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UNDERTAKING JT2.15 1 
  2 


Undertaking  3 
 4 
WITH REFERENCE TO THE TOTAL NUCLEAR PORTFOLIO COSTS BROKEN OUT 5 
BETWEEN CAPITAL AND OM&A FOR 2016-2021 IN D2-01-AMPCO-013, 6 
ATTACHMENT 1, TO ADVISE WHETHER THESE THE AMOUNTS THAT OPG 7 
MANAGED TO, OR WHETHER THERE WERE DIFFERENT OM&A TARGETS AS A 8 
RESULT OF ANNUAL BUSINESS PLANNING EFFORTS. 9 
 10 
 11 
Response  12 
 13 
This undertaking1 followed from AMPCO’s line of questioning at Tr. Tech. Conf., May 14 
6, 2021, pp. 58-61, requesting revision to Tables 4A and 4B at Ex. D2-1-2 and  15 
Tables 4A and 4B at Ex. D2-1-3 to reflect OPG’s approved annual Business Plan 16 
amounts instead of the OEB-approved amounts for the years 2017 to 2021. Similarly, 17 
AMPCO requested at Tr. Tech. Conf., May 10, 2021, pp. 51-52 that OPG revise  18 
Tables 2A and 2B at Ex. D3-1-1 and Tables 5A and 5B at Ex. D3-1-2 to replace the 19 
OEB-approved plan amounts with the OPG annual Business Plan amounts.  20 
 21 
OPG agreed to complete the above revisions to Tables 4A and 4B at Ex. D2-1-2, 22 
Tables 4A and 4B at Ex. D2-1-3, Table 2A and 2B at Ex. D3-1-1 and Tables 5A and 23 
5B at Ex. D3-1-2 (the “four tables”) at Motions Day.2 In addition, in the OEB stated in 24 
the EB-2020-0290 Decision on Motions dated May 27, 2021 on p. 5:  25 
 26 


The OEB expects OPG to file tables in response to AMPCO’s motion, 27 
providing dollar figures sourced from the 2018-2021 Business Plan. 28 
Although parties will not have the additional explanation or rationale that 29 
may, or may not, be available in the 2018-2021 Business Plan, parties 30 
will be able to compare capital expenditures and in-service additions 31 
from OEB approved in the 2017-2021 Payment Amounts Proceeding, 32 
the subsequent 2018-2021 Business Plan, and actual expenditures for 33 
2017 to 2021, in order to make submissions. (emphasis added). 34 


 35 
OPG understands the OEB’s direction to be different than that of AMPCO’s requests. 36 
The OEB’s direction is for OPG to revise the four tables using the 2018-2021 Business 37 
Plan for 2018-2021 amounts.  38 


 
1 Project OM&A annual business plan targets are provided in response to JT1.22 (2021), JT1.23 (2017-2020) and 
Ex. L-D2-01-AMPCO-013, Attachment 1 (2016).    
2 OEB’s EB-2020-0290 Decision on Motions, May 27, 2021, p. 4. 
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As there was not an undertaking number assigned at Motions Day, OPG has 1 
responded to AMPCO’s request and the OEB’s direction to revise the four tables in 2 
this response: 3 
 4 


• See Attachment 1 for the four tables revised as requested by AMPCO, namely, 5 
to update the 2017-2021 targets in the four tables with business plan numbers 6 
from each corresponding year’s business plan. 7 


 8 
• See Attachment 2 for the four tables revised as directed by the OEB, namely, 9 


to update the 2018-2021 targets in the four tables with business plan numbers 10 
from the 2018-2021 Business Plan. 11 


 12 
As stated in Ex. L-D2-01-AMPCO-040, OPG manages its Nuclear Operations projects 13 
portfolio in accordance with the business planning process outlined in Ex. D2-1-1, pp. 14 
1-2. The annual business plan targets for Nuclear Operations project capital are 15 
provided Attachment 1.  16 
 17 
Each year, the OPG Board of Directors approves the annual projects portfolio budget 18 
as part of OPG’s corporate business plan, as discussed in Ex. A2-2-1 and Ex. L-A2-19 
02-AMPCO-010. In establishing the projects portfolio budget for this approval, OPG 20 
considers operational needs, risk management, resourcing capacity, and the financial 21 
condition of the company. Component condition assessments, lifecycle management 22 
plans, regulatory requirements and asset risk assessments are key operational factors 23 
OPG considers in identifying new projects and/or changes in planned timing of projects 24 
to ensure the continued safe and reliable operations of the Pickering and Darlington 25 
stations. In particular, as noted in Ex. D2-1-2, pp. 3-4, increased capital budgets reflect 26 
the need for investment to prepare Darlington for ‘second life’ operations, including 27 
projects that have been advanced in order to take advantage of the availability of 28 
lengthy refurbishment outages to undertake work. 29 
 30 
The resultant Nuclear Operations projects portfolio budget includes amounts for 31 
projects with approved Business Case Summaries and an unallocated budget for 32 
candidate projects (Ex. D2-1-2, Section 3.0). All potential new projects are prioritized 33 
through a rigorous asset management program, including through the Asset 34 
Management Oversight Committees (“AMOC”), in a consistent, integrated manner.  35 
See Ex. L-D2-01-AMPCO-017, Ex. L-D2-01-SEC-049 and Ex. L-D2-02-SEC-053 for 36 
further description of OPG’s planning and project prioritization process.   37 
 38 
The business planning process for Corporate Support Services capital projects is 39 
similar to that for the Nuclear Operations project portfolio. In particular, for IT projects, 40 
OPG uses a similar portfolio management approach, including a value framework and 41 
investment prioritization process, as discussed in Ex. L-D2-01-AMPCO-017 and  42 
Ex. L-D3-01-AMPCO-139. 43 
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For additional context, OPG provides below further details regarding the capital 1 
expenditures and capital in-service variances to the EB-2016-0152 forecasts. 2 
 3 
Nuclear Operations Capital Expenditures 4 
 5 
The Nuclear Operations project portfolio capital expenditure over-variances between 6 
OPG’s EB-2016-0152 forecast and actual/projected results (shown in Ex. L-D2-01-7 
Staff-088) are attributable to a number of factors, including: (1) new, emergent projects 8 
that were not identified at the time of EB-2016-0152, (2) cash flow variances on 9 
ongoing projects into the 2017-2021 period, and (3) an update to the forecasted capital 10 
in-service amounts (EB-2016-0152, Ex. J21.1) that did not have a corresponding 11 
update for the forecasted capital expenditures on record of the proceeding.  12 
 13 
OPG notes that the OEB did not approve a forecast of Nuclear Operations capital 14 
expenditures in EB-2016-0152. The OEB approved nuclear revenue requirements that 15 
reflected forecasted capital in-service amounts and resulting rate base values. 16 
 17 
1. New Emergent Projects 18 
 19 
As noted, all potential new projects are prioritized through a rigorous asset 20 
management program and approved through the AMOC. Examples of larger new, 21 
emergent projects which contributed to the capital expenditures variances from the EB-22 
2016-0152 forecast include: 3 23 
 24 


