froze ranges (i.e., provided 0%), the overall average is 2.1%.

Survey participants report adjusting their salary ranges in 2016 by an overall average of 2.1% (n=30).
Excluding 2 organizations who intend to freeze ranges this year, the overall average is 2.2%.

Survey participants report planning to adjust salary ranges in 2017 by an overall average of 2.5% (n=11).
No organization has projected a freeze to salary ranges at this time.

The salary range adjustments by employee level and overall are noted in the table below:

Professional /

Executive Director Management Technical Overall

(n=27) (n=24) (n=29) (n=29) (n=32)

2015 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.8% 1.9%
2016 2.6% 2.0% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.1%
2017 2.9% 2.5% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.5%

*n indicates maximum number of organizations reporting.
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Base Salary The most common timing for adjusting salaries is January (over 70% of reporting organizations grant
Increases — annual salary increases in that month).
2015, 2016 & 2017 Survey participants report adjusting actual salaries in 2015 by an overall average of 2.6% (n=37).

Survey participants report adjusting actual salaries in 2016 by an overall average of 2.4% (n=34).
For 2017, survey participants reported projected average salary increases of 2.2% (n=13).

The base salary adjustments by employee level are noted in the table below.

Professional /

Executive Director Management Technical Admin. Overall

(n=24) (n=22) (n=33) (n=28) (n=27) (n=37)

2015 3.2% 2.1% 2.5% 2.3% 2.7% 2.0% 2.6%
2016 2.7% 2.2% 2.2% 2.3% 2.2% 2.1% 2.4%
2017 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.3% 2.3% 2.2%

*n indicates maximum number of organizations reporting.

Salary Trends Hay Group compiles an annual compensation forecast survey across Canada, with over 500 participants
annually.

The graph below depicts how the overall Canadian all-industrial organization market has tracked from a
range and actual salary perspective versus The MEARIE Group Management Salary Survey trend
information over the past 5 years.
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Generally, local distribution companies track very close to the all-industrial market for actual salary
adjustments; generally within 0.2 percentage points. Local distribution companies track above the all-
industrial market for salary range adjustments by 0.3 — 1.1 percentage points.

The differential between actual base salary increases and salary range adjustments among local
distribution companies is generally small, this year the average differential is 0.3 percentage points. The
average differential among industrial organizations is 0.8 percentage points.

This indicates that industrial organizations may be allocating greater portions of salary budgets to
differentiation by merit, and enabling high performers to perhaps be paid above job rate and/or moving
people through the range faster. That is, industrial organizations are likely increasing their overall compa-
ratios, whereas LDCs are generally maintaining or movement through range is very conservative.
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a. The majority of organizations (28 of 41 or 68%) indicated that they offer short term incentive pay to at
least some of their employees.
e Seventeen (17) of the organizations indicated that all employee groups participated in STI.
e Eleven (11) organizations have STI plans for designated senior management and/or executives
that do not extend to non-management staff.

b. Twenty (20) of the twenty-eight (28) organizations who offer short term incentive pay provided
information about their incentive plans. Weighting of performance factors (corporate versus
individual versus team/department performance) in the determination of individual bonus payments:
e The average plan mix, by employee level, is provided in the table below.

e Typical plan mix is a combination of corporate and individual metrics with a heavier weighting on
corporate for senior management and/or executives and a heavier weighting on individual metrics
for non-management staff.

e Forexample:

o The most common CEOQ incentive plan is 80% Corporate, 20% Individual
o The most common Director plan is 60% Corporate, 40% Individual
o  The most common Admin plan is 20% Corporate and 80% Individual

Per:c;r;r:\;nce Executive Director Management Pr_orfeec;s:i)cnaall /

Corporate 67.5% 59.8% 53.6% 42.7% 46.3% 82.0% |
‘ Team / Department  5.0% 28.0% 22.5% 26.4% * * ‘
‘ Individual 35.4% 38.8% 43.6% 53.9% 56.1% 60.2% ‘

NOTE: As organizations are counted for each response, weightings will not add up to 100%.

*Indicates insufficient data to report.
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Threshold Bonus Payouts

Formulaic or “target based” bonus programs typically do not pay out until a minimum level of
performance (corporate, team and/or individual) has been achieved (i.e., if the threshold performance is
not achieved, there is no pay out). Once this threshold performance has been achieved, incentive plans
will pay out a minimum level of bonus; pay out levels typically then increase as performance / results
increase, up to a “target” bonus rate when performance goals have been “met”.

Twelve (12) of the twenty-eight (28) organizations with incentive plans reported that they define
minimum levels of performance required before any bonuses are generated. The typical bonus rate at
the threshold performance is set at 50% of “target” bonus.

Maximum Bonus

Bonus programs are often designed such that there is a maximum level of payout. For example: if a
position has a 10% bonus and the maximum payout is 200%, or 2x, then the maximum amount the
employee can achieve regardless of performance (i.e., how much targets are exceeded by), is 20% of
their current base salary.

The average maximum bonus is provided by employee level in the table below, though the typical bonus
pay maximum is 100% of target.

