
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 


Exhibit A2 
Tab 2 


Schedule 1 
Page 1 of 36 


 


 


BUSINESS PLANNING AND BUDGETING  1 


 2 


1. PURPOSE 3 


This evidence presents an overview of OPG’s business planning and budgeting objectives, and 4 


the planning process that underpins this application.  5 


 6 


2. OVERVIEW 7 


The nuclear revenue requirement requested in this application is based on OPG’s Amended 8 


2020-2026 Business Plan (the “2020-2026 Business Plan”) as approved by OPG’s Board of 9 


Directors, which is filed as Attachment 1 to this schedule.1 The 2020-2026 Business Plan covers 10 


a period of transformative change for OPG, including the planned shutdown of the Pickering 11 


nuclear generating station (“Pickering”) and completion of the Darlington Refurbishment 12 


Program (“DRP”). It also reflects OPG’s commitment to climate change action, workforce equity, 13 


diversity and inclusion (“ED&I”), and other corporate priorities. 14 


 15 


The 2020-2026 Business Plan spans the seven-year period of the IR term and bridge years in 16 


this application. The plan reflects and is organized around OPG’s four business imperatives:  17 


operational excellence, project excellence, financial strength and social licence. These 18 


imperatives support the company’s corporate mission statement, “Providing low cost power in 19 


safe, clean, reliable and sustainable manner for the benefit of our customers and our 20 


shareholder.” The 2020-2026 Business Plan also reflects customer input received through 21 


OPG’s first formal customer engagement process as discussed in Section 6 below. 22 


 23 


The 2020-2026 Business Plan reflects the actions implemented by OPG to date in response to 24 


the COVID-19 pandemic. OPG continues to closely monitor and respond to the evolving 25 


pandemic but, given its uncertainties, has not assumed additional impacts to the business in 26 


                                                 
1 As detailed in section 4.2 of this schedule and in the Executive Summary of the plan document, the Amended 
2020-2026 Business Plan comprises the plan for the period 2021 to 2026 developed during the annual business 
planning process in 2020, as well as a restated 2020 budget to reflect the known impacts of the COVID-19 
pandemic. The 2020 budget has also been restated to reflect changes to the company’s organizational structure 
following the realignment that the company undertook in the second half of 2020. Throughout the application, the 
Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan is referred to as the 2020-2026 Business Plan, unless otherwise noted. 
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developing the plan. The 2020-2026 Business Plan also reflects the organizational realignment 1 


implemented by OPG in the second half of 2020, as discussed in Section 3 below. 2 


 3 


The 2020-2026 Business Plan covers a range of important events and initiatives for OPG’s 4 


regulated generating facilities, including: 5 


 Successfully executing the DRP and positioning the Darlington nuclear generating station 6 


(“Darlington”) for strong post-refurbishment performance. 7 


 Optimizing the remaining operating life of Pickering in a safe, reliable, and economically 8 


effective manner. 9 


 Achieving a post-Pickering cost structure that mitigates, to a significant extent, the 10 


diseconomies of scale that will result within OPG from the Pickering shutdown. 11 


 Where possible, minimizing the impact of transitioning the workforce to a post-Pickering 12 


organization, with an expected reduction of over 3,000 employees following the station’s 13 


shutdown. 14 


 Investing in continued reliability, resilience and value of the regulated hydroelectric fleet. 15 


 16 


In support of advancing the company’s objectives, the 2020-2026 Business Plan sets a suite 17 


of ambitious performance targets applicable to the nuclear facilities. In addition to cost 18 


performance, the targets focus on safety, reliability, sustainability and other performance 19 


outcomes to ensure the company continues to delivers value to Ontarians. These targets 20 


include: 21 


 Base OM&A cost reduction targets intended to mitigate reallocation of about 90%, or 22 


$460M, of the corporate and operations support costs tied to Pickering. In addition to 23 


reductions directly resulting from shutting down the station, this target includes 24 


approximately $180M in cumulative savings between 2020 and 2024, on an inflation 25 


adjusted basis. 26 


 Ensuring strong generation reliability performance for Darlington and Pickering, with a 27 


forced loss rate (“FLR”) target of 1.0% for Darlington2 and 3.5% for Pickering. 28 


                                                 
2 Excluding the temporarily higher FLR expected immediately after refurbishment based on industry operating 
experience, as described in Ex. E2-1-1. 
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 Investing approximately $2.5 billion through the Darlington sustaining capital program in 1 


support of the station’s ongoing strong performance for the next 30 years, with projects to 2 


be delivered safely, on time, on budget, and with high quality. 3 


 Achieving high standards of workplace safety, including total recordable injury frequency 4 


of less than 0.10 (per 200,000 hours worked) for the nuclear facilities by the end of IR term. 5 


 Achieving second quartile normalized Total Generating Cost (“TGC”) per MWh 6 


performance for Darlington by 2026, positioning the station for further improvement in the 7 


post-refurbishment period.3  8 


 Progressing OPG’s climate change goal of net-zero carbon emissions by 2040, including 9 


initial planning and preparation activities for the deployment of a small modular reactor 10 


(“SMR”) generating station at the Darlington site, subject to regulatory approvals.4 11 


 Advancing the company’s ED&I strategy, with a goal of OPG being recognized as one of 12 


Canada’s Best Diversity Employers by 2023. 13 


 Maintaining OPG’s investment grade corporate credit rating to support the company’s 14 


continued ability to access cost effective financing.  15 


 16 


Financial information in the plan is presented on the basis of generally accepted accounting 17 


principles in the United States (“US GAAP”), which is OPG’s financial reporting framework as 18 


discussed in Ex. A2-1-1.  19 


 20 


The remainder of this schedule is organized as follows:  21 


 Section 3 summarizes major elements of the 2020-2026 Business Plan.  22 


 Section 4 summarizes OPG’s business planning process.  23 


 Section 5 summarizes planning for the Pickering shutdown. 24 


 Section 6 summarizes the incorporation of customer input into OPG’s business planning 25 


process. 26 


 27 


3. BUSINESS PLAN SUMMARY 28 


                                                 
3 The methodology for normalizing the TGC per MWh metric is discussed in Ex. F2-1-1. 
4 The planned costs during the IR term do not assume development of an SMR generating station pending an 
investment decision on the project upon completion of the initial planning and preparation phase over 2020-2021. 
See Ex. F2-8-1 for further information. 
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This Business Plan Period will encompass fundamental changes to OPG, which will significantly 1 


affect the company’s revenues and cost structure. During this period, OPG will complete the 2 