• #80126 DN Emergency Power Generator 1 and 2 Replacement – The 25 
Darlington Integrated Implementation Plan commitments to the CNSC 26 
require the replacement of the EPG1 and 2 degraded gas generator. The 27 
total project cost is forecast to be $176.2M, with $91.4M reflected in the 28 
pre-filed in-service forecast by 2020 (Ex. D2-1-3, Table 1c).   29 


 30 
• #83296 DN Main Output Transformer & Unit Service Transformer 31 


Replacement – Based on an external vendor assessment and industry 32 
experience, the transformers require replacement prior to 2028. As these 33 
components are long lead, there was a need to expedite this project to 34 
ensure components can be replaced in a timely manner and mitigate risk 35 
of overall unit reliability and safety risk. Additionally, advancing this project 36 
aligns the replacement within the refurbishment schedule. The total project 37 
cost is forecast to be $170.1M, with $32.8M reflected in the pre-filed in-38 
service forecast by 2021 (Ex. D2-1-3, Table 1c).   39 


 40 
A full list of new projects over $20M, including the above noted projects, is set out in 41 
Ex. D2-1-3, Table 1c and 1d, and a brief description of these projects is provided in 42 


 
3 These two projects were also not identified as candidate projects in EB-2016-0152. 
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Ex. D2-1-3 Section 2.0, along with each project’s Business Case Summary in Ex. D2-1 
1-3 Attachment 1.  2 


 3 
2. Cash Flow Variances on Ongoing Projects into the 2017-2021 Period 4 


 5 
Variances in capital expenditures for ongoing projects from EB-2016-0152 are another 6 
source of variance as between forecast as of EB-2016-0152 and the actual/projected 7 
results presented in EB-2020-0290. These cash flow variances primarily reflect the 8 
timing of capital expenditures rather than changes in the lifecycle project costs.   9 


 10 
For example, as seen in Ex. L-D2-01-AMPCO-059, the completed projects from EB-11 
2016-0152 show a capital expenditure over-variance of $57.7M over the 2017-2021 12 
period when compared to the EB-2016-0152 pre-filed forecast for these projects. 13 
However, for the same set of projects, the total lifecycle cost was under budget by 14 
$43.8M compared to the total project costs filed in EB-2016-0152 (see Ex. D2-1-3, 15 
Table 1b columns (g) and (h)). This illustrates that while capital expenditures shifted 16 
into the 2017-2021 period to accommodate timing-related considerations such as 17 
resource constraints or outage schedules, the total project lifecycle costs were not 18 
unfavourably impacted.  19 
 20 
Exhibit D2-1-2, Section 5.0 identifies reasons for capital expenditure variances from 21 
OPG’s pre-filed forecasts in EB-2016-0152, including new projects that were assessed 22 
to be required incrementally to those forecasts. 23 
 24 
3. No Corresponding Update for Capital Expenditures 25 
 26 
The pre-filed forecast of capital expenditures in EB-2016-0152 was based on OPG’s 27 
2016-2018 Business Plan. The OEB-approved capital in-service amounts in EB-2016-28 
0152 were based on an updated forecast provided during the oral hearing at the 29 
request of the parties (EB-2016-0152, Ex. J21.1, Attachment 2, Table 2).  This update 30 
reflected an increase in the 2017-2021 in-service amounts relative to the pre-filed 31 
evidence, but was not accompanied by a corresponding update to show an increase 32 
in expected capital expenditures. Directionally, the magnitude of this increase can be 33 
observed from OPG’s 2017-2019 Business Plan filed as part of the Impact Statement 34 
(EB-2016-0152, Ex. N1-1-1), which showed an increase in Nuclear Operations capital 35 
expenditures of approximately $180M over 2017-2021.4  36 
 37 
Additionally, in EB-2016-0152, there were no capital expenditures included for the 38 
Pickering Extended Operations initiative. As discussed in Ex. D2-1-2, the 39 
reclassification of a portion of Pickering Extended Operations costs from OM&A to 40 
capital added approximately $33M to actual/projected capital expenditures over the 41 
period, compared to the EB-2016-0152 forecast.  42 


 
4 See "Project Portfolio” line in EB-2016-0152, Ex. N1-1-1, Attachment 1, p. 24. 
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Nuclear Operations Capital In-service Amounts 1 
 2 
Increased in-service amounts flow from the need for higher capital expenditures as a 3 
result of new projects. As stated in Ex. D2-1-3, OPG expects Nuclear Operations 4 
capital in-service additions for the 2017-2021 period to exceed the OEB-approved 5 
amounts. In approving capital in-service amounts in EB-2016-0152, the OEB reduced 6 
OPG’s forecast (per EB-2016-0152 Ex. J21.1, Attachment 2, Table 2) by 10%, citing 7 
concerns whether “OPG will have the resources to execute a nuclear operations capital 8 
program with higher capital expenditures and a much higher level of in-service 9 
additions.”5 The OEB applied this reduction to both Nuclear Operations and Corporate 10 
Support Services capital. 11 
 12 
Capital in-service additions (including 2020 actuals) are projected at about 10% above 13 
OPG’s EB-2016-0152 forecast, before the OEB’s capital in-service forecast 14 
adjustment. OPG’s EB-2016-0152 capital in-service forecast was based on the asset 15 
and operational needs and priorities identified at the time. During the 2017-2021 16 
period, the project portfolio continues to be executed to support such needs and, as 17 
noted, reflects required new projects added through OPG’s business planning process 18 
and asset management program.  19 
 20 
Corporate Support Services Capital Expenditures and In-Service Amounts 21 
 22 
The largest capital expenditure and in-service variances between OPG’s EB-2016-23 
0152 forecast and actual/projected results for Corporate Support Services is in the IT 24 
portfolio. As discussed in Ex. D3-1-1, Section 2.1, OPG initiated a new Digital Strategy 25 
in 2017, which was not planned for in the EB-2016-0152 application (either the pre-26 
filed evidence or any subsequent updated forecasts). The initial investment in 2017 to 27 
move the organization to the Microsoft E5 cloud-based platform enabled the start of 28 
the Digital Strategy.  29 
 30 
As further discussed in Ex. D3-1-1 and Ex. L-F3-01-VECC-030, the IT investments 31 
being made as part of the Digital Strategy will enable OPG to take advantage of 32 
process automation, artificial intelligence and new tools to drive efficiencies, redesign 33 
work programs to improve productivity, and reduce costs across the organization. 34 
These efforts are required to meet the company’s challenging operating cost and 35 
performance targets and position OPG towards a sustainably lower post-Pickering cost 36 
structure. Additionally, OPG’s IT investments are focused on increasing organizational 37 
resilience against cyber threats.  38 


 
5 EB-2016-0152, Decision and Order, December 28, 2017, pp. 17-18. 
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UNDERTAKING JT2.39 1 
 2 