Maximum Professional /

Bonus Payout Executive Director Management Technical
% (n=13) (n=11) (n=16) (n=9)

Average 1.2 1.2 1.2 11 1.2 1.2

In the broader market, it is more common to find higher maximum bonus levels (as a % of target) at
higher levels of the organization, to reflect the greater influence on organizational performance that
more senior roles are perceived to have.
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Special (Project) Organizations were asked if they provide any project bonuses for participation in key / special projects,
Bonuses paid on successful achievement of specific milestones and/or on completion of the project, separate and
distinct from annual incentive plans.

Three (3) organizations reported providing such bonuses. There is insufficient data to provide the
average value as no employee level has at least three data observations.
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4. Benefit Policies

Car Benefit The majority of organizations (34 of 41 or 83%) provide a car benefit to some level of employee.

The tables below summarize the value of car benefits, by position, where provided. An asterisk (*)
indicates insufficient data to report:

Company Owned Monthly Lease Car Allowance
Car (Value) Payment (monthly)

CEO P75 * * 838
P50 42,500 * 750
P25 * * 600
Average 41,999 956 738
Number 5 3 22
Executive / VP P75 * * 700
P50 * * 510
P25 * * 400
Average 36,667 * 547
Number 3 2 13
Sr. Management / P75 * * 517
Director P50 * * 475
P25 * * 350
Average * * 432
Number 2 0 8

Four (4) organizations reported providing a car benefit to specified positions below Senior Management.
Specifically, three (3) organizations provide use of a company-owned vehicle and one (1) provides a
vehicle allowance.
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Mileage The market statistics for mileage rates provided to employees as reimbursement for personal vehicle use
are detailed in the table below.
Mileage Reimbursement
(¢ per km)
P75 54
P50 53
P25 49
Average 51
The most frequently reported mileage rate (11 organizations) is 54 cents per kilometer; the next most
frequent reported rates are 55 cents per kilometer (4 organizations).
Perquisites Club Memberships - Fitness

Seventeen (17) organizations reported providing a subsidy for fitness club fees. The typical policy is to
provide a reimbursement of a fixed dollar amount per year. For all organizations, the same policy and
maximum reimbursement applies regardless of job level.

Maximum Reimbursement

per year
P75 300
P50 200
P25 150
Average 224 ‘

Club Memberships — Social

None of the organizations reported having a separate policy / program for reimbursement of social club
fees.
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Perquisites Health Spending Account
(cont’d) Eleven (11) organizations reported providing a Health Spending Account (i.e. discretionary spending
within a defined range of services / benefits).

Of the eleven (11) organizations, seven (7) provide the same funding for all jobs levels while four (4)
differentiates by job level.

Professional /

Executive Director ‘ Management Technical
P75 950 1,025 1,000 875 1,000
P50 525 475 500 400 400
P25 363 363 375 313 300
Average 720 810 650 555 569
Number 10 10 7 10 9

2" Opinion Medical Advice

Three (3) organizations in the survey reported having a separate policy / program for this benefit.

Personal Financial / Legal Counseling

Four (4) organizations reported that financial and legal counseling is available via their Employee
Assistance Program, which is provided to all employees. One (1) of these organizations reported a
maximum dollar value.

Executive Medical Plan

Four (4) organizations reported providing enhanced medical coverage for executive levels only. Three (3)
organizations reported a maximum dollar value, with an average maximum value of $1,336.
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Perquisites Personal Computer / Cell Phone / Internet
(cont’d) Thirteen (13) organizations provided information regarding policies and practices related to computers
and internet.

The most common policies/practices are:

e Low / nointerest rate loans to purchase computer equipment for personal / home office use.

e Provision of laptops for particular levels of employee, in addition to office desktop, to allow for
mobile work (note: may be a perquisite if personal use of computer is allowed, but not a perquisite if
for business use only).

e Reimbursement for cell phone and/or home internet connection for selected employees (either full
reimbursement or 50% reimbursement were both provided in the market place).

e Cash allowance intended to cover cell phone and/or internet service.

The value of these benefits varies dramatically by level within organizations and between organizations;
the data does not lend itself to reporting of the value of typical practices.

Other Perquisites

Other programs / practices reported, by eight (8) organizations, include:

e Reimbursement of dues / fees for professional associations such as Engineers (P.Eng) and Accountants
(CGA/CMA/CA).

e Provision of an Employee Assistance Program.

Enhanced Life Insurance Coverage for Senior Officers

Organizations were asked if, for senior level jobs, there was additional, employer paid, life insurance
coverage. For example, if the typical life insurance plan was 1.5x employee salary, was this enhanced to
above 1.5x to some greater number such as 2x, or even 3x, for senior level jobs.

Seventeen (17) organizations provided information about their basic / standard life insurance coverage
where the typical coverage is 2x annual salary (average coverage of 1.65x). Enhanced benefits are
provided by seven (7) organizations, where senior roles receive coverage at an average of 1.87x annual
salary.
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Vacation Forty (40) organizations provided the number of years of service required by various levels of employee
Entitlement in order to be entitled to a certain number of weeks of vacation.