DRP and take important steps toward re-aligning the company’s cost structure and workforce 3 


with the end of commercial operations at Pickering. OPG will continue to focus on prudent cost 4 


management and productivity improvement, while ensuring that it operates in a safe, reliable, 5 


and environmentally and socially responsible manner. OPG will also advance its recently 6 


released Climate Change Plan through a range of de-carbonization and adaptation strategies. 7 


 8 


Key elements and assumptions of the 2020-2026 Business Plan related to the nuclear facilities 9 


are summarized below, in addition to the post-Pickering cost structure and workforce transition 10 


goals discussed in Section 5: 11 


 12 


 Successful Execution of the DRP: The 2020-2026 Business Plan reflects capital 13 


expenditures to complete the DRP by the end of 2026, based on an adjusted schedule in 14 


response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Upon conclusion, the refurbishment of the station will 15 


secure clean energy to supply over 20% of Ontario’s electricity needs for the next 30 years 16 


and beyond. In preparation for the refurbishment of Unit 3, OPG has incorporated lessons 17 


learned from the successful refurbishment of Unit 2, and has made strategic improvements 18 


to its work on the next units. Following a deferral due to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic 19 


in March 2020, OPG has now commenced the refurbishment of Unit 3 and has advanced 20 


planning for Units 1 and 4. Excluding the ultimate impact of COVID-19 on the project, 21 


Darlington refurbishment continues to track to the $12.8 billion budget. DRP-related 22 


elements of this application are set out in Ex. D2-2-1 to D2-2-11.  23 
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 Optimizing Remaining Operating Life of Pickering: The 2020-2026 Business Plan 1 


reflects OPG’s plan for optimized operations at Pickering, as supported by the Province of 2 


Ontario (the “Province”), subject to the regulatory approvals by the Canadian Nuclear Safety 3 


Commission. OPG plans to safely operate the generating units until the planned shutdown 4 


in 2024 for Unit 1 and Unit 4 and at the end of 2025 for Units 5-8. Optimizing Pickering 5 


shutdown will mitigate the capacity uncertainties during the refurbishments of the Darlington 6 


and Bruce stations.5 The optimized shutdown of Pickering is discussed in in Ex. F2-1-1. 7 


 8 


 Realigned Organizational Structure: In the second half of 2020, OPG redesigned and 9 


consolidated several elements of the organization, combining a number of operations 10 


groups to facilitate increased collaboration, realize efficiencies, and make progress towards 11 


the company’s planned post-Pickering organization. As part of the realignment, OPG 12 


centralized engineering and other operations support groups across the former Nuclear and 13 


Renewable Generation business units, which were combined under an Enterprise 14 


Operations organization. Additionally, OPG integrated major project execution 15 


responsibilities under the Enterprise Projects Organization (“EPO”), originally established in 16 


2018, and amalgamated business development and other strategic activities under a new 17 


Enterprise Strategy organization. A summary overview of OPG’s new organizational 18 


structure is provided in Ex. A1-5-1. 19 


 20 
These changes are designed to facilitate increased innovation and talent development 21 


across the enterprise, improve collaboration and enable the company to leverage best 22 


practices across its generating operations and project functions. For example, while OPG 23 


will need to retain separate expertise on the unique characteristics of hydroelectric and 24 


nuclear operations, centralizing Nuclear and Hydroelectric engineering, asset management, 25 


innovation and data analytics functions enables OPG to create a two-fold efficiency 26 


improvement in the areas where both operations use similar equipment for similar functions. 27 


First, centralizing these functions allows a person or team to manage the engineering 28 


requirements for both hydroelectric and nuclear operations, which reduce resource 29 


                                                 
5 Compensation-related aspects of Pickering Optimization are provided in Ex. F4-3-1. The Pickering Closure 
Costs Deferral Account established pursuant to O. Reg. 53/05 is addressed in Ex. H1-1-1. 
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requirements. Second, the increased collaboration allows OPG to leverage and scale 1 


innovations to implement operational efficiencies and asset management improvements 2 


more quickly to both hydroelectric and nuclear operations. As discussed in Ex. F2-1-1, OPG 3 


is installing sensors and remote monitoring technologies on both hydroelectric and nuclear 4 


plant equipment, which will provide real time data and analysis to ensure maintenance is 5 


done promptly and resource utilization is maximized. By having centralized engineering and 6 


strategic support teams, OPG will be able to apply such innovations to both operations more 7 


efficiently. 8 


 9 


Integrating all major project execution groups from across the Nuclear and Renewable 10 


Generation business units into the EPO will further strengthen OPG’s project management 11 


and execution performance in line with the Enterprise-Wide Project Excellence Initiative 12 


(Ex. D2-1-1). The Enterprise Strategy organization will support advancement of OPG’s 13 


priorities including planning and preparation work for the SMR project, optimizing nuclear 14 


waste material management and decommissioning strategies, and advancing the OPG’s 15 


Climate Change Plan. 16 


 17 


By implementing the organizational realignment, OPG has taken significant steps toward 18 


achieving a desired post-Pickering organizational structure and reduced management roles 19 


across the organization by over 10%. The resulting cost reductions are reflected in the 2020-20 


2026 Business Plan.  21 


 22 


Throughout the application, OPG has restated the presentation of actual (2016-2019) and 23 


