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CME Interrogatory #6

Interrogatory

Reference: N/A

To the extent that they are not already on the record, please provide all documents
relied upon by OPG’s experts in providing their evidence/report. These reports would
include:

(a) Innovative Customer Engagement Report

(b)  Ontario Power Generation Common Equity Ration Study by Concentric Energy

Advisors

Pegasus Global Holdings, Inc. — Testimony of Dr. Patricia D. Galloway

Bates White Economic Consulting - Report

ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking

OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — Methodology to Adjust for

Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

(g9 OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — A Study of Factors Impacting
TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to Facilitate Closer
Comparison (ScottMadden)

(h) 2019 Goodnight Nuclear Staffing Benchmarking Analysis

c
d
e

o~ o~~~
~—"
N N S

Response

OPG is revising the response to this interrogatory question following the Interrogatories
Refusals Discussion meeting on April 23, 2021 to provide lists of documents that the
above referenced experts relied upon in producing their reports.

The following responses have been prepared by the respective listed experts:

(@) Innovative Customer Engagement Report

None.

(b) Ontario Power Generation Common Equity Ration Study by Concentric
Energy Advisors

See Attachment 1.

Witness Panel: Regulatory Constructs and Business Planning






O~NOOTHA WN =

A BB DDWOWWWWWWWWWNDNNDNDNMNDNDNNDNN_22 =222 O A A A
WN -2 000 NOODAOPRWON_LO0O00O0NOODAPRWN 000N PAAWON-OOO©

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)
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Pegasus Global Holdings, Inc. — Testimony of Dr. Patricia D. Galloway

See Ex. D2-2-11, Attachment 1, pp. 70-74 for a list of OPG documents relied
upon by Pegasus-Global.

Bates White Economic Consulting

See Ex. D2-2-11, Attachment 3, pp. 44-50 for a list of OPG documents relied
upon by Bates White. See also Ex. L-D2-02-AMPCO-137, Attachments 1-142
for a production of a subset of OPG documents relied upon by Bates White.

ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking

e 2014 Nuclear Benchmarking Report

e ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking (2014)

e 2019 Nuclear Benchmarking Report and supporting benchmarking
calculations, tables, and charts

e OPG Nuclear Business Planning Procedure (N-PROC-AS-0080 Rev 004)

e OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — Methodology to Adjust for
Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

e OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — A Study of Factors
Impacting TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to
Facilitate Closer Comparison (ScottMadden)

OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — Methodology to Adjust
for Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

e OPG 2017 Revenue Cost Assignment Allocation Methodology
e OPG 2017 Normalized TGC/MWh and NFOC/MWh calculations

OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking — A Study of Factors
Impacting TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to
Facilitate Closer Comparison (ScottMadden)

e EUCG data covering 2009 to 2017 in Excel
e ScottMadden Custom Nuclear Outage Benchmarking Study
e Other public sources:
o US Energy Information Administration (EIA) form 860 data via S&P
Global Market Intelligence
o Statistics Canada: Gross Domestic Product — Implicit Price Index —
Final Domestic Demand (GDP-IPI-FDD)
o Ontario Energy Board (OEB): Decision and Order EB-2016-0152

Witness Panel: Regulatory Constructs and Business Planning
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(h) 2019 Goodnight Nuclear Staffing Benchmarking Analysis

e Org Chart — OPG Nuclear Corporate — Sept 10, 2019.pdf
e OPG staff lists and contractor data in Excel:
o Goodnight OPG HC — Aug 31 2019_r1 Nov 1 to Dan.xlsx
o Goodnight OPG 2019 — HC Aug 31 2019 FTEs Sept 2018- Aug
2019 _r2 to Dan.xIsx
o Goodnight OPG 2019 — Oncore Base Proj OMA Sep 2018-Aug
2019 _r1 to Dan.xIsx
o Goodnight OPG 2019 — Purch Serv Base Proj OMA Sept 2018-Aug
2019 _r1 to Dan.xIsx
e Goodnight Consulting Nuclear Plant Staffing Database

Witness Panel: Regulatory Constructs and Business Planning






		(a) Innovative Customer Engagement Report

		(b) Ontario Power Generation Common Equity Ration Study by Concentric Energy Advisors

		(c) Pegasus Global Holdings, Inc. – Testimony of Dr. Patricia D. Galloway

		(d) Bates White Economic Consulting - Report

		(e) ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking

		(f) OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – Methodology to Adjust for Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

		(g) OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – A Study of Factors Impacting TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to Facilitate Closer Comparison (ScottMadden)

		(h) 2019 Goodnight Nuclear Staffing Benchmarking Analysis

		(a) Innovative Customer Engagement Report

		None.

		(b) Ontario Power Generation Common Equity Ration Study by Concentric Energy Advisors

		See Attachment 1.

		(c) Pegasus Global Holdings, Inc. – Testimony of Dr. Patricia D. Galloway

		See Ex. D2-2-11, Attachment 1, pp. 70-74 for a list of OPG documents relied upon by Pegasus-Global.

		(d) Bates White Economic Consulting

		See Ex. D2-2-11, Attachment 3, pp. 44-50 for a list of OPG documents relied upon by Bates White. See also Ex. L-D2-02-AMPCO-137, Attachments 1-142 for a production of a subset of OPG documents relied upon by Bates White.

		(e) ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking

		 2014 Nuclear Benchmarking Report

		 ScottMadden Evaluation of OPG Nuclear Benchmarking (2014)

		 2019 Nuclear Benchmarking Report and supporting benchmarking calculations, tables, and charts

		 OPG Nuclear Business Planning Procedure (N-PROC-AS-0080 Rev 004)

		 OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – Methodology to Adjust for Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

		 OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – A Study of Factors Impacting TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to Facilitate Closer Comparison (ScottMadden)

		(f) OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – Methodology to Adjust for Refurbishment and Validation of Implementation (ScottMadden)

		 OPG 2017 Revenue Cost Assignment Allocation Methodology

		 OPG 2017 Normalized TGC/MWh and NFOC/MWh calculations

		(g) OPG Nuclear Cost Performance Benchmarking – A Study of Factors Impacting TGC/MWH Performance with Normalizing Adjustments to Facilitate Closer Comparison (ScottMadden)

		 EUCG data covering 2009 to 2017 in Excel

		 ScottMadden Custom Nuclear Outage Benchmarking Study

		 Other public sources:

		o US Energy Information Administration (EIA) form 860 data via S&P Global Market Intelligence

		o Statistics Canada: Gross Domestic Product – Implicit Price Index – Final Domestic Demand (GDP-IPI-FDD)

		o Ontario Energy Board (OEB): Decision and Order EB-2016-0152

		(h) 2019 Goodnight Nuclear Staffing Benchmarking Analysis

		 Org Chart – OPG Nuclear Corporate – Sept 10, 2019.pdf

		 OPG staff lists and contractor data in Excel:

		o Goodnight OPG HC – Aug 31 2019_r1 Nov 1 to Dan.xlsx

		o Goodnight OPG 2019 – HC Aug 31 2019 FTEs Sept 2018- Aug 2019_r2 to Dan.xlsx

		o Goodnight OPG 2019 – Oncore Base Proj OMA Sep 2018-Aug 2019_r1 to Dan.xlsx

		o Goodnight OPG 2019 – Purch Serv Base Proj OMA Sept 2018-Aug 2019_r1 to Dan.xlsx

		 Goodnight Consulting Nuclear Plant Staffing Database
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ONTARIO POWER GENERATION COMMON EQUITY RATIO STUDY - LIST OF DOCUMENTS
RELIED ON AND DATA SOURCES