The following table below details the range, average and typical (i.e., most common) number of years of
service required per weeks of entitlement.

Several organizations noted that for executive level jobs, vacations are typically negotiated versus
following a schedule for entitlement.

2 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks 5 weeks 6 weeks +
CEO
Range No range Start- 6 Start - 15 Start - 18 5-28
Average Start 3 6 13 22
Typical Start 3 9 17 25
sample n=16 n=23 n=31 n=32 n=31
Range No range Start -4 Start - 10 3-18 8-28
Average Start 2 6 14 23
Typical Start 3 9 17 25
sample n=15 n=29 n=29
Dlrector Level ‘

Range No range Start - 6 Start -15 8-18 15-28
Average Start 2 7 15 23
Typical Start 3 9 17 25
sample n=17 n=36 n=34

Range No range Start -4 Start - 10 8-18 15-28
Average Start 2 7 15 23
Typical Start 3 9 17 25
samp/e n=16 n= 32 n=36 n=33

Range No range Start- 6 Start - 15 8- 15-28
Average Start 2 7 15 24
Typical Start 3 9 17 25
sample n=20 n=33 n=36 n=34 n=34
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Unused Vacation Organizations provided information about their policies and practices with regard to vacation time that
was not fully utilized in the year in which it was earned.

Policy Regarding Carry Over Number %
Unused vacation entitlement at year end is paid out (vacation pay adjustment) — 5 5o
no carry over.

Any/All unused vacation entitlement may be carried-over with no restrictions. 4 11%
Unused vacation entitlement may be carried over, subject to maximum total 12 399%
accumulated balance.

A maximum amount of unused vacation may be carried over. 20 50%
No unused vacation may be carried over 1 3%
Total 39 100%

Maximum Number of Days Time Limit for Utilizing Carried-
Number of Days . .
to Carry Over (n = 24) Over Vacation Time
Range 3-15 No limit
Average 7.4 One Year
Typical 5 Six Months or less 19
Total 36

Note:

Some organizations reported variations to the above policies such as:

e Seven (7) of the thirty-one (31) organizations who have a maximum amount of days that can be
carried over specified it as either one year entitlement or a portion of the years entitlement.

e Exception policies where workload or special projects caused the employee to be unable to fully
utilize vacation time, or where carry forward beyond standard policy is regularly allowed but must
be approved by senior management.

e Cash out policies where some vacation time may be paid out instead of being carried over.

e Differences by vacation eligibility, such as carrying over 10 days if eligible for up to 3 weeks’ vacation
but 20 days if eligible for 4 weeks’ vacation.
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Educational Twenty participating organizations (20) provided details with regards to education assistance /
Assistance / reimbursement policies ranging from eligibility criteria to pay back provisions. There are a wide variety
Reimbursement of types of programs and reimbursement rates. Key highlights are provided below:

e Seventeen (17) organizations stated that is education assistance / reimbursement; though typically
there are limiters such as education or training courses which must be job related, and are subject to
managerial approval.

e Three (3) organizations stated that there is no formal policy, however, approval for educational
assistance or reimbursement happens regularly and is on a case by case basis.

e Five (5) organizations provided an annual reimbursement maximum, the average is $1,600 and the
median is $1,500.

e Two (2) organizations provided a lifetime reimbursement maximum, there is insufficient data to
report average/median.

e Payback provisions were provided by twelve (12) organizations. The average time to not trigger any
pay back provision is 2.6 years, the median is 2.5 years. The range of time is between 90 days to 5
years. Eight (8) organizations noted they have some form of partial payment plan for leaving within a
designated time period after completion of education. For example, if the employee leaves after 4
years, they will not be asked for any repayment; if the employee leaves in 2 years, they will be asked
for 50% pay back.
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5. Benchmark Position Survey Results

Survey Results This section reports the information collected in aggregate values for each benchmark position. The
values reported in this table reflect “All Ontario” data in that the data for all organizations matching to
the position are included (regardless of size and geographic location).

Additional summaries, on a job by job basis, are provided in the accompanying “Addendum”.

Detailed analysis, with expanded statistical data (i.e., including P25 and P75 data points) as well as

analysis of survey results by geographic region, by customer base and by revenue, are reported in the
Excel files accompanying this report.
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ALL ORGANIZATIONS

Job Matches Compensation Design Actual Compensation

Target Actual
Sample Salary Bonus % . Bonus %
Survey Job Title Statistics Ra'nge i Total Cash Design | Actual Base Salary (where Actual Total Cash
Maximum eligible) received)