  3 
Undertaking  4 
 5 
TO CLARIFY WHETHER UNIT 2 WAS FULLY DEPRECIATED AND/OR STILL IN 6 
RATE BASE WHILE IT WAS NOT IN SERVICE 7 
 8 
 9 
Response  10 
 11 
OPG confirms that Darlington Unit 2 was included in rate base and continued to be 12 
depreciated during the refurbishment outage, consistent with the rate base and 13 
depreciation amounts approved by the OEB in EB-2016-0152. This treatment is also 14 
consistent with the manner in which depreciation has been recorded in OPG’s audited 15 
consolidated financial statements and the audited financial statements for the 16 
prescribed facilities in accordance with US GAAP,1 and the fact that OPG does not 17 
temporarily suspend rate base and depreciation treatment on nuclear units while they 18 
are undergoing other types of outages. Further, while under refurbishment, Unit 2 19 
supports overall station operations through interconnections with the adjacent 20 
operating units that provide system redundancy as part of an overall Single Line of 21 
Defence protection for the plant. 22 
 23 
In responding to this question, OPG also consulted with its external depreciation 24 
expert, Concentric Advisors ULC (“Concentric”),2 for their views on the appropriate 25 
treatment of the Unit 2 assets in view of the refurbishment outage. Concentric 26 
confirmed that retaining Unit 2 assets in rate base and continuing depreciation is 27 
appropriate and aligns with the application of the “used and useful standard,” given 28 
that the need for the refurbishment outage stems from the nature and design of the 29 
CANDU reactors and therefore is required to enable the safe operation of the Unit over 30 
its estimated service life.  31 


 
1 Ex. A2-1-1. 
2 Ex. F4-1-1, Attachment 1. 
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UNDERTAKING JT3.8 1 
  2 


Undertaking  3 
 4 
TO POINT TO THE COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS WITH RESPECT TO THE WIFI 5 
POWERHOUSE.  6 
 7 
 8 
Response 9 
 10 
As discussed in Ex. L-D3-01-Staff-179, the Pickering Wi-Fi Power House Unit 1-8 11 
(“Pickering Wi-Fi”) is a capital project that is required to support greater efficiency, 12 
quality and timely completion of work by field staff, and also enabling improvements in 13 
safety, productivity and plant performance. The program began in early 2018 and is 14 
delivering benefits since being partially placed in service in 2020. 15 
 16 
Fundamentally, the Pickering Wi-Fi project changes the way in which work is being 17 
performed. For example, the installation of Wi-Fi improves radiation monitoring and 18 
protection for staff and allows for better communication and access to information for 19 
employees and contractors working at the site. Ultimately, it contributes towards 20 
reducing human performance events, improving overall plant reliability and achieving 21 
OPG’s business plan targets. 22 
 23 
Due to Wi-Fi being part of the general IT infrastructure, OPG has treated the project 24 
as sustaining and has not conducted a project specific financial cost-benefit valuation. 25 
It would be difficult to meaningfully capture the aggregate benefits stemming from 26 
improvements in communication, access to and entry of information, safety, timeliness 27 
and risk mitigation across a broad range of station processes. However, OPG has 28 
considered how Pickering Wi-Fi foundationally enables a number of other initiatives 29 
that could not be undertaken at the station but for the installation of Wi-Fi. Examples 30 
of these initiatives and their benefits are discussed below. While these and other 31 
benefits are inherently varied and potentially overlapping, their value is expected to 32 
exceed the cost of the Pickering Wi-Fi.  33 
 34 


• Electronic Work Packages – The implementation of Electronic Work 35 
Packages supports OPG’s move from time-based to condition-based 36 
maintenance by allowing operators and engineers to capture and trend data 37 
immediately as well as access historical systems readings to make more timely 38 
system maintenance and performance decisions. This initiative also addresses 39 
risks of potential operational and engineering performance gaps that can be 40 
caused by use of manual and paper-based processes that historically take 41 
longer to update. OPG estimates that this initiative will result in productivity 42 
benefits valued at about $10 million per year, including benefits related to the 43 
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generation of work packages, posting of work data entry and efficiencies in the 1 
crew authorization process. 2 
 3 


• Monitoring and Diagnostic Center – This initiative supports condition-based 4 
maintenance, which will improve utilization of resources and timely prioritization 5 
of maintenance work, and strengthens plant reliability performance through 6 
early detection of equipment degradation/anomalies and reducing risk of 7 
consequential failures and safety and environmental events. The Monitoring 8 
and Diagnostic Centre leverages Wi-Fi to utilize sensor and remote monitoring 9 
technology with diagnostic and prognostic analytics and advanced equipment 10 
health visualization. Further details can be found in Ex. L-F2-01-SEC-119 and 11 
Ex. L-A2-02-SEC-014. 12 
 13 


• Other Initiatives – Other initiatives that leverage Pickering Wi-Fi include 14 
Foreign Material Exclusion Electronic (“FME”)1 Logging (a large scale 15 
implementation of an electronic log that reduces time spent by maintenance 16 
staff at Pickering and reduces risks of FME events, thereby reducing risks 17 
associated with outage performance) and Smart Procedures for Engineering 18 
(development of a program to convert maintenance procedures into “smart 19 
procedures” in order to propagate changes through multiple procedures at once, 20 
thereby improving field execution and efficiency of maintenance processes). 21 


 
1 Foreign Material Exclusion is a process and practice of preventing the introduction of foreign material into a 
system, equipment or component. 
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UNDERTAKING JT3.10 1 
  2 


Undertaking  3 
 4 
TO HAVE WTW RESPOND IF POSSIBLE TO THE QUESTIONS PROVIDED IN THE 5 
DOCUMENT ENTITLED "TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS FOR WTW". 6 
 7 
Ref: OPG_Panel3_Compensation_Benchmarking_Qs_TC_20210505 8 
 9 
Question 1 10 
 11 
Ref: F4-03-Staff-288 & EB-2016-0152 / Exhibit F4 / Tab 3 / Schedule 1 / Attachment 2 12 
 13 
In response to part (b) of Staff-288, WTW provided a listing of the comparators that 14 
were added and removed in the 2019 study relative to the study filed in OPG’s 2017- 15 
2021 Payment Amounts proceeding11 (2015 study). OPG noted that changes to the 16 
comparator group are due to the change in segmentation approach, no longer meeting 17 
size / complexity criteria and change in survey participation. 18 
 19 
In response to part (e) of Staff-288, WTW provided a breakdown by industry of its total 20 
excluding nuclear authorized comparator group. WTW noted that 36% of the total 21 
excluding nuclear authorized comparator group are oil & gas companies and 28% are 22 
energy services & utility companies. 23 
 24 


a) Please advise whether any of the peers that were used in the 2015 study 25 
that were available survey participants in 2019 were excluded from the 26 
current peer group. If yes, please explain why. 27 