Documents Relied On

1.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

Bank of Canada Financial System Review — 2019, May 2019
BlackRock Letter to CEOs, “A Fundamental Reshaping of Finance,” January 20, 2020

British Columbia Utilities Commission, Generic Cost of Capital Proceeding (Stage I), Decision,

May 10, 2013
British Columbia Utilities Commission, In the Matter of Terasen Gas Inc., Terasen Gas

(Vancouver Island) Inc., Terasen Gas (Whistler) Inc., Return on Equity and Capital Structure,

Decision G-158-09, December 16, 2009
Canada's Changing Climate Report, 2019

Cohen, S., Bush, E., Zhang, X., Gillett, N., Bonsal, B., Derksen, C., Flato, G., Greenan, B., Watson, E

(2019): Synthesis of Findings for Canada’s Regions

DBRS Limited (DBRS Morningstar), “Rating Report: Ontario Power Generation Inc.,” April 16,

2020

DBRS, “Ontario Power Generation Inc.,” April 16, 2020

EB-2007-0905, Decision with Reasons, November 3, 2008

EB-2009-0084, OEB Staff Report, January 14, 2016

EB-2009-0084, Report of the Board, December 11, 2009

EB-2010-0008, Decision with Reasons, March 10, 2011

EB-2013-0321, Decision with Reasons, November 20, 2014

EB-2016-0152, Decision and Order

FERC Opinion No. 531, Order on Initial Decision, 147 FERC 9 61,234 (June 19, 2014)
Florida Public Service Commission - Docket No. 120009-El - Order No. PSC-12-0650-FOF-EI,
issued December 11, 2012

Georgia Public Service Commission - Docket No. 29849, Issued February 26, 2013

Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket 42516, Order

Gilligan, Keith, “Is Algae the New Nuisance Neighbor for the Pickering Nuclear Station?”
durhamregion.com, August 8, 2018

IESO Reliability Outlook, From April 2019 to September 2020

Independent Electricity System Operator, 2020 Annual Planning Outlook

Keller and Warrack, Statistics for Management and Economics, 5e ed., Duxbury Thompson
Learning, 2000

McKinsey and Company, “Why, and how, utilities should start to manage climate change risk,”

April 2019

Meyers, Ellen, “SC agency recommends Dominion Energy, NextEra to reform Santee Cooper,”

S&P Global Market Intelligence, February 11, 2020
Moody’s Investors Service, “Ontario Power Generation Inc.,” December 21, 2020

Moody’s Investors Service, “Rating Methodology: Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities,” June 23,

2017
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27.

28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,
46.

47.

48.
49,

50.

51.
52.
53.
54.
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Moody’s Investors Service, “Rating Methodology: Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities,”
December 23, 2013

Moody’s Investors Service, “Proposed Refinements to the Regulated Utilities Rating
Methodology and Our Evolving View of US Utility Regulation,” September 23, 2013
Moody’s Investors Service, Rating Methodology: Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities
National Energy Board RH-003-2011 Reasons for Decision, March 2013

National Energy Board RH-2-2004, Reasons for Decision, April 2005

National Energy Board, Reasons for Decision, TQM RH-1-2008, March 2009
Northwestern Utilities v. City of Edmonton (1929)

0. Reg. 53/05

OPG, Quarterly Risk Report — Q2 FY2020, Appendix C, August 11, 2020

OPG.com, “Century-old Calabogie Generating Station set to be rebuilt,” July 3, 2019
Opinion No. 510, Portland Natural Gas Transmission System, 134 FERC 9 61,129 (February 17,
2011)

Potomac-Appalachian Transmission Highline, LLC, 122 FERC 9 61,188 (2008)

Public Service Commission of South Carolina - Docket No. 2016-223-E - Order No. 2017-118,
issued February 28, 2017

S&P Global Market Intelligence, Regulatory Focus: Adjustment Clauses, November 12, 2019
S&P Global Ratings, “Research Update: Ontario Power Generation Inc.,” July 17, 2020

S&P Global Ratings, Ratings Direct, U.S. and Canadian Regulatory Jurisdiction Updates and
Insights (November 2019)

S&P Global Ratings, Research Update: SNC-Lavalin Group Inc. 'BB+' Ratings Affirmed; Outlook
Remains Negative On Slower-Than-Expected Deleveraging, May 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “Research Update: Southern Company and Subsidiaries Outlooks Remain
Negative on Higher Nuclear Construction Costs, Ratings Affirmed,” August 6, 2020.

S&P Ratings Direct, “Ameren Corp.,” April 10, 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “Dominion Energy Inc. and Subsidiaries Outlooks Revised To Positive Due On
Planned Asset Sale and Cancelled Pipeline Project,” July 7, 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “Duke Energy Corp. And Subsidiaries Outlooks Affirmed Following Atlantic
Cost Pipeline Exit; Outlook Stable,” July 9, 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “Entergy Corp.,” July 7, 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “NextEra Energy Inc. Ratings Affirmed On Acquisition Of Gulf Power; Outlook
Remains Stable,” January 3, 2019

S&P Ratings Direct, “Research Update: Southern Company and Subsidiaries Outlooks Remain
Negative on Higher Nuclear Construction Costs, Ratings Affirmed,” August 6, 2020

S&P Ratings Direct, “Transaction Update: Pinnacle West Capital Corp.,” November 3, 2020
S&P Ratings Direct, “Xcel Energy Inc.,” June 2, 2020

Scotiabank Equity Research Spotlight, Energy Infrastructure, March 18, 2019

The Fair Return Standard for Return on Investment by Canadian Gas Utilities: Meaning,
Application, Results, Implications, by The Honourable John C. Major, Former Justice, Supreme
Court of Canada, and Roland Priddle, President, Roland Priddle Energy Consulting Inc., Former
Chair of the National Energy Board, March 2008
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55. The National Capital Commission’s Climate Change Adaptation Initiative - National Capital
Commission (ncc-ccn.gc.ca)

56. U.S. Commaodity Futures Trading Commission, “Managing Climate Risk in the U.S. Financial
System,” September 9, 2020

Other Data Sources

S&P Global Market Intelligence
Company 10-Ks and Annual Reports
SNL Financial

Value Line Investment Survey

vk wnN e

Bloomberg Professional





		Ontario Power Generation Common Equity Ratio Study – List of Documents Relied on and data sources
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Board Staff Interrogatory #285

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit F4 / Tab 3 / Schedule 1 / pp. 23-24

Preamble:

For benchmarking purposes, OPG previously divided its compensation structure into
three segments: Nuclear Authorized, Utility, and General Industry, each with a
comparator group.

OPG stated that its difficulty in implementing its broader talent strategy for
management positions indicated some tension between its business strategy and its
approach to compensation benchmarking. To address this tension, OPG modified its
compensation structure to employ two segments: nuclear authorized and non-nuclear
authorized (or standard) with each segment having its own comparator group.
Question(s):

a) Please further discuss why implementing its “talent strategy” for management
positions required a change to the segmentation used only for compensation
benchmarking purposes.

b) Please explain whether WTW believes that the previous three segment
methodology or the current two segment methodology leads to more accurate
benchmarking results.

c) Please explain whether WTW believes that the current segmentation for
benchmarking purposes or the previous segmentation for benchmarking
purposes better aligns with best practices.

d) Please advise whether benchmarking results based on the previous three
segment methodology is available for any year since OPG’s 2017-2021
Payment Amounts application was filed.

e) For comparability to previous compensation benchmarking studies, please
provide the 2019 benchmarking results based on the three segments that were

previously used and the same compensation data that was provided to WTW.
If this is not possible, please explain why.