0000 President & CEO 34 34 1192 148,500 185,000 197,900 25% 195,700 211,400 | 185,100 187,400 22% 205,500 219,600
0001 Chief Operating Officer (COO) 11 11 864 130,400 144,000 160,200 15% 157,800 174,700 | 151,500 149,900 11% 161,700 171,000
0002 Head of Operations and/or Engineering 20 25 872 118,700 136,900 148,900 15% 140,800 153,100 | 138,600 138,500 11% 142,400 148,500
0003 CFO / Head of Finance 29 29 830 121,200 141,800 148,100 15% 149,600 158,800 | 141,900 142,900 13% 149,900 163,100
0004 Head of Customer Service 11 11 702 108,600 127,700 146,000 14% 137,800 143,700 | 127,500 135,400 10% 147,500 146,300
0005 Head of Regulatory Affairs 5 5 677 111,200 120,500 138,600 14% 132,600 147,700 | 137,400 141,100 * 150,800 155,300
0006 Head of Human Resources 13 13 677 108,600 123,600 131,500 15% 142,200 142,400 | 127,900 129,300 14% 144,900 144,900
1000 Executive Assistant 25 32 245 59,500 70,100 77,500 5% 72,500 72,400 | 72,600 72,300 4% 74,800 75,700
1001 Administrative Assistant 12 21 184 51,400 59,100 63,600 6% 59,100 62,100 | 64,300 62,800 4% 64,300 63,900
2000 Director Engineering 10 11 702 104,100 130,700 137,000 10% 136,100 138,600 | 133,100 128,800 11% 140,100 137,600
2001 Engineering Manager and/or Distribution Engineer 19 25 588 88,400 103,900 115,400 8% 109,100 111,000 | 105,900 106,300 5% 110,800 109,800
2002 Project Engineer 9 11 417 71,800 85,300 91,500 * 87,100 87,200 | 84,500 83,500 * 84,500 84,900
2003 Supervisor Engineering 13 16 421 80,900 92,600 101,100 6% 94,600 96,700 | 92,600 92,000 3% 94,500 95,100
2500 Director Operations 8 9 732 108,300 135,400 135,900 10% 141,300 139,200 | 132,700 128,300 10% 138,200 135,500
2501 Manager Operations 20 21 516 92,600 104,700 116,800 7% 109,800 110,600 | 107,200 108,500 6% 111,200 116,900
2502 Manager Control Centre 4 4 534 92,800 111,000 114,800 9% 120,000 120,200 | 110,400 110,600 * 121,500 119,700
2503 Supervisor Control Centre 8 8 436 79,900 94,100 101,100 5% 96,300 95,600 | 97,600 97,400 * 97,600 99,300
2504 Supervisor Protection and Control 5 5 496 83,400 97,900 104,200 * 99,700 104,800 | 99,700 98,600 * 99,700 103,400
2505 Supervisor Station Maintenance 7 7 496 83,100 99,700 103,300 * 99,700 106,300 | 101,100 105,900 * 103,300 109,700
2506 Line Supervisor 26 67 366 82,700 95,900 101,100 5% 96,600 98,500 | 97,000 97,200 4% 98,600 103,000
2507 Manager Meter Department 8 8 551 95,700 105,900 110,700 8% 116,200 117,200 | 109,300 108,700 6% 118,700 115,100
2508 Supervisor Meter Department 8 11 406 83,400 93,700 96,700 7% 98,300 98,200 | 96,900 96,600 6% 101,700 100,200
3000 Director Supply Chain Management 1 1 * * * * * * * * * * * *

3001 Manager Procurement and/orInventory and/or Facilities and/or Fleet| 13 13 393 82,400 95,600 103,600 7% 101,400 98,900 97,300 97,800 6% 101,500 101,700
3002 Supervisor Stores/Inventory/Warehouse 5 8 342 70,100 81,400 88,500 * 87,100 86,300 83,200 85,500 * 87,700 88,200
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ALL ORGANIZATIONS

Job Matches Compensation Design Actual Compensation

Target Actual
Sample Salary Bonus % Bonus %
. p. Range ® | Total cash Design | Actual Base Salary ° | Actual Total cash
Survey Job Title Statistics (where (where

eligible) received)

Maximum

4000 Controller or Director Finance 14 14 588 92,700 109,500 115,000 7% 113,600 116,100 | 113,900 111,500 8% 120,300 117,400
4001 Manager Accounting 14 14 479 85,900 101,700 116,600 8% 106,200 106,400 | 95,800 98,100 6% 98,300 102,700
4002 Manager Risk Management 1 1 * * * * * * * * * * * *