 28 
b) Please provide WTW’s definition of a utility company. 29 


 30 
c) Please advise whether the majority of OPG’s non-nuclear authorized 31 


employees would view utility companies as their competitive market. 32 
 33 


d) Of the 28% of companies classified as part of the energy services & utilities 34 
industry category, what percentage would WTW define as utility companies? 35 


 36 
i. Please provide a list of the companies included in the comparator 37 


group that WTW defines as utility companies. 38 
 39 


e) Please confirm that 69% of OPG’s roles benchmarked in the 2015 study 40 
were compared only against utilities and are now compared against a 41 


 
1 EB-2016-0152. 
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general sample (which includes a large number of oil & gas and energy 1 
service companies). 2 


 3 
i. Please advise whether these oil & gas and energy services 4 


companies were available for inclusion in the comparator group used 5 
in the 2015 study. 6 


 7 
ii. Please explain why, due to a change of segmentation, oil & gas and 8 


energy service companies are now considered an appropriate 9 
comparator. 10 


 11 
f) Is it WTW’s opinion that the oil & gas and energy service companies added 12 


to the peer group provide compensation that is more generous than: 13 
 14 


i. the peers that were replaced. 15 
 16 


ii. the general industry market in Canada. 17 
 18 


In responding to part (f – i and ii), please include a discussion of base salary, 19 
total direct compensation, and total remuneration (including and excluding 20 
PTO). 21 


 22 
g) Please provide a sector breakdown similar to that provided in response to 23 


part (e) of Staff-288 for the utility comparator group and general industry 24 
comparator group used in the 2015 study. 25 


 26 
h) In response to part (i) of Staff-288, WTW noted that no companies were 27 


added to the comparator group used for pension and benefits benchmarking 28 
and 10 companies were removed from the comparator group to align with 29 
the revised segmentation approach. 30 


 31 
OEB staff understands that the pension benchmarking was completed 32 
without segmentation in the current study, which is the same as in the 2015 33 
study. Can you further explain why the 10 organizations were removed from 34 
the benchmarking study? 35 


 36 
Question 2 37 
 38 
Ref: F4-03-Staff-280 39 
 40 
In response to part (e) of Staff-280, WTW stated that OPG’s definition of pensionable 41 
earnings for represented employees is generally lower than observed in the 42 
comparator group. OPG’s definition of pensionable earnings for management 43 
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employees below executive is lower than observed in the comparator group and is 1 
consistent with the comparator group for executive employees. In the comparator 2 
group, out of 14 organizations, 10 organizations fully or partially include bonus in their 3 
definition of pensionable earnings, including for positions comparable to those held by 4 
OPG’s represented employees. 5 
 6 
OEB staff notes that the comparator group used for the benchmarking of pensions is 7 
smaller than the comparator group used for the benchmarking of total remuneration. 8 
 9 


a) Please advise what the expected distribution of pension practices would be 10 
within the comparator group used for the benchmarking of total 11 
remuneration. Specifically, please comment on the prevalence of defined 12 
benefit pensions, the definition of pensionable earning (with or without 13 
bonus) and the typical contribution rate for participants. 14 


 15 
i. If the specific data necessary to answer this question is not available, 16 


please provide WTW’s opinion on the general prevalence and design 17 
of pensions in the oil & gas and energy services markets. 18 


 19 
Question 3 20 
 21 
Ref: F4-03-Staff-298 22 
 23 
In response to part (d) of Staff-298, WTW noted that OPG provides overtime on a daily 24 
basis beyond scheduled hours for PWU and Society represented employees, which 25 
are 35, 37.5 and 40 hours per week. Most organizations in the comparator group 26 
provide overtime after 40 hours per week. 27 
 28 


a) Please provide an analysis of the additional compensation cost attributable 29 
to the lower normal work week eligibility for overtime relative to the typical 30 
market practice. 31 


 32 
Question 4 33 
 34 
Ref: F4-03-Staff-294 and F4-03-Staff-299 35 
 36 
In response to part (a) of Staff-294, WTW noted that OPG’s performance relative to 37 
market for each grouping and OPG Overall was calculated by comparing the sum total 38 
value for applicable matched incumbents to the corresponding sum total value for the 39 
market. The difference between the sum totals was then expressed as a percentage 40 
of the market. 41 
 42 


a) Please advise whether the methodology described in part (a) of Staff-294 is: 43 
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i. the same methodology that was used in the 2015 study. 1 
 2 


ii. The methodology generally used when companies benchmark the 3 
competitiveness of their compensation practices. 4 


 5 
b) Please provide a revised version of Chart 1 in Staff-294 that includes the 6 


Hydro One share grant. 7 
 8 


In response to part (a) of Staff-294, WTW noted that its approach to 9 
determining OPG’s benchmark performance puts a higher weighting on 10 
employees that are farther above / below the market in terms of dollar 11 
values rather than their individual percentage variance, and thus is more 12 
representative of OPG’s costs relative to market. 13 


 14 
c) Please confirm that WTW’s approach operates to place a higher 15 


weighting on higher paying roles relative to lower paying roles. 16 
 17 


OEB staff provided a job count-based weighted average approach to 18 
determining the group and overall benchmark performance (including the 19 
Hydro One Share Grants) for the non-nuclear authorized category (in the 20 
attached excel file). The tables were produced using the information 21 
provided in response to Staff-299. 22 


 23 
d) Please provide WTW’s views on this approach to showing the overall 24 


results. 25 
 26 


e) Please provide updated versions of the tables that include total 27 
remuneration excluding PTO applying OEB staff’s weighted-average 28 
approach. 29 


 30 
Question 5 31 
 32 
Ref: F4-03-Society-25 33 
 34 
In response to part (b) of Society-25, WTW stated that an exchange rate was used to 35 
adjust peer data to reflect the differences in compensation on a gross basis (before 36 
taxes and/or cost of living), based on standard compensation benchmarking 37 
methodologies. The exchange rate represents what the market would pay each role 38 
on a currency-adjusted basis (i.e. cost of labour). 39 
 40 


a) Please advise whether it is WTW’s position that adjusting US data by the 41 
foreign exchange rate is typical practice when setting compensation for 42 
Canadian employees in the peer group. 43 
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 Question 6 1 
 2 
Ref: EB-2016-0152 / Exhibit F4 / Tab 3 / Schedule 1 / Attachment 2 3 
 4 


a) Please confirm that the compensation analysis undertaken in the 2015 5 
study excluded the Hydro One share grant. 6 


 7 
 8 
Response  9 
 10 
Question 1 11 
 12 
The following response is provided by Willis Towers Watson (“WTW”) (except c): 13 
 14 


a) Of the 55 companies removed from the comparator group from 2015 to 15 
2019, 28 companies were available for use in the survey underpinning the 16 
2019 Compensation Benchmarking Report (see Ex. F4-3-1, Attachment 2). 17 
The companies available, but excluded from the 2019 compensation 18 
benchmarking report are indicated with a  in Table 1 below. Those 19 
indicated companies were removed from the comparator group to meet the 20 
new comparator group criteria for the revised approach to segmentation 21 
discussed at Ex. F4-3-1, p. 23, specifically the 75 / 25 industry split between 22 
utility and general industry organizations in both the public and private sector 23 
comparator groups, and to provide greater focus on Ontario-headquartered 24 
companies.   25 
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Table 1: Difference in Comparator Groups: 2015 vs. 2019 compensation 1 
benchmarking reports 2 