Response

Witness Panel: Compensation and Corporate Costs
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1 Willis Towers Watson (“WTW?”) prepared responses to parts (b) and (c) below.
2 (a) OPG uses a blended talent strategy: develop and promote top talent from within
3 the organization, and recruit talent externally. OPG uses benchmarking to
4 inform this strategy, including compensation programs and structures. OPG is
5 placing increased emphasis on the development of talent within the company
6 as a way to meet its key objectives and milestones, including increased
7 opportunities for development through experience, such as lateral job changes.
8 Based on this desire to move talent more broadly across the organization, OPG
9 has implemented a single segmentation for all Non-Nuclear Authorized
10 positions. By collapsing the former General Industry and Utility segments, OPG
11 was able to realign its Management compensation structure with revised peer
12 comparators for this single segment. This allowed OPG to achieve better
13 alignment between positions that were previously compensated differently.
14 Additionally, the new segmentation facilitates OPG’s talent strategy by better
15 reflecting the industries from which OPG needs to attract talent.
16
17 (b) and (c) Best practice in establishing comparator groups for benchmarking
18 purposes includes looking at four key criteria — industry, size/complexity,
19 ownership structure, and geographic scope — all with the overarching lens of the
20 company’s market for talent. Determining which segmented approach is most
21 appropriate for an organization depends on the company’s perspective relative
22 to these four criteria and its talent strategy, including where the organization
23 attracts talent from and loses talent to.
24 Segments can be clearly defined where talent may not be able to move between
25 segments and there is a clear delineation of the requirements for a role (e.g.,
26 nuclear authorization). In cases where employees can move between segments
27 (i.e., OPG’s previous three segment methodology), there can be challenges
28 where compensation structures between these segments are different.
29 The current two segment approach is aligned with and more accurately reflects
30 OPG's talent strategy and underlying talent markets, and the comparator groups
31 established for both segments are aligned with best practices. For these
32 reasons, the current two segment methodology leads to more accurate
33 benchmarking results.
34
35 (d) Yes, benchmarking results are available based on the previous approach to
36 segmentation since filing of OPG’s 2017-2021 Payment Amounts application.
37 The previous approach to segmentation is no longer applicable for the reasons
38 set out in part (a) above and Ex. F4-3-1, Section 6.
39
40 (e) As explained in Ex. F4-3-1, pp. 23-24, OPG no longer segments its work force
41 into utility and general industry, and has no plans to do so going forward. To
42 respond to this request, OPG would have to re-segment the current workforce,

Witness Panel: Compensation and Corporate Costs
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then match the jobs in each segment to those in the comparator companies and
re-perform the benchmarking. This will require a number of weeks of work that
when completed would have no bearing on OPG's requested compensation.
Finally, the fundamental grouping of OPG's workforce is the division into
management, PWU and Society. As these groups have not changed, the
benchmarking for them in this application is fully comparable to the
benchmarking for these groups produced in previous applications.

OPG is revising the response to this interrogatory question following the
Interrogatories Refusals Discussion meeting on April 23, 2021:

Notwithstanding the above and having heard parties’ requests for comparability
to previous benchmarking studies at the Interrogatories Refusals Discussion
meeting held on April 23, 2021, OPG will proceed to finalize draft 2019 results
based on the previous segment methodology and file this study. This study is
not intended to replace the existing study filed with evidence (Ex. F4-3-1,
Attachment 2) and does not alter the fact that the previous approach to
segmentation is no longer applicable.

OPG sought clarification from WTW as to the timing and level of effort required
to finalize 2019 results and provide the study on the basis of the previous
approach to segmentation.

The following response was provided by Willis Towers Watson:

As stated in Ex. F4-3-1, p. 23, OPG reviewed and finalized its approach to
segmentation in 2020. Prior to this time, and in preparation for the rate
application, OPG and WTW had started preparation of the 2019 compensation
benchmarking report based on the previous three-segment approach. As a
result, WTW estimates it would take approximately 3 weeks to complete the
review and associated report.

OPG is further revising this response to provide the finalized 2019 results on
the previous segmentation methodology as Attachment 1.

Witness Panel: Compensation and Corporate Costs
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Introduction

= Willis Towers Watson has provided market total remuneration benchmark results for roles across Ontario Power
Generation’s (OPG) Management, PWU and Society employee groups

= This benchmark review has been conducted on a segmented basis. Roles are benchmarked against comparator
organizations best representing the underlying skill sets required

= The three segments are: Utility, Nuclear Authorized and General Industry

# of incumbents benchmarked % of incumbents benchmarked

Total OPG Total utili Nuclear (-1 Y-1IM % of OPG Total OPG il Nuclear (Y11 % of OPG
Count Benchmarked ty Authorized| Industry RglelelEN(e]] Count Utility Authorized| Industry [
244 919 8

4998 4237 3074 53% 85% 7% 100% 75% 53%

3115 2664 2144 66 454 35% 86% 89% 69% 75% 35%
1069 862 456 49 387  12% 81% 1%  98%  95%  12%
OPG Total 9182 7763 5674 359 1730 OPG Total 85% 86% 92% 78%
?OSZI;’; i 71% 4% 25% Z’Ozzlgt’;ﬁ 71% 4% 25%

Willis Towers Watson generally considers benchmarking samples of 60% to be highly representative in the utility
industry. 85% of OPG incumbents are in roles covered by this benchmark review

Note: OPG incumbent information as of April 2019

© 2021 Willis Towers Watson. Al rights reserved. Proprietary and Confidential. For Willis Towers Watson and Willis Towers Watson client use only. WillisTowers Watson L«l*"I*ll 3
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Segment Definitions

= As defined below, roles are benchmarked against comparator groups appropriately representing the underlying skill
sets required. These are categorized as three unique employee segments for benchmarking purposes

o
“ Tot§|I Definition
Population

= Requires specific education and knowledge in a unique discipline related to the
theories, principles and methods associated with the generation, regulation or
Utility 71% trading of non-nuclear energy

= The requirement to apply this professional body of knowledge represents a
significant portion of the job

= Requires federal licensing, specific education and in-depth knowledge in a unique
discipline related to the theories, principles and methods associated with nuclear

Nuclear 4%, energy including generation, regulation or training

Authorized , . .
= The requirement to apply this professional body of knowledge represents a

significant portion of the job

= Roles that do not meet the Utilities and Nuclear segment definition criteria

= These roles may require formal education and/or in-depth knowledge of a

General 259 professional body of knowledge; however, this body of knowledge is not specific to
Industry ° energy generation

= Previous industry experience may support faster contextual understanding, however

this can be learned “on the job”

© 2021 Willis Towers Watson. Al rights reserved. Proprietary and Confidential. For Willis Towers Watson and Willis Towers Watson client use only. WillisTowers Watson L«l*"I*ll 5





Methodology

EB-2020-0290

Exhibit L

Utility Nuclear Authorized General Industry Appendigesaff 285
Attachment 1

Page 6 of 41

Comparator Groups

= Comparator groups by segment were derived from the full list of organizations participating in Willis Towers Watson’s
2019 Compensation Databases, based on the criteria below:

Utility

Nuclear
Authorized

General Industry

Segment [ Doion

Primarily consists of public and private sector utility companies; however, select metals &
mining companies and oil & gas companies headquartered outside of Alberta have been
included to increase the sample size

These roles represent a small percentage of the total OPG population and are characterized
by uniquely complex requirement and pay practices (particularly licensing and certification
allowances)