4003 Supervisor Accounting 6 7 377 75,800 91,100 96,800 6% 91,100 94,200 | 94,200 91,600 4% 95,200 95,600
4004 Financial or Business Analyst 11 12 342 73,100 86,900 92,400 5% 88,900 90,000 83,800 85,000 4% 86,900 87,700
4005 Accountant 9 14 332 67,100 79,500 83,700 4% 79,600 80,700 | 79,500 76,900 2% 79,500 77,900
5000 Director Customer Service 3 3 * * * * * * 128,200 * 116,400 * * 123,200
5001 Manager Customer Service and/or Billing 20 20 479 81,200 92,600 100,300 8% 94,300 95,800 95,500 93,100 6% 97,900 99,800
5002 Supervisor Customer Service and/or Billing and/or Collections 21 31 353 70,800 86,800 89,800 5% 87,600 86,600 82,200 84,200 4% 85,600 86,500
5500 Director Communications 3 3 * * * * * * 112,200 * 106,300 * * 115,400
5501 Manager Communications 8 8 342 75,800 83,100 89,200 6% 87,400 87,600 | 84,400 83,900 5% 87,700 87,000
6000 Director Regulatory Affairs 4 4 666 117,900 132,900 143,100 15% 152,800 153,800 | 138,000 136,000 14% 161,800 153,400
6001 Manager Regulatory Affairs 11 11 393 81,200 92,600 96,000 8% 95,500 96,400 | 92,400 94,000 8% 95,500 97,900
6002 Regulatory Accountant 12 13 337 69,600 81,800 94,500 7% 82,500 85,300 81,800 84,000 5% 83,800 86,700
7000 Settlement or Rate Analyst 5 7 342 74,300 89,800 92,100 * 89,800 90,700 89,800 88,300 * 91,700 90,900
7001 Director or Officer, Conservation and Demand Management 7 7 805 109,900 127,700 139,100 13% 141,100 144,800 | 122,400 124,600 17% 139,900 148,600
7002 Manager Conservation & Demand/Marketing 12 12 393 77,900 90,900 92,800 9% 93,000 88,800 89,900 86,400 8% 95,700 93,200
8000 Director Information Systems 9 9 677 108,600 126,100 132,100 14% 138,700 135,100 | 128,200 126,200 13% 139,400 138,700
8001 ManagerInformation Systems and/or Security 14 18 479 86,000 96,100 103,200 5% 99,100 100,800 | 97,500 98,000 5% 101,100 101,500
goo Systems/Program Administrator or Applications/Systems Support 15 19 332 | 68700 80,100 89,900 5% 80,100 83,700 | 88,500 83,800 4% 93,100 90,100

Professional

9000 Human Resources Manager 5 5 479 77,900 92,100 98,900 * 92,100 95,200 97,200 89,800 * 97,200 90,900
9001 Human Resources Generalist 9 11 289 62,600 73,600 80,900 5% 75,800 79,800 79,400 77,900 3% 79,400 81,100
9002 Human Resources Coordinator 5 5 245 61,900 76,100 76,100 6% 79,400 77,000 | 68,200 70,500 * 71,100 73,000
9003 Payroll 12 12 245 60,600 71,400 79,500 4% 74,200 74,500 75,100 73,400 3% 77,000 75,500
9004 Manager, Health & Safety 16 16 479 83,300 97,600 107,700 7% 99,100 103,700 | 98,900 100,000 5% 102,400 104,900
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A. Survey Methodology

A brief profile was developed for each benchmark position. These profiles were incorporated into a survey package and distributed
to each participant along with a data submission spreadsheet requesting data on survey benchmark positions, as well as the
organization’s profile and selected salary administration & benefits policies.

Participants matched their jobs to the profiles and provided data for each position, where applicable. For each position where an
organization submitted more than one match, the data were aggregated and an average figure was used for that organization. By
using this methodology, all organizations carry equal weighting, and no one single organization excessively influences the market
statistics by virtue of the size of its employee population.

Once the completed surveys were returned to Hay Group, participants were contacted for data verification as necessary. Hay
Group also initiated a number of follow-up actions to clarify information provided by the participants. All of the matches submitted
by the participants were reviewed by Hay Group to determine their appropriateness versus the job profiles and the market. If
deemed inappropriate, the matches, or outlier data, were removed from the survey results.

Where possible, organization charts or details regarding reporting relationships were provided to Hay Group to enable
understanding of the roles. From the job match information, plus a review of organization charts and other contextual information
provided, Hay Group has estimated at which Hay Reference Level each organizations’ roles fall to facilitate point-based
comparisons.

- 25 - © 2016 The MEARIE Group, PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL



The MEARIE Group

~
2016 Management Salary Survey (‘*
Of Local Distribution Companies

B. Definitions — Compensation Elements

Salary Range

Minimum The lowest salary/rate that the organization is prepared to pay for an incumbent in the position.
May be the starting salary for inexperienced/non-qualified hire.

Job Rate / Control Point  Typically the midpoint of the salary range, intended to reflect the salary the organization is prepared
to pay for sustained competent performance by a fully trained / qualified incumbent.
Maximum The highest point in the salary range (or step progression). Note: might be the same as "job rate".

Short Term Incentive Short Term Incentive (STl) refers to any incentive arrangement designed to reward an individual for
performance/results achieved over a performance cycle/period of up to one year.

Target Target bonus is the level of award (either a % of salary or a fixed dollar amount) that an employee in
this position would expect to receive if all corporate, team and individual performance goals are
"met" (as planned). This rate/amount is often communicated to employees as part of the
incentive/bonus plan design, e.g. "the target bonus for jobs in grade/band 6 is 8% of salary".

Discretionary Discretionary plans have no target bonus rate and pay out at the end of the year at the discretion of
executive/board.