 3 


 4 
 5 


b) Participants in WTW compensation surveys self-identify their respective 6 
industry membership based on options provided in the WTW survey. The utility 7 
and energy services industry includes the following sub-industry categories (the 8 
“Utility and Energy Services Organizations”):  9 
 10 
• Energy marketing and trading 11 
• Gas transmission 12 
• Gas distribution 13 
• Independent power production / generation 14 
• Independent system operator 15 
• Integrated energy services (with and without nuclear) 16 
• Electric (with and without nuclear) 17 
• Renewable / alternative energy 18 
• Water utilities 19 


 20 
Additionally, as noted in part (d) below, WTW has included Alberta Energy 21 
Regulator as a utility organization for purposes of the 2019 Compensation 22 
Benchmarking Report. 23 


 24 
c) Confirmed, based on OPG’s talent management experience. 25 


 26 
d) Based on WTW’s definitions, there is no distinction between energy services 27 


General Industry Public Sector (n = 13)
Available for 
participation 


in 2019
General Industry Private Sector (n = 34)


Available for 
participation 


in 2019
Utility (n = 8)


Available for 
participation 


in 2019
Bank of Canada The Coca-Cola Company-Canada  Alcoa Canada * 
British Columbia Lottery Corporation Alcoa Canada  Hydro One Inc. *
Canada Post  AMEC Americas Limited Newfoundland & Labrador Hydro Electric *
Canadian Broadcasting Corp. ATCO Group  Samuel, Son & Co., Ltd. * 
CPP Investment Board  ATS Automation Tooling Systems Inc SaskPower *
Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan  Canada Colors and Chemicals Limited Spectra Energy Transmission *
Insurance Corporation of BC  Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce  TransAlta Corporation *
Newfoundland & Labrador Hydro Electric Canadian Pacific Railway Ltd.  United States Steel Canada
SaskPower Canadian Tire Corporation 
SGI Canada  Cargill Limited 
Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat  Ernst & Young Canada
University Health Network  Federal Express Canada Ltd. 
York University Ford Motor Company of Canada, Limited


Gerdau Long Steel North America
Hydro One Inc.
Loblaw Companies Limited 
Magna International Inc. 
Molson Coors Canada 
Nexen Energy ULC
Parmalat Canada 
Procter & Gamble Inc. 
Purolator Inc. 
RBC Financial 
RioCan Real Estate Investment Trust
Rothmans Bensons & Hedges
Samuel, Son & Co., Ltd 
Spectra Energy 
Sun Life Financial 
Talisman Energy Inc.
Toyota Motor Manufacturing Canada
TransAlta Corporation
TransCanada Corp. 
Unilever Canada
Viterra Inc


* Reflects duplicate comparator in Utility comparator group from the General Industry public / private sector comparator groups


Comparators Removed (n = 55)
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organizations and utility organizations, in either the 2019 or the 2015 1 
compensation benchmarking reports.  2 
 3 
Except for Alberta Energy Regulator, all organizations in Table 2 below align 4 
with WTW’s definition of Utility and Energy Services Organizations as set out in 5 
part (b). 6 


 7 
Table 2: Utility and Energy Services Organizations Comparators 8 


 9 


 10 
 11 


e) In the 2015 Compensation Benchmarking Report filed in EB-2016-0152, Ex. F4-12 
3-1, Attachment 2, 69% of overall OPG roles were matched to the previous 13 
Utility segment. As noted in Ex. L-F4-03-Staff-288 part (e), the comparator 14 
group for the Utility segment included Utility and Energy Services Organizations 15 
(69%), in addition to metals & mining (24%) and oil & gas (7%) organizations.  16 


 17 
(i) Yes, with the below listed exceptions, the oil & gas organizations and the 18 


Utility and Energy Services Organizations included in the 2019 19 
Compensation Benchmarking Report were also available for inclusion in 20 
the comparator group used in the 2015 Compensation Benchmarking 21 
Report.  22 


 23 
The following oil & gas organizations were not available in the 2015 24 
survey:  25 
 26 
• CNOOC Petroleum 27 
• Fugro 28 


Company Name Sub-Industry
GE Power Electric - With Nuclear
Algonquin Power & Utilities Electric - Without Nuclear
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority Electric - Without Nuclear
FortisAlberta Electric - Without Nuclear
General Electric Electric - Without Nuclear
Hydro-Québec Electric - Without Nuclear
Newfoundland Power Electric - Without Nuclear
Toronto Hydro Electric Systems Electric - Without Nuclear
Bruce Power Independent Power Production/Generation
Capital Power Independent Power Production/Generation
Enmax Corporation Independent Power Production/Generation
Alberta Electric System Operator Independent System Operator (ISO)/Regional Transmission Organization (RTO)
AltaLink LP Independent System Operator (ISO)/Regional Transmission Organization (RTO)
EPCOR Utilities Independent System Operator (ISO)/Regional Transmission Organization (RTO)
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories Integrated Energy Services - With Nuclear
New Brunswick Power Corporation Integrated Energy Services - With Nuclear
ATCO Integrated Energy Services - Without Nuclear
Enbridge Integrated Energy Services - Without Nuclear
TC Energy Integrated Energy Services - Without Nuclear
Alberta Energy Regulator Other Nonprofit and Government - Not Classified Elsewhere
GE Renewable Energy Renewable/Alternative Energy


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized Comparator Group
Energy Services & Utilities Comparators  (n = 21)
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• Gibson Energy 1 
• Inter Pipeline 2 
• Irving Oil 3 
• Pembina Pipeline 4 
• Plains Midstream Canada 5 
• Schlumberger 6 
• TransMountain 7 
• Valero 8 
 9 
The following Utility and Energy Services Organizations were not 10 
available in the 2015 survey: 11 
 12 
• Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 13 
• New Brunswick Power Corporation 14 
• Newfoundland Power 15 


 16 
(ii) It is not correct to state that oil & gas and energy service companies are 17 


being considered an appropriate comparator in 2019 only due to a 18 
change in segmentation. As noted above, there is no distinction between 19 
energy services organizations and utility organizations based on WTW’s 20 
definitions. 21 
 22 
WTW recognizes that comparable skillsets within the Utility and Energy 23 
Services Organizations are also found in the oil & gas industry, and as 24 
such, many Canadian Utility and Energy Services Organizations 25 
compete with the oil & gas industry for talent, particularly for power 26 
generation activities. Skillsets found across capital intensive industries 27 
such as utilities, oil & gas, mining and manufacturing, include 28 
engineering, operations, technical skills and project management.  For 29 
this reason, both the 2015 Compensation Benchmarking Report and the 30 
2019 Compensation Benchmarking Report included oil & gas and metals 31 
& mining organizations.  A greater number of oil & gas industry peers 32 
was included in the 2019 report primarily to meet the industry split 33 
criterion for segmentation discussed in part (a) above. 34 