EB-2016-0152 OEB-approved (2017-2021) OM&A costs and associated full-time 24 


equivalents (“FTEs”) for the new organizational structure and other changes in order to 25 


enable comparability with Business Plan period information.6 Details on the normalization 26 


of OPG’s nuclear OM&A are provided in Ex. A1-3-1, Attachment 1. 27 


Operating Efficiencies: As discussed in Section 5.1.1, OPG has set top-down targets to 28 


drive significant cost reductions by 2026, in order to ensure strong cost performance of 29 


                                                 
6 Capital costs are not presented using an organizational structure view in the application and therefore are not 
impacted. 
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remaining operations upon reallocation of shared costs currently tied to Pickering. OPG 1 


will work to achieve these targets over the Business Plan period through the development 2 


and implementation of a range of sustainable efficiencies, including technology-based and 3 


other productivity improvements, resourcing efficiencies, and streamlining of work 4 


programs. Greater use of technology and innovation enabled by OPG’s Digital Strategy will 5 


be particularly critical to the successful implementation of the targets, necessitating the 6 


increased investments in information technology tools and infrastructure reflected in the 7 


2020-2026 Business Plan (Ex. D3-1-1).  8 


 9 


With respect to compensation, the OM&A targets reflect the requirements of Bill 124: 10 


Protecting a Sustainable Public Sector for Future Generations Act, 2019 (“Bill 124”), which 11 


limits increases in wages and total compensation for OPG’s unionized and non-unionized 12 


employees over a three-year period (Ex. F4-3-1 and Ex. A1-6-1).  13 


 14 


 Climate Change Plan and Small Modular Reactors: OPG believes that clean power is 15 


fundamental to a healthy environment and a strong, sustainable economy. Having delivered 16 


one of the world’s single largest climate change actions to date by ending coal-fired 17 


generation at its unregulated operations, OPG’s planned investments and initiatives will 18 


continue to facilitate a supply of clean power and electrification. In November 2020, OPG 19 


released its Climate Change Plan, which includes a goal of achieving net-zero carbon 20 


emissions from the Company’s operations by year 2040 and being a catalyst for helping 21 


markets in which OPG operates to do the same by 2050.7 The Climate Change plan 22 


identifies a range of near-term and long-term potential actions that OPG can take to advance 23 


decarbonisation efforts. It also sets out some of the actions that OPG may take to ensure 24 


ongoing resilience of its generating assets to the changing climate.   25 


                                                 
7 Online at http://www.opg.com/documents/opg-climate-change-plan-2020.  



http://www.opg.com/documents/opg-climate-change-plan-2020
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OPG expects SMRs will be a central element of the climate change plan for Ontario, and 1 


continues to advance the potential deployment of this new technology at the Darlington site, 2 


subject to regulatory approvals. The 2020-2026 Business Plan includes expenditures 3 


toward initial planning and preparation activities for the project over 2020 and 2021. Further 4 


information on these activities can be found in Ex. F2-8-1. 5 


 6 


As OPG continues to progress its climate change adaptation and resilience efforts, it will 7 


likely need to increase investment over time. During the Business Plan Period, the 8 


company will continue to assess and target climate risks to help strengthen the resilience 9 


of its generating assets and ultimately ensure an efficient and sustainable electricity sector. 10 


In the near term, OPG is investing in projects and initiatives aimed at addressing immediate 11 


physical adaptations as part of its sustaining capital portfolio, such as the advanced algae 12 


early warning system at Pickering.   13 


 14 


 Response to COVID-19 Pandemic: From the onset of the pandemic in the first quarter of 15 


2020, OPG has recognized the importance of its role as Ontario’s largest electricity producer 16 


and community partner. The 2020-2026 Business Plan includes the impact of the actions 17 


taken to date by the company in response to COVID-19, including through a generation plan 18 


that reflects a deferred Darlington refurbishment schedule and other associated changes in 19 


Darlington outages, and certain incremental expenditures being incurred in the course of 20 


the pandemic.8 OPG continues to participate in the OEB’s ongoing Consultation on the 21 


Deferral Account – Impacts arising from the COVID-19 Emergency (EB-2020-0133).  22 


 23 


 Equity, Diversity and Inclusion, and Indigenous Relations: OPG will continue to 24 


advance workplace ED&I as part of a culture in which all employees, contractors and 25 


business partners are treated fairly and respectfully, and each individual is able to reach 26 


their full potential. OPG believes that ED&I is integral to fostering an innovative, healthy and 27 


engaged workforce, and is therefore fundamental to the achievement of the company’s 28 


                                                 
8 As a result of the deferred DRP schedule, OPG moved an outage from 2020 to 2021 and also added a regular 


planned outage in 2021 to support Unit 4 operation until its start of refurbishment. See Ex. E2-1-2 for further 
discussion. 
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strategic goals. Over the Business Plan Period, OPG will build on its actions to date, with 1 


the goal of becoming one of Canada’s Best Diversity Employers by 2023. 2 


 3 
Additionally, OPG will continue to build mutually beneficial working relations with 4 


Indigenous communities proximate to its current and planned future operations through 5 


proactive engagement, consultation, fostering opportunity and other efforts. OPG believes 6 


in establishing and maintaining these relationships through dialogue founded in respect 7 


and aimed at preserving openness, transparency and trust. These strong relationships and 8 


partnerships are important to maintaining OPG’s social licence in the communities.  9 


 10 


 Maintaining Investment Grade Credit Rating: OPG expects its credit metrics, as used by 11 


the rating agencies to assess the company’s credit risk, to be more pressured during the 12 


earlier years of the Business Plan Period. This includes the effects of lower nuclear 13 


generation during the remainder of the DRP, which will reduce operating cash flow due to 14 


rate smoothing deferrals, and the planned capital investment program. OPG’s rate 15 


smoothing proposal in this application has been developed to balance the impacts on 16 


customers and OPG’s credit metrics, using the criteria adopted by the OEB in EB-2016-17 


0152. The 2020-2026 Business Plan and this application reflect borrowing costs consistent 18 


with OPG’s current investment grade credit rating. The rate smoothing proposal is discussed 19 


in Ex. I1-3-2 and the long-term cost of debt is presented in Ex. C1-1-2. 20 


 21 


 IESO Market Renewal:  As stated in Ex. A1-3-1 and Ex. A1-6-1, the 2020-2026 Business 22 