Current Salary The amount paid for work performed on a regular, ongoing basis.
Does not include variable bonus or incentive payments, sales commissions, shift premiums, or
overtime payments.

Actual STI (Paid) Total of all STI awards paid to the incumbent(s) for performance/results over the latest completed
fiscal year.
May be paid during the year or after year end. (Note: recorded and reported on an annual basis)
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C. Definitions — Statistical Elements

Market data are reported using the following statistics:

Reporting Requirement
(# of Observations

Definition Necessary to Report)

P90 90th percentile 11

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 10% of the
observations would fall above the 90" percentile and 90% would fall below

P75 75th percentile 7

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 25% of the
observations would fall above this value and 75% would fall below

P50 50th percentile, also referred to as “median” 4

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 50% of the
observations would fall above this value and 50% would fall below

P25 25th percentile 7

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 75% of the
observations would fall above this value and 25% would fall below

P10 10th percentile 11

If all observations were sorted and listed from highest/largest to lowest/smallest, 90% of the
observations would fall above this value and 10% would fall below

Average | The arithmetic mean of all values, calculated by adding up all of the values and dividing by the 3
number of observations
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D. Benchmark Position Profiles

President & CEO Directs the development of short and long term strategic plans, operational objectives, policies, budgets and operating plans for the
organization, as approved by the Board of Directors. Establishes an organization hierarchy and delegates limits of authority to subordinate
executives regarding policies, contractual commitments, expenditures and human resource matters. Represents the organization to the
financial community, industry groups, government and regulatory agencies and the general public.

Chief Operating Officer (COO) Highest ranking operations position. Reporting to the President/CEO, directs the operational elements of the organization, could include
operations & engineering, customer services, metering and information technology. Develops the short and long term strategic plans, directs
the development of operational objectives, policies, budgets for his/her areas of accountability. The position reports directly to the
President/CEO.

Head of Operations and/or Highest ranking operations/engineering position. Reporting to COO or President. Directs both the operations and engineering functions.
Engineering Develops the short and long term strategic plans, formulates and implements plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and
improve processes. Establishes clear controls, objectives and measures to ensure safe and appropriate delivery of power and power related
services. Evaluates the feasibility of new or revised systems or procedures and oversees operations and engineering to ensure compliance
with established standards.

CFO / Head of Finance Highest ranking financially-oriented position within the company. Reporting to the President &CEO, this strategic role plans directs and
controls the organization's overall financial plans, policies and accounting practices and relationships with lending institutions, shareholders
and the financial community in mid to large organizations. Provides advice and guidance for the Board of Directors on financial matters. May
direct such functions as finance, general accounting, tax, payroll, customer billing, regulatory affairs, and information systems and may be
responsible for Administration functions. Normally possesses a CA, CMA or CGA designation.

Head of Customer Service The highest-ranking customer service position in the utility. Provides direction for all departmental activities, services and practices, including
customer care/call centre, billing, credit and collections. Accountable for the development, implementation and integration of all customer
service related activities to achieve a competitive advantage through customer driven initiatives and strategies. Directs and oversees the
implementation of customer service standards, policies and procedures; manages and coordinates budgets.

Head of Regulatory Affairs Represents the organization on quality and regulatory matters before government agencies and conformity assessment bodies including
providing of evidence, regulatory filings, supporting analyses, position papers, interrogatory responses, etc. Keeps abreast of on-going
developments in regulatory practices affecting electrical distribution utilities. Ensures that regulatory information is disseminated throughout
the organization in a timely and effective manner. Is responsible for the filing of written communications and regulatory submissions to
government agencies (OEB) and conformity assessment bodies (IMO). Generally reports to President & CEO or a senior executive.

Head of Human Resources The highest-ranking human resources position in the organization. Provides direction, support and alignment of organization-wide Human
Resources practices and systems with the business in terms of mission, vision and the strategic imperatives. Ensures that existing needs and
future demands of internal customers are met through a cost effective and efficient HR services. Directs HR management and staff in the
development and implementation of Human Resources strategy, policies and programs covering employment, negotiations & labour
relations, training, compensation, organization development, performance management, benefits and may include health & safety. Provides
coaching and counsel to the executive and Board of Directors.
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Executive Assistant

Performs advanced, diversified and confidential administrative duties requiring broad knowledge of organizational policies and practices.
Initiates and prepares correspondence, reports, either routine or non-routine. Screens telephone calls and visitors and resolves routine and
complex inquiries. Schedules appointments, meetings and travel itineraries. In some cases, may have responsibility for routine HR and
administrative services. Records, prepares and distributes minutes of meetings, including Board of Director minutes. Reports to the
President & CEO and may provide support to other executives.

Administrative Assistant

Performs advanced, diversified and confidential administrative duties for executives and/or senior management, requiring broad and
comprehensive experience and knowledge of organizational policies and practices. Prepares correspondence, reports, either routine or non-
routine. Screens telephone calls and visitors and resolves routine and complex inquiries. Schedules appointments, meetings and travel
itineraries. Reports to a senior executive or executive team.