 35 
f) On 50th percentile base salaries, the energy sector is roughly 5% greater relative 36 


to a general industry sample and on total direct compensation is roughly 5% to 37 
10% greater relative to a general industry sample. WTW completed this analysis 38 
based on a total direct compensation basis, and expects the findings to be 39 
similar on a total remuneration basis. 40 
 41 


g) Please refer to Ex. L-F4-3-1 Staff-288 part (b) for a discussion of differences 42 
between peers included in the comparator groups for each of the 2015 and 2019 43 
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Compensation Benchmarking Reports.  Further to that response, the tables 1 
below provide the breakdown of industries in the Utility sector and General 2 
Industry comparator groups used in the 2015 Compensation Benchmarking 3 
Report. 4 
 5 


 6 
 7 


 8 
 9 


h) Please see response to Ex. JT2.35.  10 
 11 
Question 2 12 
 13 
The following response is provided by WTW:  14 
 15 
WTW does not have the requested information specific to the entirety of OPG’s total 16 
remuneration comparator group.  17 
 18 
Within OPG’s pension and benefits comparator group, approximately 65% of 19 
comparators provide a defined benefit pension plan and 35% provide a defined 20 
contribution pension plan. WTW does not have information regarding the typical 21 
employer contribution rates for participants within OPG’s pension and benefits 22 
comparator group.  23 


Industry % of Total
Energy Services & Utilities 21%
Transportation Services 9%
Banking 7%
Oil & Gas 6%
Food & Beverage Processing and Production 6%
Transportation Vehicles & Equipment including Parts 6%
Metals & Mining 5%
Associations, Foundations, Education & Government 4%
Consumer Products - Nondurable 4%
Industrial Manufacturing 4%
Agribusiness & Agriculture 2%
Business & Technical Consulting Services 2%
Finance (Excluding Banking & Insurance) 2%
General / Property & Casualty Insurance 2%
Leisure & Hospitality 2%
Life & Health Insurance 2%
Retail Trade 2%
Telecommunications & Network Products and Services 2%
Chemicals 1%
Electronic, Electrical and Scientific Equipment & Components 1%
Forestry & Paper Products 1%
Health Care Services 1%
Media & Entertainment 1%
Pharmaceuticals & Biotechnology 1%
Real Estate Holdings, Development & Trusts 1%


2015 General Industry Comparators Summary


Industry % of Total
Energy Services & Utilities 69%
Metals & Mining 24%
Oil & Gas 7%


2015 Utility Comparators Summary
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 1 
Based on the overall oil and gas industry participants in WTW’s Benefits Data Source 2 
(Canada), WTW observes 29% of participants provide a defined benefit pension plan, 3 
and 65% provide a defined contribution pension or savings plan. The remaining 6% do 4 
not provide any retirement plan. Of the organizations providing a defined benefit 5 
pension, approximately 50% fully or partially include bonus in the definition of 6 
pensionable earnings. 7 
 8 
Question 3 9 
 10 
The following response is provided by WTW:  11 
 12 


a) WTW is not able to provide this additional analysis as its survey focuses on 13 
overtime policy and not relative cost of the programs, which would vary based 14 
on overtime usage reflecting specific resourcing decisions and needs.  15 


 16 
Question 4 17 
 18 
The following response is provided by WTW:  19 
 20 


a)   21 
(i) Confirmed. 22 


  23 
(ii) Both the dollar average approach (as used in both OPG’s 2015 and 2019 24 


compensation benchmarking reports) and the weighted average 25 
approach (where each incumbent compensation variance to market is 26 
treated as a separate and equal data point, regardless of the dollar value 27 
of the difference) are standard approaches used to summarize a 28 
company’s relative market competitiveness.   29 


 30 
b) The table below provides OPG’s total remuneration including Hydro One share 31 


awards relative to the market.  32 
 33 


 34 


 35 
 36 


c) Confirmed.  37 
 38 


d) As noted above, both the dollar average approach (used in OPG’s 2015 and 39 
2019 compensation benchmarking reports) and the weighted average approach 40 


Base Salary Total Direct 
Compensation


Total Remuneration 
Excluding PTO Total Remuneration


OPG ($000s) $875,420 $926,964 $1,135,897 $1,241,803


Market ($000s) $779,382 $867,996 $1,017,756 $1,139,697


Variance (%) 12.3% 6.8% 11.6% 9.0%
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(provided by OEB staff) are used by organizations to understand the overall 1 
relative positioning of compensation relative to the market. As noted below in 2 
part (e), there is generally less than a one percentage point difference between 3 
the approaches; however, the dollar average approach provides a more 4 
representative measure of the total dollar cost/value of the organization’s 5 
compensation program relative to market. 6 


 7 
e) The tables below provide Total Remuneration including and excluding PTO, and 8 


including and excluding Hydro One share awards, for each job family by group 9 
using the weighted average approach as outlined by the OEB staff.  10 


 11 
Summary 12 


 13 


 14 
Results Excluding Hydro One Shares 15 


 16 
Total Remuneration 17 


 18 


 19 
 20 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: PWU


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 276 6.9% 21.9% 1.5% 16.9% 1.2% 16.7% 1.2%


Corporate Services 2 0.1% -- -- -- -- -- --


Engineering 0


Environment, Health & Safety 16 0.4% 20.2% 0.1% 13.6% 0.1% 18.0% 0.1%


Finance 70 1.8% 39.7% 0.7% 34.0% 0.6% 35.5% 0.6%


Human Resources 0


Information Technology 3 0.1% 21.6% 0.0% 19.7% 0.0% 20.4% 0.0%


Maintenance 2423 60.7% 18.7% 11.3% 15.2% 9.3% 15.7% 9.5%


Operations 1154 28.9% 6.0% 1.7% 1.2% 0.3% 1.2% 0.3%


Supply Chain 48 1.2% 31.1% 0.4% 26.8% 0.3% 28.4% 0.3%


Average Positioning 3992 100.0% 15.1% 15.7% 11.1% 11.8% 11.4% 12.1%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration


Base Salary
% above / below


Total Direct Compensation
% above / below


Total Remuneration Exc. PTO
% above / below


Total Remuneration
% above / below


WTW 
Approach


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


WTW 
Approach


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


WTW 
Approach


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


WTW 
Approach


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Excluding Hydro One Shares
PWU 15.1% 15.7% 11.1% 11.8% 15.6% 16.4% 11.4% 12.1%
Society 21.3% 21.6% 9.9% 10.2% 17.2% 17.5% 15.4% 15.7%
Management -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -10.5% -10.3% -11.3% -11.3%