Plan, and this application, do not include any rate-setting impacts resulting from changes to 23 


OPG’s role in the IESO-administered market given the inherent uncertainty associated with 24 


the final design and implementation of a number of key features.  25 


 26 


 Nuclear Liabilities: OPG recognizes the importance of adopting optimal  decommissioning 27 


strategies and the safe and effective stewardship over nuclear material throughout its entire 28 


lifecycle. Over the Business Plan Period, OPG will complete the detailed planning and, upon 29 


shutdown of the units, begin execution of the Pickering SAFSTOR project to de-water, de-30 


fuel and place the units in a safe storage state. Nuclear decommissioning and waste 31 
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management activities will continue to be charged against OPG’s nuclear liabilities and, as 1 


applicable, funded from the nuclear segregated funds under the Ontario Nuclear Funds 2 


Agreement (“ONFA”). The 2020-2026 Business Plan and the application reflect the OEB-3 


approved recovery methodology for the nuclear liabilities, based on the current approved 4 


2017-2021 ONFA Reference Plan.9 The 2022-2026 ONFA Reference Plan is currently under 5 


development and not expected to be finalized for the Province’s approval until later in 6 


2021.10 OPG’s nuclear liabilities and the ONFA are discussed further in Ex. C2-1-1. 7 


 8 


4. BUSINESS PLANNING PROCESS  9 


 10 


4.1. Planning Approach 11 


The 2020-2026 Business Plan was approved by OPG’s Board of Directors in November 2020. 12 


It sets out OPG’s operational, financial and other performance goals and targets for the 2021-13 


2026 period; a current forecast of performance for the 2020 year based on year-to-date 14 


information; and, to reflect pandemic-related impacts since the beginning of the year, an 15 


amended 2020 budget.11 The 2020-2026 Business Plan has been submitted for concurrence to 16 


the shareholder pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement (Ex. A1-4-1, Attachment 2). 17 


 18 


In line with the period covered this application, the 2020-2026 Business Plan spans a total of 19 


seven years – longer than any prior OPG business plan. For each year of the plan, OPG 20 


prepared detailed plans for generation performance, resource requirements, asset lifecycle 21 


investments, major project execution, and operational costing for the nuclear facilities. Although 22 


the plan’s term required OPG to set operational and financial targets, and to make operational 23 


and financial assumptions, to a level of detail not previously not previously employed for this 24 


duration of planning horizon, OPG followed the same approach, process and rigour as applied 25 


to prior business plans. This included comprehensive company-wide planning instructions, top-26 


                                                 
9 This is the same ONFA Reference Plan that was reflected in the EB-2016-0152 Payment Amounts Order. 
10 The corresponding revenue requirement impact of the approved 2022-2026 Reference Plan will be recorded in 
the Nuclear Liability Deferral Account for the prescribed facilities and the Bruce Lease Net Revenues Variance 
Account for the Bruce facilities. 
11 When presenting IR term information in this application that requires direct continuity of balances from 2020, such 
as rate base values, OPG has used the 2020 current forecast information from the 2020-2026 Business Plan, rather 
than the restated budget. 
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down target setting for key resource envelopes, application of consistent assumptions, and 1 


identification of risks and mitigation measures.12  2 


 3 


OPG’s business planning process is underpinned by the following four business imperatives, 4 


around which the 2020-2026 Business Plan is itself organized:  5 


 6 


Operational Excellence – Continuing to safely and efficiently operate and maintain 7 


the generation fleet through a high-performing, engaged workforce is OPG’s core 8 


priority.  9 


  10 


Project Excellence – In addition to continuing to approach the execution of the DRP 11 


as a destiny project, OPG strives to deliver all projects safely, on time, on budget, and 12 


with high quality.  13 


 14 


Financial Strength – OPG seeks to ensure a consistent level of strong financial 15 


performance that delivers an appropriate level of return on the shareholder’s 16 


investment, while prudently managing risks.  17 


 18 


Social Licence – Maintaining public trust, building relationships with communities and 19 


upholding high standards of corporate citizenship is essential to OPG’s ongoing social 20 


licence. This includes stakeholder expectations related to impacts on the cost of 21 


electricity and reduction of carbon emissions.  22 


 23 


4.2. Business Plan Process 24 


As in prior payment amounts applications, OPG’s business planning and budgeting process 25 


continues to be a decentralized annual process undertaken within a consistent, top-down 26 


framework of strategic objectives, resource guidelines, and costing assumptions. Within this 27 


framework, the individual businesses and support groups develop their specific strategic and 28 


                                                 
12 The key assumptions and risks associated with the 2020-2026 Business Plan are set out at Attachment 1, pages 
41 and 42, respectively 
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performance objectives, and then identify and plan the work required to achieve these 1 


objectives.  2 


 3 


Using the above approach, OPG issued corporate-wide business planning instructions 4 


(“Instructions”) for the preparation of the 2020-2026 Business Plan in June 2020.13 The 5 


Instructions provided guidance to lines of business and functions across the organization on the 6 


preparation of planning submissions for 2021 to 2026, as well as direction for the preparation of 7 


a restated 2020 budget to reflect known impacts of COVID-19. The Instructions are filed as 8 


Attachment 2 to this schedule. 9 


 10 


In addition to setting out resource targets, the key elements of the Instructions included: 11 


 A summary of the strategic planning context and goals, and key factors of the external 12 


and internal business planning environment 13 


 Identification of key operating, project, economic, staffing and other planning 14 


assumptions to be used in the development and costing of plans 15 


 Establishment and communication of information submission requirements, business 16 


planning schedules, milestones and activities, and instructions for use of internal 17 


business planning tools 18 


 Instructions for the identification and reporting of key business plan risks and 19 


development of risk mitigation measures  20 


 An outline of environment, health and safety compliance requirements in the Business 21 