As comparable roles are not readily found in Canada, this peer group reflects a sample of 10
large nuclear organizations of a comparable size to OPG, including Bruce Power (Canada)
and nine U.S.-based nuclear organizations

Includes both public and private companies requiring a large range of skill sets and
emphasis on large Ontario employers. The “total sample” of data has been weighted 50%
public and 50% private among the companies in the peer group

= Pension and benefits data have been sourced from Willis Towers Watson’s Benefits Data Source (Canada) for a
sample of 24 companies reflecting approximately 50% public sector and 50% private sector organizations

= Asingle comparator group has been used as organizations typically offer common pension and benefit plans
across all roles and skill sets

= Companies included in each comparator group are listed in Appendix |
= Further details regarding the pension and benefits benchmarking approach are included in Appendix Il

© 2021 Willis Towers Watson. Al rights reserved. Proprietary and Confidential. For Willis Towers Watson and Willis Towers Watson client use only. WillisTowers Watson L«l*"I*ll 6
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Benchmark Selection

Based on job information and profiles from OPG, each OPG role has been matched to a benchmark with a similar level
of functional specialty and accountability within Willis Towers Watson’s 2019 Compensation Databases where a

suitable match was available

For nuclear operations roles that are non-authorized (do not have the same federal licensing requirements), no
direct matches were available in the Canadian market. However, it is recognized that comparable skill sets reside
energy, utility and other general industry organizations. As such, these jobs were matched to non-nuclear
comparators based on similar skills and level of accountability. Based on a supplemental US analysis (details in
Appendix 1), a +10% adjustment was made to the Canadian market statistics for nuclear operations management
roles reflecting the premium for these roles observed in the US market where a critical mass of these skills reside

WillisTowers Watson L«l*"I*ll 7
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= Market statistics are reported for the following elements of Total Remuneration (TR):

TR Element OPG Definition Market Data Definition

Base Sala Actual annual salary (annualized for wage-based Actual annual salary (annualized for wage-based
ry employees) as of April 2019 employees) as of April 2019

: Salary (as of April 2019) + target bonus (if applicable) 2019 actual reported comparator organization salary
Total Direct :
. + nuclear and/or other applicable allowances of + target bonus + nuclear allowances + long-term
Compensation . . . . . . . . . )
TDC incumbents in benchmark roles + long-term incentives  incentives (if applicable) of incumbents in benchmark
( ) at target for eligible executive roles roles
Total direct compensation + pension & benefits for Total direct compensation + pension & benefits for
eligible employees + paid time off for eligible eligible employees + paid time off for eligible
employees as a % of base salary employees as a % of base salary
- = Pension & benefits values reflect employer paid = Pension & benefits values reflect employer paid
Total Remuneration . : o . . o
(TR) values of pension and benefits as a % of base values of pension and benefits as a % of base
salary, and are also provided separately salary, and are also provided separately
= Paid time off consists of vacation days and all = Paid time off consists of vacation days and all
regular employer-scheduled holidays and regular employer-scheduled holidays and
employee-scheduled days employee scheduled days

= WTW’s standard approach is to exclude paid time off (PTO) values from Total Remuneration (defined in this report as
Total Remuneration Excluding PTO). To illustrate the impact of PTO on OPG’s market positioning given the impact on
employee experience and as part of the overall offering to employees, Total Remuneration including PTO is the primary
reference of total remuneration in this report (defined in this report as Total Remuneration)
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= Market statistics reported reflect the 50t and 75t percentiles of the benchmark sample for the data elements included
in Total Remuneration:
= 50t percentile represents the mid-point of the sample, 50% of the data points are positioned below and above this
level

= 75" percentile represents the level where 75% of the data points are positioned below and 25% are positioned
above this level. For survey confidentiality purposes, the 75t percentile can only be shown if there are a minimum
of five data points in the sample

* For internal compensation management purposes, OPG compares most roles against the 50t percentile of the market

= However, given the size and complexity of OPG’s site operations relative to the comparator group, OPG compares
Nuclear Authorized roles against the 75" percentile, except for senior executive roles which target the 50"
percentile

= In its decision in EB-2016-0152, the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) found that “the appropriate comparator for the
nuclear authorized group should be the 50t percentile”

=  While OPG continues to believe that the 75t percentile is the appropriate market reference for Nuclear Authorized

roles below the executive level, the tables included in this report summarize OPG’s positioning using the 50t
percentile for all roles

= US market data for the Nuclear Authorized comparator group were converted to CAD, consistent with Willis Towers

Watson’s practice, using an average annual exchange rate to March 2019 of $1 USD - $1.3082 CAD to moderate
fluctuations
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Competitive Total Remuneration Benchmarking

Total remuneration benchmarking focuses on assessing the competitive positioning and not the costs of the programs
relative to the market. The cost and value of different elements of remuneration can vary significantly

Compensation decisions are incumbent / role specific and can be-adjusted to take account of the competitive market,

whereas benefit programs are designed to cover broad groups of employees rather than individual specific incumbents

/ roles

= Total direct compensation (salary + target incentives) values are based on the roles and responsibilities of the
employee and represent the cost of the employer of providing the target compensation

= For pension and benefit values, the individual role is not the primary driver. The design of the benefit programs is
company rather than incumbent specific, and both the design and the employer costs will reflect the characteristics
and demographics of the particular organization’s workforce

- For example, defined benefit pension values are determined at a plan level and depend on factors such as age,
service, actual retirement ages, etc., of the plan members as a whole

- Unlike annual base salary or a target incentive opportunity, benefit programs cannot be readily adjusted year-
over-year

Given the potential differences between the value provided by programs relative to the cost, the total remuneration
values in this report should be interpreted with care and to establish OPG’s relative competitiveness against its
comparator groups rather than to assess the competitiveness of OPG’s costs. It is also important to consider the costs
of OPG’s total direct compensation and the relative value of its pension & benefit programs separately
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Total Remuneration Benchmark Results Presentation

= The benchmark results are reported by market sample and OPG employee group and are summarized by job family

= All benchmarked OPG roles have been aligned to one of the following job families based on the underlying skill set and
benchmarked function:

Job Families

1. Administration 6. Human Resources

2. Corporate Senvices 7. Information Technology
3. Engineering 8. Maintenance

4. Enviroment, Health & Safety 9. Operations

5. Finance 10. Supply Chain

= OPG and market findings reflect the average pay and market statistics for all incumbents benchmarked

= The % above or below the market reflects the variance between the sum of OPG’s compensation and the sum of
market results (i.e. 50t percentile or 75t percentile) for all incumbents benchmarked within the respective job family,
OPG Group and comparator group for the data element reported where market data are available
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Overview
Observations

OPG’s total remuneration is 7.3% above market and total remuneration excluding PTO is 9.7% above market

= Including OPG’s Hydro One share grants, OPG'’s total remuneration is 8.6% above market and total remuneration
excluding PTO is 11.1% above market

= By evolving its approach to talent and increasing the proportion of PWU Terms, OPG is reducing its total
remuneration position relative to the market and its overall compensation costs

Willis Towers Watson, consistent with standard methodologies, defines competitive market positioning as +/-10% of

the target market position

= This market range reflects the natural variability in market data and allows organizations to manage total
remuneration on a competitive basis over time

= We note that it is common for individual benchmark data to vary from year to year based on factors such as sample
size and individual compensation program changes