Including Hydro One Shares
PWU 15.1% 15.7% 13.4% 14.1% 17.6% 18.4% 13.1% 13.9%
Society 21.3% 21.6% 11.5% 11.8% 18.6% 18.9% 16.7% 16.9%
Management -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -10.5% -10.3% -11.3% -11.3%


Segment
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 1 
 2 


  3 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Society


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 30 1.2% 49.7% 0.6% 41.2% 0.5% 46.0% 0.5%


Corporate Services 297 11.5% 30.9% 3.5% 21.5% 2.5% 27.1% 3.1%


Engineering 1219 47.0% 10.3% 4.9% 0.3% 0.2% 5.0% 2.3%


Environment, Health & Safety 160 6.2% 22.3% 1.4% 11.2% 0.7% 16.8% 1.0%


Finance 181 7.0% 30.9% 2.2% 19.9% 1.4% 25.9% 1.8%


Human Resources 13 0.5% 33.1% 0.2% 21.6% 0.1% 27.4% 0.1%


Information Technology 94 3.6% 27.4% 1.0% 14.8% 0.5% 21.1% 0.8%


Maintenance 276 10.6% 35.3% 3.8% 16.1% 1.7% 24.3% 2.6%


Operations 222 8.6% 35.9% 3.1% 21.1% 1.8% 28.2% 2.4%


Supply Chain 101 3.9% 28.9% 1.1% 21.2% 0.8% 25.6% 1.0%


Average Positioning 2593 100.0% 21.3% 21.6% 9.9% 10.2% 15.4% 15.7%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Management


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 90 11.1% -15.4% -1.7% -12.4% -1.4% -14.0% -1.6%


Corporate Services 232 28.7% -5.7% -1.6% -11.6% -3.3% -10.0% -2.9%


Engineering 152 18.8% -12.6% -2.4% -16.7% -3.1% -15.4% -2.9%


Environment, Health & Safety 46 5.7% -1.6% -0.1% -6.2% -0.4% -5.2% -0.3%


Finance 73 9.0% -1.2% -0.1% -7.0% -0.6% -5.5% -0.5%


Human Resources 101 12.5% -8.6% -1.1% -11.0% -1.4% -10.7% -1.3%


Information Technology 10 1.2% 4.7% 0.1% -0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0%


Maintenance 39 4.8% -7.0% -0.3% -22.1% -1.1% -18.7% -0.9%


Operations 44 5.4% -2.2% -0.1% -14.2% -0.8% -11.5% -0.6%


Supply Chain 21 2.6% -8.2% -0.2% -14.3% -0.4% -12.7% -0.3%


Average Positioning 808 100.0% -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -11.3% -11.3%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation Total Remuneration
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Total Remuneration Excluding PTO 1 
 2 


 3 


 4 


 5 
  6 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: PWU


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 276 6.9% 21.9% 1.5% 16.9% 1.2% 21.8% 1.5%


Corporate Services 2 0.1% -- -- -- -- -- --


Engineering 0


Environment, Health & Safety 16 0.4% 20.2% 0.1% 13.6% 0.1% 20.3% 0.1%


Finance 70 1.8% 39.7% 0.7% 34.0% 0.6% 41.0% 0.7%


Human Resources 0


Information Technology 3 0.1% 21.6% 0.0% 19.7% 0.0% 25.5% 0.0%


Maintenance 2423 60.7% 18.7% 11.3% 15.2% 9.3% 20.2% 12.2%


Operations 1154 28.9% 6.0% 1.7% 1.2% 0.3% 4.9% 1.4%


Supply Chain 48 1.2% 31.1% 0.4% 26.8% 0.3% 33.4% 0.4%


Average Positioning 3992 100.0% 15.1% 15.7% 11.1% 11.8% 15.6% 16.4%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Society


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 30 1.2% 49.7% 0.6% 41.2% 0.5% 49.5% 0.6%


Corporate Services 297 11.5% 30.9% 3.5% 21.5% 2.5% 29.1% 3.3%


Engineering 1219 47.0% 10.3% 4.9% 0.3% 0.2% 6.9% 3.3%


Environment, Health & Safety 160 6.2% 22.3% 1.4% 11.2% 0.7% 18.5% 1.1%


Finance 181 7.0% 30.9% 2.2% 19.9% 1.4% 27.7% 1.9%


Human Resources 13 0.5% 33.1% 0.2% 21.6% 0.1% 29.4% 0.1%


Information Technology 94 3.6% 27.4% 1.0% 14.8% 0.5% 22.6% 0.8%


Maintenance 276 10.6% 35.3% 3.8% 16.1% 1.7% 24.9% 2.7%


Operations 222 8.6% 35.9% 3.1% 21.1% 1.8% 29.5% 2.5%


Supply Chain 101 3.9% 28.9% 1.1% 21.2% 0.8% 28.4% 1.1%


Average Positioning 2593 100.0% 21.3% 21.6% 9.9% 10.2% 17.2% 17.5%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Management


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 90 11.1% -15.4% -1.7% -12.4% -1.4% -10.8% -1.2%


Corporate Services 232 28.7% -5.7% -1.6% -11.6% -3.3% -9.4% -2.7%


Engineering 152 18.8% -12.6% -2.4% -16.7% -3.1% -14.7% -2.8%


Environment, Health & Safety 46 5.7% -1.6% -0.1% -6.2% -0.4% -4.1% -0.2%


Finance 73 9.0% -1.2% -0.1% -7.0% -0.6% -4.7% -0.4%


Human Resources 101 12.5% -8.6% -1.1% -11.0% -1.4% -9.3% -1.2%


Information Technology 10 1.2% 4.7% 0.1% -0.7% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0%


Maintenance 39 4.8% -7.0% -0.3% -22.1% -1.1% -18.9% -0.9%


Operations 44 5.4% -2.2% -0.1% -14.2% -0.8% -11.4% -0.6%


Supply Chain 21 2.6% -8.2% -0.2% -14.3% -0.4% -12.1% -0.3%


Average Positioning 808 100.0% -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -10.5% -10.3%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO
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Results Including Hydro One Shares 1 
 2 


Total Remuneration  3 
 4 


 5 


 6 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: PWU


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 276 6.9% 21.9% 1.5% 19.5% 1.3% 18.7% 1.3%


Corporate Services 2 0.1% -- -- -- -- -- --


Engineering 0 -


Environment, Health & Safety 16 0.4% 20.2% 0.1% 16.3% 0.1% 20.0% 0.1%


Finance 70 1.8% 39.7% 0.7% 37.0% 0.6% 37.8% 0.7%


Human Resources 0


Information Technology 3 0.1% 21.6% 0.0% 23.1% 0.0% 23.0% 0.0%


Maintenance 2423 60.7% 18.7% 11.3% 17.7% 10.7% 17.5% 10.6%


Operations 1154 28.9% 6.0% 1.7% 3.3% 1.0% 2.8% 0.8%


Supply Chain 48 1.2% 31.1% 0.4% 29.7% 0.4% 30.5% 0.4%


Average Positioning 3992 100.0% 15.1% 15.7% 13.4% 14.1% 13.1% 13.9%


Total RemunerationBase Salary Total Direct Compensation


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Society


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 30 1.2% 49.7% 0.6% 43.7% 0.5% 47.9% 0.6%