Plan Period, and instructions for planning for climate change related initiatives and 22 


impacts 23 


 24 


The Instructions also included the results of OPG’s customer engagement process. Business 25 


units were required to consider customer input when preparing their respective business plan 26 


submissions. More information on the role of customer engagement in the 2020-2026 Business 27 


Plan is provided in Section 6.1 below. 28 


                                                 
13 As in prior applications, OPG’s corporate business planning process was coordinated by the Finance 
organization. 
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 1 


Based on the key planning assumptions, the Instructions set out annual OM&A and sustaining 2 


capital expenditure targets for the Business Plan Period.14 The OM&A targets were established 3 


with a view to driving productivity and efficiency improvements and aligning OPG’s future 4 


operating cost structure with post-Pickering operations, while ensuring continued safe, reliable 5 


and environmentally sustainable operations. Sustaining project capital targets were set in 6 


support of effective execution of asset management strategies and continuous improvement of 7 


project outcomes, taking into consideration resourcing capacity and expenditure targets. The 8 


operating cost targets reflected in the 2020-2026 Business Plan are further discussed in Section 9 


5.1.1 below. 10 


  11 


Based on the Instructions, each business and function identified objectives, performance 12 


targets, resources, key initiatives and risk mitigation strategies that informed the development 13 


of their business plan input. This included work programs and projects required to achieve the 14 


objectives, taking into account the corporate targets and results of customer engagement. 15 


Where necessary, trade-offs were made to deal with emerging issues. Reviews were 16 


undertaken within each of the businesses and functions such that the resulting plans reflected 17 


the highest priority work needed to meet the applicable safety and social licence goals, 18 


regulatory commitments, operational targets, project milestones and strategic objectives. 19 


Project portfolios of both OM&A and capital investments, maintained and prioritized within each 20 


business, allowed the highest priority investments, comprising those related to safety, regulatory 21 


commitments and equipment reliability, to be incorporated into the business planning 22 


submissions.15 Nuclear, hydroelectric and other generation plans were developed based on 23 


outage requirements, reliability parameters, water flow forecasts and other applicable technical, 24 


operational and external variables.  25 


 26 


                                                 
14 For 2020, the targets included as an initial estimate of identified COVID-19 impacts as applied to the year’s 
original budget.  
15 An overview of enterprise-wide project categorization and project review processes is provided in Attachment 3. 
Investment identification and project management processes for nuclear and support services projects are set out 
in Ex. D2-1-1 and Ex. D3-1-1, respectively.   
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Through the summer of 2020, OPG held a series of review meetings with the senior leaders of 1 


each business function on their respective plans. Additionally, briefings and challenge sessions 2 


were held on business and functional plans with senior leaders of the Finance team, including 3 


reviews of planning submissions against targets and strategic objectives. The challenge 4 


sessions included a focus on identifying any opportunities for further optimization of the 5 


proposed plans. As necessary, updates were also made to reflect the implementation of the 6 


organizational realignment in the second half of 2020.   7 


 8 


Based on submissions received from across the organization and any subsequent revisions 9 


through the review process above, a consolidated generation and financial plan (and restated 10 


2020 budget, based on an updated estimate of the known COVID-19 impacts) was prepared. 11 


The information in the planning submissions was supplemented by corporate-level financial 12 


inputs including depreciation expense, nuclear liabilities impacts, borrowing requirements, 13 


income taxes and deferral and variance account additions for the remaining years of the current 14 


IR term.   15 


 16 


Upon finalization, the draft consolidated Business Plan was reviewed with the President and 17 


Chief Executive Officer, Chief Financial Officer and other members of the Enterprise Leadership 18 


Team. In October 2020, the final consolidated Business Plan was submitted to and 19 


subsequently approved by OPG’s Board of Directors.  20 


 21 


5. PLANNING FOR PICKERING END OF COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS 22 


 23 


Preparing for the end of Pickering commercial operations and the transition from a 10-unit 24 


nuclear fleet to a 4-unit fleet is a crucial focus area for OPG and a significant driver of the 2020-25 


2026 Business Plan. The company’s overarching goals for the Pickering shutdown are:  26 


1) Realigning the company’s cost structure in recognition of the reduced nuclear business;  27 


2) Preparing the workforce for transition to post-Pickering operations; and 28 


3) Positioning Darlington toward top quartile operational performance upon entering 29 


steady-state, post-refurbishment operations.  30 


 31 
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The first two goals are summarized below. The third goal is addressed in Ex. F2-1-1. 1 


 2 


Realigning the Cost Structure 3 


OPG seeks to realign its cost structure to enable strong cost performance for its remaining 4 


operations following Pickering shutdown, by reducing the effects of the diseconomies of scale. 5 


By definition, as OPG’s business shrinks, its post-Pickering cost structure will be greater than 6 


its current baseline cost due to the fixed nature of some costs. Just as a growing business may 7 


benefit from certain economies of scale, a shrinking company faces the opposite effect of a 8 


reduced asset base requiring many of the same functions. In recognition of this reality, OPG 9 


identified the risk to future cost performance posed by the significant diseconomies that could 10 


occur due to the end of commercial operations at Pickering.  11 


 12 


While recognizing that it will not be possible to fully offset these impacts, OPG set out to mitigate 13 


them by targeting sustainable structural and efficiency improvements across shared functions 14 


and processes in the corporate and nuclear support organizations. Developing and beginning 15 


to implement these efforts has been and continues to be an area of significant focus for OPG’s 16 


management team leading up to the Pickering closure.16 As discussed below, the 2020-2026 17 


Business Plan targets for base OM&A expenses have been set to drive this outcome.   18 


 19 


Preparing the Workforce 20 


In preparing the workforce for transition to the post-Pickering organization, OPG has two main 21 


planning goals:  22 


1) Minimize the organizational and cost impact of reducing the workforce, while ensuring 23 


safe and reliable operations over the station’s remaining life and through post-24 


shutdown activities 25 


2) Ensure that the workforce is well positioned and appropriately resourced to implement 26 


and sustain the transformational changes targeted in the 2020-2026 Business Plan  27 


 28 


As noted above, OPG expects that over 3,000 positions occupied by unionized (regular and 29 


term-based) and management employees to be eliminated as a result of the Pickering 30 