There is variation by employee group. OPG’s PWU and Society groups within the General Industry segment are

generally positioned above the 50t percentile; however, this reflects the limited ability to negotiate differentiated

compensation arrangements by job family with represented employees in order to preserve internal relativity across

the represented workforce

= |tis important to assess competitiveness on an overall basis, allowing organizations to manage the trade-offs
between different employee groups

= OPG'’s overall relative positioning increases on a total remuneration basis (which reflects a mix of total direct
compensation costs and pension & benefit values). Total direct compensation at 3.9% above market (and including
OPG’s Hydro One share grants at 5.5% above market) is more competitively positioned relative to total
remuneration and should be considered when assessing cost competitiveness

© 2021 Willis Towers Watson. All rights reserved. Proprietary and Confidential. For Willis Towers Watson and Willis Towers Watson client use only.
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Overview
Total Remuneration Analysis Results

= OPG is positioned relative to market as follows:
= Total direct compensation at 3.9% above
= Total remuneration excluding PTO at 9.7% above
= Total remuneration at 7.3% above

# of OPG Base Salary Total Direct Total Remuneration Total Remuneration
Segment Matched Compensatlon Excludmg PTO

Incumbents % above / below %above I below %above I below %above I below
L PWU | 43 | 4% | 58% | 13% | T7% |
Utility 3074 9.5% 2.7% 8.2% 4.6%
Nuclear Authorized 244 1.4% 5.1% 9.8% 7.6%
General Industry 27.2% 22.7% 28.6% 24.1%
Utility 2144 18.3% 8.6% 16.3% 14.3%
Nuclear Authorized 66 -9.9% -14.3% -9.6% -10.7%
General Industry 40.1% 30.7% 39.5% 36.9%
_
Utility -9.2% -17.2% -14.2% -14.3%
Nuclear Authorized 49 -15.3% -15.5% -13.4% -14.2%
General Industry -0.2% -0.4% 21% 0.8%

OPG Overall 7763 11.4%
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Overview
Total Remuneration Analysis Results Including Hydro One Share Grants

= Including OPG’s Hydro One share grants, OPG is positioned relative to market as follows:
= Total direct compensation at 5.5% above
= Total remuneration excluding PTO at 11.1% above
= Total remuneration at 8.6% above

= Annual share grants similar to OPG’s Hydro One share grant are relatively uncommon in the market, but have
been captured in TDC where provided in the market. Other one time lump-sum awards (whether in cash or shares)
are not captured in WTW’s compensation surveys which could potentially understate the market results

# of OPG Total Direct Total Remuneration
B ' Total R
Matched ase Salary Compensatlon Excludmg S otal Remuneration

Incumbents

%above | below %above | below %above | below %above | below

L PWU | 43 | 4% | 81% | 132% | 95%

Utility 3074 9.5% 4.8% 10.0% 6.3%

Nuclear Authorized 244 1.4% 7.5% 11.8% 9.4%

General Industry 27.2% 25.4% 30.9% 26.2%
_

Utility 2144 18.3% 10.2% 17.7% 15.6%

Nuclear Authorized 66 -9.9% -12.9% -8.4% -9.6%

General Industry 40.1% 32.6% 41.1% 38.3%
_

Utility -9.2% “17.1% -14.1% -14.3%

Nuclear Authorized 49 -15.3% -15.5% -13.4% -14.2%

- General Industry -0.2% -0.4% 2.2% 0.8%
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Overview
Projected Impact of PWU Terms Incumbents

= Included in the analysis are employees with a defined length of employment in the PWU Group (“PWU Terms”)
who do not receive pension and benefits from OPG and are provided a base salary plus vacation pay. These roles
have been compared to full-time employees in the market that do receive pension and benefits, as most
organizations would be filling these roles with full time employees

= As of July 2020, OPG’s PWU Term population has increased to approximately 700 incumbents compared to 390
incumbents included in this report (data as of April 2019)

= To assess the impact of this increase, the table below compares OPG’s 2019 and 2020 TR positioning assuming
300 additional PWU Term incumbents in replacement of 300 permanent PWU incumbents based on a similar
sample of roles currently included as PWU Term incumbents

= This change reduces OPG'’s total remuneration excluding PTO positioning from 9.7% to 8.8% above market and
OPG’s total remuneration from 7.3% to 6.4% above market

Total Direct Total Remuneration .
e Base Salary G T —— Excluding PTO Total Remuneration
o
% above / bel (% above / bel
Matched (% above / below) (% above / below) (% above / below) 6 above / below)
Incumbents ™ 19 2020 2019 2020 2019 2020 2019 2020
Population | Population | Population | Population | Population | Population | Population | Population
Utility 3074 9.5% 9.1% 2.7% 2.3% 8.2% 6.1% 4.6% 2.3%
Nuclear Authorized 244 1.4% 1.4% 5.1% 5.1% 9.8% 9.8% 7.6% 7.6%
General Industry 27.2% 26.9% 22.7% 22.4% 28.6% 26.8% 24.1% 22.2%

Note: Projected impact results exclude OPG’s Hydro One share grants
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Overview
Benefits, Pension and Paid Time Off

= The table below illustrates the weighted average employer-provided values (expressed as a % of base salary) of
pension and benefits, paid time off and entire benefits (includes combined pension and benefits and paid time off
values) at OPG and compares these values to the 50t percentile of the market, recognizing that values vary across
demographic, tenure and age profiles
= The employer-provided value of OPG’s entire benefits is positioned below the 50t percentile of market for the PWU
group and above the 50t percentile for the Society and Management groups
= The employer-provided value of OPG’s pension and benefits is positioned above the 50th percentile of market for
each employee group
= The employer-provided value of OPG’s paid time off is positioned below the 50t percentile of market for each
employee group

Pension & Benefits Paid Time Off Entire Benefits
OPG Group (% of base salary) (% of base salary) (% of base salary)
Market P50 Market P50 Market P50
PWU 22.0% 17.6% 11.1% 14.6% 33.1% 33.5%
Society 25.2% 18.6% 12.6% 14.8% 37.8% 33.9%
Management 22.9% 19.5% 12.8% 13.6% 35.7% 33.7%
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Overtime is not captured in total remuneration benchmarking as overtime costs are a factor of overtime usage, and

usage is not generally captured in compensation surveys. The typical benchmarking approach is to focus on overtime
design (e.g., rate, when applied and the form)

Willis Towers Watson’s 2019 General Industry Compensation Policies and Practices Survey captures overtime

policies and practices which are summarized in the table below
= OPG'’s overtime elements are generally aligned with energy sector market practice

= As energy and utility organizations comprise the majority of OPG’s comparators, the energy sector was seen to be
the most appropriate market reference for overtime practices and policies

Element PWU Society Market
Rate Typically 2x Typically 1.5x for first | ®  2x is the most common overtime rate across all time conditions
4 clock hours after
normal quitting time,
otherwise 2x*
When applied | On a daily basis, On a daily basis, =  Typically applied on a weekly basis
beyon:j scheduled beyond scheduled = Most prevalent minimum hours worked before overtime is applied is 40
hours hours™ hours

*as provided by OPG

© 2021 Willis Towers Watson. All rights reserved. Proprietary and Confidential. For Willis Towers Watson and Willis Towers Watson client use only.
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Total Remuneration Analysis Results
by Job Family

Note: Total Results by Job Family exclude OPG’s Hydro One share grants

WillisTowers Watson L«l*"I*ll 19
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Results by Job Family
Utility Segment

Job Family Distribution
= The PWU Group consists primarily of the Operations (37%) and Maintenance (62%) job families
=  The majority of benchmarked incumbents in the Society Group are within the Engineering job family (57%)