Corporate Services 297 11.5% 30.9% 3.5% 23.1% 2.7% 28.4% 3.3%


Engineering 1219 47.0% 10.3% 4.9% 1.6% 0.8% 6.0% 2.8%


Environment, Health & Safety 160 6.2% 22.3% 1.4% 13.0% 0.8% 18.1% 1.1%


Finance 181 7.0% 30.9% 2.2% 21.6% 1.5% 27.2% 1.9%


Human Resources 13 0.5% 33.1% 0.2% 22.6% 0.1% 28.2% 0.1%


Information Technology 94 3.6% 27.4% 1.0% 16.5% 0.6% 22.4% 0.8%


Maintenance 276 10.6% 35.3% 3.8% 18.3% 1.9% 25.9% 2.8%


Operations 222 8.6% 35.9% 3.1% 23.3% 2.0% 29.9% 2.6%


Supply Chain 101 3.9% 28.9% 1.1% 22.9% 0.9% 26.9% 1.0%


Average Positioning 2593 100.0% 21.3% 21.6% 11.5% 11.8% 16.7% 16.9%


Total RemunerationBase Salary Total Direct Compensation
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 1 
 2 


Total Remuneration Excluding PTO 3 
 4 


 5 


 6 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Management


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 90 11.1% -15.4% -1.7% -12.4% -1.4% -14.0% -1.6%


Corporate Services 232 28.7% -5.7% -1.6% -11.6% -3.3% -10.0% -2.9%


Engineering 152 18.8% -12.6% -2.4% -16.7% -3.1% -15.4% -2.9%


Environment, Health & Safety 46 5.7% -1.6% -0.1% -6.2% -0.4% -5.2% -0.3%


Finance 73 9.0% -1.2% -0.1% -7.0% -0.6% -5.4% -0.5%


Human Resources 101 12.5% -8.6% -1.1% -11.0% -1.4% -10.7% -1.3%


Information Technology 10 1.2% 4.7% 0.1% -0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0%


Maintenance 39 4.8% -7.0% -0.3% -22.1% -1.1% -18.7% -0.9%


Operations 44 5.4% -2.2% -0.1% -14.2% -0.8% -11.5% -0.6%


Supply Chain 21 2.6% -8.2% -0.2% -14.3% -0.4% -12.7% -0.3%


Average Positioning 808 100.0% -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -11.3% -11.3%


Total RemunerationBase Salary Total Direct Compensation


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: PWU


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 276 6.9% 21.9% 1.5% 19.5% 1.3% 24.0% 1.7%


Corporate Services 2 0.1% -- -- -- -- -- --


Engineering 0


Environment, Health & Safety 16 0.4% 20.2% 0.1% 16.3% 0.1% 22.6% 0.1%


Finance 70 1.8% 39.7% 0.7% 37.0% 0.6% 43.6% 0.8%


Human Resources 0


Information Technology 3 0.1% 21.6% 0.0% 23.1% 0.0% 28.4% 0.0%


Maintenance 2423 60.7% 18.7% 11.3% 17.7% 10.7% 22.2% 13.5%


Operations 1154 28.9% 6.0% 1.7% 3.3% 1.0% 6.8% 2.0%


Supply Chain 48 1.2% 31.1% 0.4% 29.7% 0.4% 35.8% 0.4%


Average Positioning 3992 100.0% 15.1% 15.7% 13.4% 14.1% 17.6% 18.4%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Society


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 30 1.2% 49.7% 0.6% 43.7% 0.5% 51.6% 0.6%


Corporate Services 297 11.5% 30.9% 3.5% 23.1% 2.7% 30.5% 3.5%


Engineering 1219 47.0% 10.3% 4.9% 1.6% 0.8% 8.0% 3.8%


Environment, Health & Safety 160 6.2% 22.3% 1.4% 13.0% 0.8% 20.1% 1.2%


Finance 181 7.0% 30.9% 2.2% 21.6% 1.5% 29.1% 2.0%


Human Resources 13 0.5% 33.1% 0.2% 22.6% 0.1% 30.3% 0.2%


Information Technology 94 3.6% 27.4% 1.0% 16.5% 0.6% 24.0% 0.9%


Maintenance 276 10.6% 35.3% 3.8% 18.3% 1.9% 26.8% 2.8%


Operations 222 8.6% 35.9% 3.1% 23.3% 2.0% 31.4% 2.7%


Supply Chain 101 3.9% 28.9% 1.1% 22.9% 0.9% 29.8% 1.2%


Average Positioning 2593 100.0% 21.3% 21.6% 11.5% 11.8% 18.6% 18.9%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO
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 3 
Question 5 4 
 5 
The following response is provided by WTW:  6 
 7 


a) Companies take a range of approaches when using comparator groups that 8 
include both Canadian and US data, depending on the primary market for the 9 
talent.  For Canadian organizations that draw Canadian talent but refer to US 10 
data for an industry reference, a nominal approach (i.e. without adjusting US 11 
data by the foreign exchange rate) is typical. However, when Canadian 12 
organizations are attracting talent from the US (as is the case with OPG) given 13 
the small Canadian talent pool, then data is typically converted to more closely 14 
reflect the cost of recruiting that talent into Canada. 15 


 16 
Question 6 17 
 18 
The following response is provided by WTW:  19 
 20 


a) Confirmed. 21 


Total Excluding Nuclear Authorized
OPG Group: Management


Job Family
# OPG 


Matched 
Incumbents


Incumbent 
Distribution


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


P50 
(% +/-)


Staff Revised 
WA Approach


Administration 90 11.1% -15.4% -1.7% -12.4% -1.4% -10.8% -1.2%


Corporate Services 232 28.7% -5.7% -1.6% -11.6% -3.3% -9.3% -2.7%


Engineering 152 18.8% -12.6% -2.4% -16.7% -3.1% -14.7% -2.8%


Environment, Health & Safety 46 5.7% -1.6% -0.1% -6.2% -0.4% -4.1% -0.2%


Finance 73 9.0% -1.2% -0.1% -7.0% -0.6% -4.7% -0.4%


Human Resources 101 12.5% -8.6% -1.1% -11.0% -1.4% -9.3% -1.2%


Information Technology 10 1.2% 4.7% 0.1% -0.7% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0%


Maintenance 39 4.8% -7.0% -0.3% -22.1% -1.1% -18.9% -0.9%


Operations 44 5.4% -2.2% -0.1% -14.2% -0.8% -11.4% -0.6%


Supply Chain 21 2.6% -8.2% -0.2% -14.3% -0.4% -12.1% -0.3%


Average Positioning 808 100.0% -7.2% -7.6% -12.8% -12.4% -10.5% -10.3%


Base Salary Total Direct Compensation TR Excluding PTO