Engineering

Director Engineering

Plans and directs the overall engineering activities and engineering staff of the organization. Formulates and implements plans, budgets,
policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes. Coordinates the creation, development, design and improvement of the
organization's projects and products in conformance with established programs and objectives. Oversees plans, resources and budgets of the
department aligned with business strategy.

Engineering Manager and/or
Distribution Engineer

Supervises and directs the work of an engineering division such as distribution, line design, transmission planning, distribution planning
and/or civil engineering. Responsible for engineering work involving a wide scope of assignments. Handles personnel coordination and issues
of the division, prepares estimates, specifications and designs, including the supervision, planning and scheduling of work within the division —
Requires a P. Eng.

OR

Supervises engineering technicians or service technicians. Directs and coordinates the activities, schedules and projects of the construction
and maintenance group of those involved with the distribution of electrical power from transformer substations, construction and
maintenance of distribution systems. Consults with other department management on plant design, construction and maintenance. Prepares
monthly operating reports, budget estimates, and work and materials specifications. Reviews and approves material requisitions, work
authorizations and drawings for facilities. Requires a P. Eng.

Project Engineer

Non-supervisory position. Directs and coordinates activities related to utility engineering project work, such as smart grid systems,
renewables, large utility projects, asset renewal, etc. Requires a P. Eng.

Supervisor Engineering

Supervises a small technical work group which may include CAD operators and/or engineering technicians. Coordinates the development and
maintenance of engineering and construction standards and systems (GIS, AM/FM, CAD). Organizes, stores and maintains the integrity of hard
copy file records, digital formats and mapping standards. Normally requires a C.E.T. or A.Sc. T. Typically reports to an engineering manager.
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Director Operations

NOT the head of function. Plans and directs all operations functions (no engineering responsibility), of the utility. Formulates and implements
plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes and establishes clear controls, objectives and measures to ensure
safe and appropriate delivery of services and clarity of roles and responsibilities. Evaluates the feasibility of new or revised systems or
procedures and oversees operations to ensure compliance with established standards.

Manager Operations

NOT the head of function. Supervises, co-ordinates, directs, schedules and controls the construction, maintenance and personnel of the
division, including budgets, transportation, equipment and material requirements and fleet management. Division responsibilities include
construction, maintenance and repair of all overhead transmission, overhead and underground distribution and may include coordination of
tree trimming for geographical area assigned to the division. In smaller utilities, a professional engineer may fill this role.

Manager Control Centre

Supervises, co-ordinates, directs, schedules and controls the control centre and technical staff. Provides leadership in the planning and
coordination of the control centre relative to safety, reliability and control of the distribution system. Is responsible for budgets, and the
direct operations of the control centre approving system outages, switching and maintenance requirements to maintain and improve system
reliability.

Supervisor Control Centre

Directs and supervises control centre technical staff. Provides planning and coordination of control centre scheduling and maintenance
required for the safe, reliable operation and control of the distribution system, including the authorization of the operation of system devices,
equipment and control access to electrical plant and substations. Approves and coordinates system outages and switching as required for
maintenance and system reliability. Oversees power interruptions and emergencies with dispatch staff to affect corrective measures for
isolation, emergency repairs and restoration purposes. Monitors feeder load profiles.

Supervisor Protection and
Control

Responsible for the management of all Protection & Controls activities related to the installation, maintenance and commissioning of:
Protective Relaying Schemes and Station Automation Systems; SCADA System, Visual Display System and Remote Terminal Units; Operations
Ethernet and system-wide Area Communications Networks; Distribution Automation Systems, Sectionalizing Devices and Remote Supervisory
Controlled Devices. Prepares and administers reports, budgets, Policies and Procedures, record keeping systems.

Supervisor Station
Maintenance

Responsible for the planning, coordinating both maintenance and installation of substations, as well as ensuring reliability of the underground
plant, through testing and troubleshooting. Supervises, coordinates and schedules the activities of Station Maintenance Electricians and
Protection and Control Technicians, Reviews work assignments, daily logs, reports and orders. Co-ordinate crews and plan jobs, assigns work
per shift, long-term work and shift coverage to ensure the smooth flow of routine work and that all shifts are covered.

Line Supervisor

Coordinates and directs the lead journey person and/or crews in the construction and maintenance of distribution lines and equipment
(overhead and/or underground). Works with lead journey person to develop plans and schedules required in directing and assigning a crew or
crews of skilled trade staff in performing construction, maintenance and operation of the distribution system lines in a safe and efficient
manner. Supervises and coordinates subcontractors engaged in planning and executing work procedures, interpreting specifications and
managing construction.

Manager Meter Department

Supervises the overall operations of the Meter department, prepares budgets, directs the purchase and maintenance of equipment and
technology related to the department. Provides direction on the supervision of meter staff, the assignment of work and productivity of staff.
Supervises the work related to interactions with electronic meter programming and interaction with/or the operation of the MV90 or similar
data collection systems.
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Supervisor Meter Department

Responsible for overall operation of the Meter department, including operations, budgeting and supervision of meter technicians or other
operations staff. Assigns, monitors and inspects the daily work and productivity of the staff in metering operations to ensure timely delivery of
services, maintenance of equipment and identification of issues. Develops work plans for the department that include supervising meter re-
verification, new meter installs, record maintenance and monitoring of meter maintenance, damage, reporting and theft issues. Ensures
compliance with technical standards for equipment. Responsible for electronic meter programming and interaction with/operation of an
MV90 or similar data collection system.