= The majority of benchmarked incumbents within the Management Group are within the Corporate Services (40%) and
Engineering (33%) job families. Corporate Services includes industry specific regulatory affairs and strategic planning
roles

Market Positioning

= Total Direct Compensation positioning within the Utility segment varies by OPG Group and Job Family:
= The PWU and Society Groups are aligned overall with the competitive market range
= The Management Group is generally positioned below the competitive market range

= Total Remuneration within the Utility segment varies by OPG Group and Job Family:
= The PWU Group is aligned overall with the competitive market range

= The Society Group is generally positioned above the competitive market range, while the Management Group is
generally positioned below the competitive market range
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Utility Segment Results by Job Family
PWU

Segment: Utility
OPG Group: PWU

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

P75 P50

Administration

Corporate Senices

Engineering

Environment, Health & Safety 17 $116  $106 | 9.8% | $123 -57% $116  $117 | -0.5% | $130 -10.6% $160  $153 | 4.8% | $168 -4.9%
Finance

Human Resources

Information Technology

Maintenance 1903 $105 $91 15.0% | $104 0.8%  $105 $98 6.8% | $113 -7.6%  $141 $129 | 9.5% | $146 -3.4%
Operations 1154 $101 $100 | 1.3% | $110 -8.1%  $101 $105 | -3.7% | $112 -9.6% $135  $139 | -2.8% | $148 -8.9%
Supply Chain

Average Positioning
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Utility Segment Results by Job Family
Society

Segment: Utility
OPG Group: Society

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

Job Family |nT:rt:2:: < (02 i(/)-) ?9‘,7% (°Z 1?) ?";% (l': i(/)-) P75 | (%+/-)
Administration 25.7%
Corporate Senices 224 $131 $107 | 22.2% | $118 11.1%  $131 $118 | 10.6% | $128 2.5%  $181 $155 | 17.0% | $166  8.9%
Engineering 1219 $114 $104 9.6% $109 4.4% $114 $111 2.1% $120 -4.9% $157 $146 6.9% $157  -0.4%
Environment, Health & Safety 153 $127  $106 | 19.6% | $119 6.5%  $127  $117 | 86% | $132 -3.3% $176  $153 | 14.6% | $170 3.4%
Finance 29 $130 $109 | 19.2% | $121 6.7% $130 $122 6.6% $137  -5.2% $180 $159 | 13.3% | $176 2.1%
Human Resources
Information Technology 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Maintenance 276 $140  $100 | 40.1% - = $140  $113 | 24.2% - = $195  $147 | 32.4% - -
Operations 223 $134 $101 | 33.4% | $111  20.5% $134 $110 | 21.6% | $122 10.3%  $186 $145 | 28.5% | $158 17.5%
Supply Chain 8 $120 $95 | 25.7% | $104 154% $120 $102 | 17.8% | $114 53%  $165  $134 | 23.1% | $148 11.5%
Average Positioning 18.3% 10.0% 8.6% 0.3% 14.3% 5.8%

Due to small sample size (less than 3 incumbents), average total remuneration results for the Information Technology job family can not be disclosed
Note: Due to limited market data (less than 5 data points), average total remuneration results at the 75 percentile for the Maintenance job family can not be
disclosed
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Methodology Overview General Industry

Utility Nuclear Authorized

Utility Segment Results by Job Family
Management

Segment: Utility
OPG Group: Management

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

Avg. P50 Avg. | P75 P50

Job Family |nT:rt:2:: < P50 (%+-) P75 | (%+) %+ P75 | (%+-)
Administration 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Corporate Senvices 183 $153  $168 | -9.2% | $188 -19.0% $184  $223 | -17.3% | $257 -28.3% $238  $279 |-14.6% | $319 -25.2%
Engineering 152 $143 $162 | -11.8% | $185 -22.8%  $171 $204 | -16.0% | $252 -32.1% $222 $258 | -14.0% | $312 -29.0%
Environment, Health & Safety 29 $151 $156 | -3.3% | $174 -13.4% $177  $197 | -10.3% | $237 -25.4% $230 $249 | -7.6% | $295 -22.1%
Finance 4 $146 $155 | -6.4% $185 -21.4% $167 $192 | -12.8% | $227 -26.4% $218 $243 | -10.3% | $284 -23.2%
Human Resources
Information Technology
Maintenance 39 $155  $169 | -8.6% | $196 -20.8% $178  $230 | -22.7% | $282 -36.8% $232  $286 |-18.9% | $343 -32.4%
Operations 44 $174  $185 | -6.0% | $219 -20.6%  $241 $301 | -19.9% | $412 -41.5% $308  $366 |-15.6% | $489 -36.9%
Supply Chain 4 $165  $181 | -8.7% | $216 -23.5%  $231 $258 | -10.4% | $342 -32.2% $294  $323 | -8.8% | $415 -29.1%

Average Positioning

Due to small sample size (less than 3 incumbents), average total remuneration results for the Administration job family can not be disclosed
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Results by Job Family
Nuclear Authorized Segment

Job Family Distribution

= The Operations job family represents 100% of benchmarked roles within the PWU and Society Groups and 98% of the
Management Group benchmarked roles

Market Positioning

= Total Direct Compensation positioning within the Nuclear Authorized segment relative to the target market position (75"
percentile) varies by OPG Group:

= The PWU Group is positioned within the competitive range
= The Society and Management Groups are positioned below the competitive range

= Total Remuneration positioning within the Nuclear Authorized segment relative to the target market position (75t
percentile) varies by OPG Group:

= The PWU Group is positioned within the competitive range
= The Society and Management Groups are positioned below the competitive range
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Nuclear Authorized Segment Results by Job Family
PWU

Segment: Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: PWU

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG
Job Family Matched
Incumbents

P50 Avg.
(% +/-) P75

Avg. P50 Avg.
P50 (% +/-) P75

Avg. P50 Avg.

P50 (%+) P75 | (%+/)

Administration

Corporate Senices
Engineering

Environment, Health & Safety
Finance

Human Resources
Information Technology
Maintenance

Operations 244 $151 $149 | 14% | $153 -1.5% $174  $166 | 51% | $187 6.6% $233 $216 | 7.6% | $240 -3.1%
Supply Chain

Average Positioning
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Nuclear Authorized Segment Results by Job Family
Society

Segment: Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Society

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG
Job Family Matched
Incumbents

P50 Avg.
(% +/-) P75

Avg. P50 Avg.
P50 (% +/-) P75

Avg. P50 Avg.