                                                 
16 At OPG, this work is sometimes referred to as preparing for “OPG25” or “OPG 2025”. 
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shutdown. For unionized employees, this will be a complex process undertaken pursuant to 1 


collective agreement provisions, resulting in some regular employees transferring from former 2 


Pickering positions to positions at Darlington or other parts of the organization. Beyond the 3 


financial implications, OPG will also need to manage any operational risks that may arise as a 4 


result of a transitioning and shrinking workforce.  5 


 6 


Staffing and other plans underpinning the 2020-2026 Business Plan have been developed with 7 


a view to facilitate, within safety and operational constraints, the above objectives through such 8 


strategies as optimizing the resource mix, leveraging attrition and facilitating the transfer of 9 


regular employees from Pickering to Darlington ahead of the Pickering shutdown. Some of the 10 


strategies, such as continued ability to hire term-based employees into unionized positions, are 11 


dependent on collective bargaining outcomes over the planning period, which are inherently 12 


uncertain. As discussed in Ex. F4-3-1 and Ex. H1-1-1, OPG does not seek recovery of costs 13 


arising from any Pickering closure activities in this application and will record them in the 14 


Pickering Closure Cost Deferral Account pursuant to Ontario Regulation 53/05.  15 


 16 


As further discussed in Ex. F4-3-1, OPG must also ensure that its workforce is sustainable, 17 


enabling the company to continue operating at a high standard of performance both during and 18 


beyond the Business Plan Period. This includes equipping employees with the skills and 19 


qualities needed to support organizational needs and to achieve the objectives of the 2020-20 


2026 Business Plan. Leveraging the organizational realignment in the second half of the year, 21 


the business plan was developed with a view to reinforce a cultural focus on collaboration, 22 


innovation and agility.17  23 


 24 


5.1.1 Base OM&A Targets 25 


The base OM&A targets in the 2020-2026 Business Plan were set in recognition of the fact that 26 


OPG must sustainably adjust its operating expenditure profile to mitigate post-Pickering 27 


diseconomies of scale. Given the magnitude of the required organizational change in the years 28 


leading up to the station’s planned shutdown, OPG employed a “top down” approach to 29 


establishing the targets. In setting the trajectory, OPG sought to balance cost goals with other 30 


                                                 
17 At OPG, this work is referred to as the “One OPG” initiative. 
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critical priorities, including continued safe and effective operation of the facilities, a substantial 1 


capital work program, and the completion of the DRP. As such, the final targets also reflected 2 


close consultation with the lines of business. 3 


 4 


In addition to building on concerted efforts over the last several years to improve the cost 5 


structure, the target-setting process reflected a number of considerations to arrive at what OPG 6 


considers to be a challenging-but-realistic cost trajectory leading up to 2026. These included: 7 


 Functional initiatives in place for continuous improvement  8 


 Impact on Darlington’s cost performance trajectory  9 


 Ability to leverage investments in technology to drive change and realize efficiencies 10 


 OPG’s labour context and the profile of its workforce leading up to and through Pickering 11 


shutdown 12 


 Resourcing needs for successful execution of the DRP through multi-unit outages 13 


 The need to support fleet aging management and life extension initiatives, as well as 14 


emerging regulatory and other requirements 15 


 Ability to manage potential risks in transitioning to a four-unit fleet  16 


 Resourcing needs and impacts on corporate level strategic priorities 17 


 Known impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic 18 


Consistent with these considerations, the 2020-2026 Business Plan has set an ambitious 19 


trajectory to deliver on the following cost goals: 20 


1. Mitigating corporate and operations support costs tied to Pickering by 2026 21 


2. Driving savings in base OM&A costs attributed to the nuclear facilities over the period 22 


leading up to the planned Pickering shutdown 23 


3. Targeting second quartile normalized TGC per MWh performance for the Darlington 24 


station by the end of the IR term 25 


 26 


Each cost goal is summarized below: 27 


 28 


Mitigating Support Costs by 2026: OPG plans to mitigate approximately 90% of 29 


corporate and operations support costs tied to Pickering by 2026. This is equivalent to 30 


removing an estimated $460M (in 2026 dollars) of base OM&A from the corporate 31 
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Support Services and Operations and Project Support organizations. In measuring this 1 


mitigation impact, OPG has used its 2016 actual cost structure (escalated to 2026 2 


dollars) as the baseline, in recognition of the initiatives that have already begun to be 3 


implemented over the present IR term. This calculation of $460M involved the following 4 


steps, summarized in Chart 1 and shown in Chart 2 below:18 5 


 6 


Chart 1 – Description of Corporate and Operations Support Cost Mitigation Calculation19 7 


Step Description 


1 Escalating actual allocated corporate Support Services and Operations and Project 


Support costs for each of Pickering and Darlington in 2016 to 2026 


2 Calculating the difference between the amount identified in Step 1 for Darlington and 


the 2026 planned amount of allocated corporate Support Services and Operations 


and Project Support for Darlington in this application 


3 Comparing the amount for Pickering calculated in Step 1 with the amount calculated 


in Step 2. To compute the percentage, amount calculated in Step 2 was divided by 


the Pickering amount calculated in Step 1. 


 8 
 9 


Chart 2 – Corporate and Operations Support Cost Mitigation Calculation 10 


 11 


 12 


                                                 
18 All escalation calculation use an assumed 2% rate. 
19 While this calculation does not include the regulated hydroelectric operations, based on the 2020-2026 Business 
Plan, OPG expects impacts there to be relatively minor. 