Supply Chain / Procureme

nt

Director Supply Chain
Management

Responsible for the overall operation of the Procurement, Inventory, Fleet and/or Facilities programs and initiatives in the organization.
Formulates and implements plans, budgets, policies and procedures to facilitate and improve processes and establishes clear controls,
objectives and measures to ensure safe and appropriate delivery of services and clarity of roles and responsibilities. Oversees the
establishment of user service level agreements, and provides contract management expertise and acts as a resource for contract negotiation,
review and approval. Directs the effective capital acquisition and maintenance of the corporate fleet and/or directs the effective
maintenance and capital investment of the organizations facilities and assets.

Manager Procurement and/or
Inventory and/or Facilities
and/or Fleet

Responsible for all purchasing and/or inventory and/or facilities and/or fleet for all areas of the utility. Negotiates vendor agreements and
manages the tender process. May also be responsible for stores and inventory control in the warehouse. Is responsible for budgets, policies
and procedures and directs the work of the purchasing or buyers and/or stores and/or facilities and/or fleet personnel. Works with the
organization in setting partnership relationships to understand and meet the needs of the organization, its operations and risk associated with
the effective and efficient operations of the company.

Supervisor Stores/Inventory/
Warehouse

Supervises inventory control, records and stores operation. Orders material to maintain on-hand quantities with procurements approval.
Responsible for testing safety equipment, i.e., hoses, blankets, gloves, etc., small tool and equipment repair and reconditioning. Assists
procurement department in the sale of obsolete equipment and material.

Accounting / Finance

Controller or Director Finance

NOT the head of function. Responsible for all financial reporting, accounting and record keeping functions. Directs the establishment and
maintenance of the organization's accounting and finance principles, practices and procedures for the maintenance of its fiscal records and
the preparation of its financial reports. Directs general and property accounting, cost accounting and budgetary control. Appraises operating
results in terms of costs, budgets, operating policies, trends and increased profit opportunities. Reports to a CFO/VP Finance.

Manager Accounting

Manages the general accounting functions and the preparation of reports and statistics reflecting earnings, profits, cash balances and other
financial results. Formulates and administers approved accounting practices throughout the organization to ensure that financial and
operating reports accurately reflect the condition of the business and provide reliable information. Reports to Controller/Director Finance or
CFO/VP Finance.

-31 - © 2016 The MEARIE Group, PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL




The MEARIE Group

2016 Management Salary Survey
Of Local Distribution Companies

QG

Manager Risk Management

Responsible for risk management activities including cash flow management, credit facilities management, insurance and support for credit
and collection policies throughout the corporation. May be responsible for ensuring that cash liquidity risk is managed in an appropriate
fashion such that bank account balances are sufficient to meet operational, capital expenditures and debt servicing requirements while
minimizing short-term borrowings or surplus investing. Provides leadership in the developing new and refining existing risk management
policies to respond to changes in risk tolerances and business conditions and as financial risks are better understood in accordance with
industry best practices. Reports to Head of Finance or COO or CEO.

Supervisor Accounting

Coordinates activities of the payable/receivable clerks. Supervises accounts payable and receivable transactions, entries and trial balances;
responsible for the accuracy of all journal entries and reconciliation of invoices; updates credit department on account status.

Financial or Business Analyst

Conducts analysis of information for budgeting, investment and financial forecasts; applies principles of accounting to analyze past and
present financial operations; estimates future revenues and expenditures; prepares budgets; develops and maintains budgeting systems;
processes and prepares business transactions and reports, reconciles ledgers and sub-ledgers, cash flow projections, entry of source
documents. Holds a financial designation, either CA, CMA or CGA.

Accountant

Supports the organization decisions through financial information and relevant analysis. Ensures the integrity between the CS work order
systems and general ledger system is maintained. Initiate corrective measures when discrepancies occur between the systems. Collects and
combines information for the decision making process by management, including financial statements and special projects as assigned (e.g.
preparation of rate submission supplemental information).

Customer Service

Director Customer Service

NOT the head of function. Provides direction for all departmental activities, services and practices, including customer care/call centre,
billing, credit and collections. Accountable for the implementation and integration of all customer service related activities. Oversees the
implementation of customer service standards, policies and procedures; manages budgets; manages activities of CS managers and/or
supervisory staff.

Manager Customer Service
and/or Billing

NOT the head of function. Manages a team of customer service and/or billing representatives in providing information, receiving and
responding to customer inquiries, complaints or requests. Develops and maintains customer information systems, processes and procedures
including billing, credit, deposits and collections. Liaises with representatives of other organizations and customer groups to share information
and re