P50 (%+) P75 | (%+/)

Administration

Corporate Senices
Engineering

Environment, Health & Safety
Finance

Human Resources
Information Technology
Maintenance

Operations 66 $178  $198 | -9.9% | $202 -11.8% $215  $250 | -14.3% | $265 -19.0% $284  $318 | -10.7% | $336 -15.6%
Supply Chain

Average Positioning
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Nuclear Authorized Segment Results by Job Family
Management

Segment: Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Management

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG
Job Family Matched
Incumbents

P50 Avg.
(% +/-) P75

Avg. P50 Avg.
P50 (% +/-) P75

Avg. P50

P50 (%+) P75 | (%+/)

Administration
Corporate Senices
Engineering 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Environment, Health & Safety
Finance

Human Resources
Information Technology
Maintenance

Operations 48 $218  $255 | -14.6% | $280 -22.4%  $382  $447 | -14.5% | $501 -23.7% $467  $538 | -13.3% | $607 -23.2%
Supply Chain

Average Positioning

Due to small sample size (less than 3 incumbents), average total remuneration results for the Engineering job family can not be disclosed
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Results by Job Family
General Industry

Job Family Distribution

= Benchmarked incumbents within PWU are primarily within the Maintenance (57%) and Administration (30%) job
families

= Benchmarked incumbents span seven job families within the Society Group with the majority within Finance (34%) and
Information Technology (21%)

= Benchmarked incumbents also span seven job families within the Management Group, with the majority in Human
Resources (28%) and Administration (25%)

Market Positioning
= Total Direct Compensation positioning within the General Industry segment varies by OPG Group and Job Family:
= The PWU and Society Groups are generally positioned above the competitive market range
= The Management Group is aligned overall with the competitive market range
= Total Remuneration positioning within the General Industry segment varies by OPG Group and Job Family:
= The PWU and Society Groups are generally positioned above the competitive market range
= The Management Group is aligned overall with the competitive market range
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General Industry Segment Results by Job Family
PWU

Segment: General Industry
OPG Group: PWU

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

Job Family In'!'::::)‘::ts (°Z i(/)-) ?9‘,7% (°Z 1?) ' (l': i(/)-) P75 | (%+/-)
Administration 16.9%
Corporate Senices 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Engineering
Environment, Health & Safety
Finance 70 $80 $54 49.1% $61 31.7% $80 $55 46.2% $63 27.6%  $107 $72 49.1% $82 31.0%
Human Resources
Information Technology 3 $85 $64 | 31.6% | $75 13.0%  $85 $67 | 25.9% | $80 58%  $114 $88 | 29.1% | $103 10.5%
Maintenance 520 $82 $69 | 18.9% | $80 2.4% $82 $72 | 14.3% | $82 0.5%  $109 $94 | 15.4% | $107 2.0%
Operations
Supply Chain 48 $90 $63 | 43.3% | $72 245%  $90 $64 | 40.0% | $77 16.8%  $121 $85 | 429% | $99 22.1%
Average Positioning 27.2% 10.7% 22.7% 6.7% 24.1% 8.8%

Due to small sample size (less than 3 incumbents), average total remuneration results for the Corporate Services job family can not be disclosed
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General Industry Segment Results by Job Family
Society

Segment: General Industry
OPG Group: Society

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

Job Family |nT:rt:2:: < (°Z i(/)-) ?9‘,7% (°Z 1?) P50 (l': i(/)-) P75 | (%+/-)
Administration 33.2%
Corporate Senices 74 $124 $86 | 44.5% | $100 24.1% $125 $91 36.8% | $109 14.0% $172  $120 | 42.8% | $140 22.4%
Engineering
Environment, Health & Safety 7 $115 $79 | 45.2% | $91 27.2%  $115 $86 | 33.7% | $97 18.6% $158  $113 | 39.6% | $126 25.8%
Finance 153 $126 $89 41.8% | $102 23.0% $126 $96 30.6% | $111 13.0%  $174 $126 | 37.4% | $143 21.1%
Human Resources 13 $118 $83 | 422% | $92 27.6% $118 $89 | 31.7% | $101 16.1% $162  $117 | 38.3% | $131 23.6%
Information Technology 95 $126 $93 | 355% | $104 21.0% $126 $101 | 25.4% | $115  9.7% $175 $133 | 32.0% | $149 17.2%
Maintenance
Operations
Supply Chain 93 $116 $85 | 359% | $97 19.2% $116 $90 | 29.5% | $104 11.5% $160  $119 | 34.4% | $135 18.3%
Average Positioning 40.1% 22.6% 30.7% 12.8% 36.9% 20.5%
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General Industry Segment Results by Job Family
Management

Segment: General Industry
OPG Group: Management

Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration

# OPG

Job Family |nT:rt:2:: < (°Z i(/)-) ?9‘,7% (°Z 1?) P50 (l': i(/)-) P75 | (%+/-)
Administration -16.7%
Corporate Senvices 54 $150  $150 | -0.2% | $172 -13.0% $181 $185 | -2.2% | $223 -18.8% $236  $237 | -0.3% | $281 -16.2%
Engineering
Environment, Health & Safety 18 $106  $104 | 21% | $124 -14.0% $121 $116 | 4.7% | $142 -147% $156  $149 | 4.3% | $180 -13.3%
Finance 69 $148 $137 7.5% $162  -8.9% $176 $165 6.3% $208 -15.4%  $229 $212 8.0% $261  -12.2%
Human Resources 101 $108  $110 | -1.8% | $127 -14.7% $127  $127 | -0.5% | $152 -16.8% $164 $164 | 0.2% | $194 -15.2%
Information Technology 10 $148 $134 | 10.9% | $160 -7.4% $172 $153 | 12.6% | $193 -10.7%  $225 $197 | 13.7% | $244 -7.8%
Maintenance
Operations
Supply Chain 16 $149  $153 | -2.5% | $162 -7.8% $178  $197 | 9.8% | $207 -14.1%  $231 $249 | -7.0% | $259 -10.5%

Average Positioning
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I.  Comparator Organizations by Segment
[I.  Non-Authorized Nuclear Operations Market Analysis

[1l. Pension and Benefits Valuation
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Appendix | - Comparator Organizations by Segment
Utility Segment

Utility Segment Comparator Organizations (n = 29)

# Company # Company
1 Alberta Electric System Operator 16 Goldcorp

2 Algonquin Power & Utilities 17 Hydro-Québec

3 AltaLink LP 18 IAMGOLD Corporation

4 ATCO 19 Imperial Oil Ltd.

5 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 20 Ining Oil Limited

6 Bruce Power 21 Kinross Gold

7 Capital Power 22 New Brunswick Power Corporation
8 Chewvron Canada Resources (Upstream) 23 Newfoundland Power

9 Enbridge 24 Repsol Oil & Gas

10 Encana Corporation 25 Rio Tinto

1 Enmax Corporation 26 Samuel, Son & Co. Limited

12 EPCOR Utilities 27 Toronto Hydro Electric Systems
13 FortisAlberta 28 TransCanada

14 GE Power 29 Wood Group

15 General Electric
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Appendix | - Comparator Organizations by Segment

Nuclear Authorized Segment

Nuclear Authorized Segment Comparator Organizations (n = 10)

# Company

Bruce Power

Dominion Resources

Duke Energy

Entergy

Exelon

FirstEnergy

NextEra Energy

Public Senice Enterprise Group
Southern Company Senvices
Tennessee Valley Authority

© 00 N O OBk WN -

-
o
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General Industry Segment - Public Sector

General Industry Segment Comparator Organizations

Public Sector - Weighted 50% for Benchmarking Purposes (n = 23)

# Company # Company

1 Alberta Electric System Operator 13 HOOPP

2 Alberta Energy Regulator 14 Hydro-Québec

3 Alberta Health Senices 15 Insurance Corporation of British Columbia
4 Alberta Teachers' Retirement Fund Board 16 Loto-Québec

5 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 17 New Brunswick Power Corporation

6 British Columbia Investment Management 18 Toronto Hydro Electric Systems

7 Canada Health Infoway 19 Trans Mountain

8 Canada Post 20 University of Saskatchewan

9 Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 21 Via Rail Canada

10 ENMAX Corporation 22 Workers' Compensation Board of Alberta
11 EPCOR Utilities 23 Workplace Safety and Insurance Board
12 Export Development Canada
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General Industry Segment - Private Sector

General Industry Segment Comparator Organizations

Private Sector - Weighted 50% for Benchmarking Purposes (n = 75)