2016 2026 2016


$ millions Reference Actual Plan 2026$ 
1


(a) (b) (c) (d)


Pickering


1 Pickering- Operations and Project Support Ex. F2-2-1 Table 1, Note 3 265 0 323 (323)


2 Pickering- Corporate Support Allocated Ex. F3-1-1 Table 3b, Line 8 156 0 190 (190)


3 Total Pickering 421 0 513 (513)


Darlington


4 Darlington- Operations and Project Support Ex. F2-2-1 Table 1, Note 3 187 247 228 19


5 Darlington- Corporate Support Allocated Ex. F3-1-1 Table 3a, Line 8 155 223 188 35


6 Total Darlington 342 470 416 54


7 Total Nuclear (Line 3 + Line 6) 763 470 930 (460)


1 2016 actual costs are converted to 2026 $ at an assumed rate of 2%. Calculated as column (a) x (1.02)^10


Variance 
(b) less (c)Line
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Reductions have also been achieved in Darlington’s direct station Base OM&A costs for 1 


2026 in this application. These costs are approximately $42M less than the 2016 actual 2 


amount escalated to 2026.20 3 


 4 


Driving Base OM&A Savings Leading up to Pickering Shutdown: The 2020-2026 5 


Business Plan targets savings of approximately $180M over the 2020-2024 period in 6 


inflation-adjusted total base OM&A costs attributed to the nuclear facilities (Pickering and 7 


Darlington stations, Operations and Project Support and corporate Support Services). 8 


Shown in Chart 3 below, the calculation involves escalating 2019 actual costs to 2024, 9 


and summing the differences across years between this hypothetical cost and the planned 10 


cost in this application. The calculation is performed to 2024 only, due to the significant 11 


reductions in the planned costs in 2025 and 2026 reflecting the planned Pickering 12 


shutdown.  13 


Chart 3 – Inflation-Adjusted Nuclear Base OM&A Savings14 


 15 


 16 


Second Quartile TGC/MWh Performance at Darlington: OPG is working to achieve 17 


second quartile normalized TGC/MWh performance for the Darlington station by the end 18 


of the IR term, to serve as a jumping off point for continued improvement after transition 19 


to steady-state operations and capital investment profile, post refurbishment. This is 20 


discussed further in Ex. F2-1-1. 21 


 22 


                                                 
20 Calculated as: Ex. F2-2-1, Table 1, Line 1, Col. (a) x (1.02)^10 less Ex. F2-2-1, Table 1, Line 1, Col. (k) 
[$337.2M x (1.02)^10 less $369.4M = $41.6M] 


2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024


$ millions Reference Actual Plan Plan Plan Plan Plan


(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)


Nuclear Base OM&A


1 Nuclear Operations Base OM&A 
1


Ex. F2-2-1 Table 1, line 3 + line 9, 


col. (d) to (i) 1,252 1,291 1,281 1,311 1,306 1,293 6,482


2 Corporate Support Base OM&A


F3-1-1_Table 3 line 8 + line 9, col. 


(d) to (i) 343 358 372 362 360 350 1,802


3 Total Nuclear Base OM&A (line 2 + line 3) 1,595 1,648 1,654 1,673 1,666 1,643 8,284


4 Inflation Adjusted OM&A (2%)


2020 = Line 3, col. (a) x (1.02), 2021 


onwards = preceeding year value in 


line 4 x 1.02 1,627 1,659 1,693 1,726 1,761 8,466


5 Total Nuclear (Line 3 + Line 6) 21 (6) (20) (60) (118) (182)


1 Excludes CRVA eligible cost (Ex F2-2-1_Table 1, line 13)


Line


Variance 
sum of (b) to (f)







Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 


Exhibit A2 
Tab 2 


Schedule 1 
Page 20 of 36 


 


 


5.1.1. Initiatives to Support Business Plan Targets 1 


While the changes required to meet the above goals will undoubtedly challenge the 2 


organization, OPG believes that it is well positioned to deliver on this transformational Business 3 


Plan.  4 


 5 


During the IR term, OPG will both progress the current initiatives discussed in this application, 6 


as well as identify, plan and develop the full range of specific opportunities and strategies 7 


needed to meet the targets. Successfully doing so will benefit customers for many years after 8 


this IR term through ongoing improved cost performance of the regulated facilities. The progress 9 


toward the targets will be monitored at the corporate and functional levels, driven by the same 10 


top down approach that established the targets in the current planning cycle. 11 


 12 


In addition to the 2020 organizational realignment described earlier, some of the initiatives 13 


discussed throughout this application include:  14 


 Digital Strategy: Leveraging technology solutions such as the implementation of the 15 


Monitoring and Diagnostic Centre and other solutions (e.g., use of drones, process 16 


automation, and artificial intelligence) to redesign internal processes (Ex. D3-1-1 and 17 


Ex. F2-1-1). 18 


 Resource Optimization: Optimizing work program resources by leveraging headcount 19 


reductions and implementing targeted staffing plans, and developing strategies to 20 


ensure increased knowledge retention and transfer in support of a leaner post-Pickering 21 


organization (Ex. F2-1-1). 22 


 Project Management: Strengthening nuclear project portfolio management, which is 23 


now overseen by discrete asset management and project management groups. This 24 


structure provides enhanced focus and expertise, enabling more effective and efficient 25 


asset management, investment planning, and project management (Ex. D2-1-1). 26 


 Real Estate and Workplace Transformation: Reducing real estate footprint and 27 


facilitating improved productivity by investing in a new, sustainable corporate campus 28 


for OPG’s non-plant employees (Ex. D3-1-1).  29 


 30 


6. Customer Engagement  31 
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This section describes the new formal customer engagement activities that OPG has 1 


undertaken to inform the 2020-2026 Business Plan in line with the OEB’s expectations, which 2 


are set out in Section 6.1. It also reviews the other forms of customer engagement that the 3 


company undertakes in the ordinary course of business, as set out in Section 6.2.  4 


 5 


6.1 Customer Engagement in Business Planning 6 


 7 


6.1.1 Overview 8 


In the EB-2016-0152 payment amounts application, OPG proposed developing a more formal 9 


customer engagement process to inform future business planning.21 The OEB accepted the 10 


company’s proposal, affirming its expectation that this new customer engagement would inform 11 


the company’s next payment amounts application.22 12 


 13 


In the Spring of 2018, OPG engaged Innovative Research Group Inc. (“INNOVATIVE”) to 14 


conduct a multi-phase customer engagement process to seek input from customers to help 15 


inform the company’s Business Plan. The goal of the first phase of the customer engagement 16 


process was to identify customer needs and preferences regarding certain customer-related 17 


outcomes of OPG’s regulated facilities. The goal of the second phase was to identify customer 18 


feedback on certain specific choices that OPG would likely need to consider in the 2020-2026 19 