# Company # Company Company

1 Air Canada 26 Finning International 51 Molson Coors Brewing

2 Algonquin Power & Utilities 27 Foresters 52 Mosaic

3 AltaLink LP 28 Four Seasons Hotels 53 NAV Canada

4 ATCO 29 GE Power 54 Nissan Motor

5 Banque Laurentienne 30 General Electric 55 Norbord Industries

6 Barrick Gold 31 Gildan Activewear 56 Northbridge

7 Bell Canada 32 Goldcorp 57 NOVA Chemicals

8 Bombardier Aerospace 33 HP Inc. 58 Parmalat

9 Bombardier Transportation 34 IAMGOLD Corporation 59 PepsiCo

10 Bruce Power 35 Imperial Oil 60 Pfizer

11 CAE 36 Industrial-Alliance Life Insurance Company 61 Procter & Gamble

12 Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce 37 Intact Financial Corp. 62 Purolator

13 Canadian National Railway 38 Inving Oil Limited 63 Repsol Oil & Gas

14 Canadian Pacific Railway 39 Johnson & Johnson 64 Restaurant Brands International
15 Canadian Tire Corporation 40 Johnson Controls 65 Rio Tinto

16 Capital Power 41 Kal Tire 66 Rogers Communications Canada Inc.
17 Cargill 42 Kinross Gold 67 RSA

18 CCL Industries 43 Kruger 68 Samuel, Son & Co. Limited

19 Celestica 44 Ledcor Group of Companies 69 Saputo Produits laitiers Canada s.e.n.c.
20 Chewron Canada Resources (Upstream) 45 Lehigh Hanson 70 Scotiabank

21 Co-operators General Insurance 46 Loblaws Inc. 71 Seaspan Ship Management

22 Economical Insurance Group, The 47 Lululemon Athletica 72 TransCanada

23 Empire Life 48 Manulife Financial 73 UAP

24 Enbridge 49 Maple Leaf Foods 74 Wood Group

25 Encana 50 McCain Foods 75 Xerox
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Pension & Benefits Analysis

Pension & Benefits Analysis Comparator Organizations (n = 24)

# Private Sector Companies (n = 13) # Public Sector Companies (n = 11)
1 Bruce Power 1 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority
2 Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce 2 Canada Post Corporation

3 Canadian Tire Corporation, Limited 3 Canadian Blood Senices

4 Enbridge Inc. 4 ENMAX Corporation

5 Honda Canada Inc. 5 EPCOR Utilities Inc.

6 Hydro One 6 Hospital for Sick Children, The

7 Kinross Gold Corporation 7 Hydro-Québec

8 Maple Leaf Foods Inc. 8 Ontario Public Senices

9 Rogers Communications Inc. 9 SaskPower

10 Samuel, Son & Co., Limited 10 Toronto Hydro-Electric Systems Limited
11 SunLife Financial 11 Workplace Safety & Insurance Board

12 TransAlta Corporation

13 TransCanada PipeLines Limited
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Appendix Il - Non-Authorized Nuclear Operations Market Analysis

= To assess whether base salaries within the Non-Authorized Nuclear segment are different relative to the Utility
segment for similar skills sets and levels of accountability, the following analysis was performed:

= Comparison of relative job rates between select US utilities and nuclear organizations to understand whether
nuclear roles within the US are paid differently than utility roles in the US (for roles reflecting comparable skills and
level of accountability)

= Comparison of relative job rates between the Canadian Utility comparator group (used for the benchmark review)
and the US nuclear comparator group to assess whether there is any differentiation between these two markets (for
roles reflecting comparable skills and level of accountability)

= The analysis indicated that for many roles and levels of work, salaries are comparable between these sectors.
However, for nuclear operations management roles, base salaries are observed to carry an average premium of
greater than 10% relative to their non-nuclear counterparts. As such, where comparisons for non-authorized roles in
nuclear facilities have been made to the Canadian utility comparator group, market data for management roles is
adjusted by 10% to reflect this identified premium for such roles
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Appendix Ill - Pension and Benefits Valuation

Methodology

= Pension and benefits information was obtained from Willis Towers Watson’s Benefits Data Source (Canada) based on
a peer group representing approximately a 50%/50% mix of public and private sector organizations.

= Asingle comparator group has been used as organizations typically offer common pension and benefit plans
across all roles and skill sets
= Comparator organizations are selected based on data availability where program information is available for bargaining
and non-bargaining unit populations
= Across participating organizations, plan provisions valued are based on newly hired, salaries, non-union employees;
benefits no longer available to new hires are not considered

= Results are based on the benefits and data information provided to Willis Towers Watson by participating
organizations, including: defined benefit pension, defined contribution pension, savings (including stock purchase,
group RRSP, DPSP), active and retiree health care, active dental care, short-term disability, long-term disability and
active death benefits
= To benchmark the PWU and Society incumbents, only organizations with hourly-non-union employees or those who
offer their hourly-union employees with the same or similar pension & benefit plans as their non-unionized plans
were considered
= Willis Towers Watson determines a value for these benefits by applying a standard methodology to employee profiles
applicable to Executives, non-executive Management, PWU, and Society age, service, gender, and salary
demographics
= For PWU Term employees, the OPG total remuneration value excludes pension & benefits, while the market total
remuneration includes pension & benefits. PWU Term employees are defined as long-term contract PWU employees
with a defined end date of employment
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Appendix Ill - Pension and Benefits Valuation

Pension Plans

= The methodology quantifies the provisions offered by each peer organization to determine the value to employees of
each organization’s benefits program

= Values are determined by applying a common set of actuarial methods and assumptions to employee profiles, and
are not intended to represent actual plan costs
= The employer-provided pension and savings plan values are determined as follows:
A. Defined Benefit (DB) Plans
- The following elements are considered in determining comparative values for DB pension plans: normal and

early retirement benefits, pre-retirement and post-retirement death benefits, termination benefits, post-
retirement pension adjustments and employee contributions

- Plans are valued in terms of anticipated prospective benefit payments being allocated over the employee’s
entire working history (the service prorate method to determined projected unit credit)
- For executives, bridge benefits were not considered since these benefits are relatively low in comparison with
the total pension benefit of high earners and information available on these benefits is limited
B. Defined Contribution (DC) and Savings Plans

- Plans are valued by determining employee and employer contributions made during the year of valuation (term
cost method)

- Employees are deemed to contribute in such a way that reflects their savings opportunity and ability to
contribute; contributions will be different depending on available income, on the level of contributions permitted
in the plan, and on the level of employer matching

- Contribution levels to profit sharing plans are determined by averaging the last five years’ actual contributions to
the plan
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Appendix Ill - Pension and Benefits Valuation
Benefit Plans

= The employer-provided benefit plan values are determined as follows:

A. Health Care and Dental Plans
- Health care values are generated for pre-retirement and post-retirement coverage and dental care is generated
for pre-retirement coverage (using the projected unit credit with service prorate method). Values have been
increased to reflect future inflation; however, deductibles under post-retirement health care plans are assumed
to remain at the current level in the future
- Values are determined using recent claims experience for large organizations taking into account plan
deductibles, co-insurance and maximums as well as eligibility requirements
B. Disability Plans
- Short-term disability benefits (including salary continuance and sickness plans) and long-term disability benefits
have been valued
- Values are determined according to specific plan provisions, including waiting periods and benefit co-ordination

C. Death Benefit Plans
- Values for the following benefits have been calculated: pre-retirement and post-retirement group life insurance
(using the projected unit credit with service prorate method), accidental death and dismemberment benefits and
survivor income benefits
D. Flexible Benefits (other than Pension)
- Values are determined based on the highest enrolled option for each plans
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