Business Plan, such as its approach to rate smoothing and plans for certain projects. Customer 20 


input from both phases informed the 2020-2026 Business Plan. 21 


 22 


For INNOVATIVE’s research, OPG adopted a broad definition of its “customers.” Since OPG 23 


sells electricity wholesale into the market, it does not have a direct commercial relationship with 24 


electricity consumers. Namely, OPG does not perform the transactional and service-related 25 


customer activities that a distributor does, nor does it manage customer accounts, respond to 26 


service calls, or make investment decisions that directly affect the delivery of electricity to 27 


individual customers. Additionally, the reliability of OPG’s assets does not typically affect 28 


customers’ service reliability. Nonetheless, the electricity that OPG generates – and how it 29 


                                                 
21 EB-2016-0152, Ex. A-1-3-2, s. 5. 
22 EB-2016-0152, Decision and Order, December 28, 2017, p. 136. 
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generates that electricity – affects all Ontarians. In that broader sense, all electricity consumers 1 


in the province are OPG’s customers. Accordingly, INNOVATIVE took a broad approach to its 2 


customer engagement research, encompassing residential and business customers throughout 3 


the province. 4 


 5 


The process and results of both phases of INNOVATIVE’s research are summarized below. 6 


INNOVATIVE’s final report on both phases of the consultation is filed as Attachment 4 to this 7 


exhibit (“INNOVATIVE Report”).  8 
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Phase 1: Outcome Priorities 1 


The first phase of the consultation took place in the fall and winter of 2018. The goal of this 2 


phase was to identify customer needs and preferences on the customer-facing outcomes of 3 


OPG’s regulated facilities.  4 


 5 


The first phase was high-level by design. While OPG engages routinely with the communities 6 


in which it operates, this was the first consultation in which the company was seeking formal 7 


customer input to its business planning process. Before seeking feedback on specific business 8 


decisions, OPG needed to know what customers understood about OPG, its role in the 9 


province’s electricity system, and the outcomes on which they would be consulted. This 10 


information is particularly important for OPG given that OPG does not have a direct relationship 11 


with customers. 12 


 13 


INNOVATIVE employed multiple research methods in this phase. As described in the 14 


INNOVATIVE Report, they used focus groups and a public, voluntary online workbook to collect 15 


qualitative data, followed by a representative telephone survey of randomly recruited customers. 16 


For each method, INNOVATIVE conducted separate streams for both residential and small 17 


business customers. 18 


 19 


In Phase 1, INNOVATIVE presented participants with nine customer-related outcomes of OPG’s 20 


operations. Customers were asked to identify the importance of each outcome independently, 21 


and also in relation to the other eight.  22 


 23 


As shown in Chart 4, customers felt that all nine outcomes were important. They also identified 24 


safety, safe disposal of nuclear waste, and reliability as extremely important.  25 
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Chart 4 – Customer Outcome Importance23 1 


 2 


 3 


When asked to rank the relative priority of the same nine outcomes, customers ranked the 4 


outcomes as shown in Chart 5: 5 


 6 
Chart 5 – Customer Outcome Priorities24 7 


 8 


 9 


These customer outcome priorities were presented to senior management within the company 10 


in order to help inform business planning decisions.25 As noted above, the customer outcome 11 


priorities were incorporated into the Instructions, which directed the company’s business units 12 


to consider customer outcome priorities as part of their business planning submissions.26  13 


                                                 
23 INNOVATIVE Report, p. 7. 
24 INNOVATIVE Report, p. 8. 
25 The results from Phase 2 of the customer engagement process were presented to OPG’s investment planners 
through a series of meetings as well as through the Business Planning Instructions. 
26 Attachment 2, sections 1.4 and 3.1.c. 
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OPG’s business priorities are well aligned with the customer priorities identified through the 1 


customer engagement process. As is outlined throughout the 2020-2026 Business Plan, OPG 2 


is focused on safely and reliably generating electricity and maintaining its position as a lower 3 


cost generator in Ontario. In-line with customer priorities, the average cost of OPG’s electricity 4 


generated over the Business Plan Period is expected to be significantly lower than the average 5 


cost of other generators in Ontario. OPG has publicly reaffirmed its commitment to the safe and 6 


environmentally response disposal of waste upon launching the Center for Canadian Nuclear 7 


Sustainability in the second half of 2020 and will progress its plan to minimize OPG’s impact on 8 


the environment in-line with the company’s climate change goal of achieving net-zero carbon 9 


emissions by 2040. Lastly, but of the highest priority for OPG, is the safe operations of its 10 


generating fleet. OPG’s sets targets to drive a high standard of safety in everything the company 11 


does. 12 


 13 


Phase 2: Specific Choices 14 


The second phase took place in the Spring of 2019, before the 2020-2026 business planning 15 


process began. Based on the outcome priorities that were identified in the first phase, 16 


INNOVATIVE solicited customer preferences on specific business decisions that could affect 17 


OPG’s plan for the 2020-2026 period. INNOVATIVE also provided a “placemat” summarizing 18 


the results of the engagement. A copy of the placemat is provided as Attachment 5 to this 19 


schedule. 20 


 21 


The choices presented to customers covered a range of topics that could potentially be included 22 


in the upcoming business plan. The options presented to customers were examples of decision 23 


points where “trade-offs” may exist from a customer’s perspective. Where possible, OPG 24 


presented potential bill impacts for each option. 25 


 26 


Unlike a distributor, only some OPG’s business decisions presented clear trade-offs for 27 


customers. As an example, rate-smoothing options presented a clear value trade-off between: 28 


(i) paying less in the near term, but more in the long-term due to increased carrying costs, or (ii) 29 


paying more in the near-term, but less overall. INNOVATIVE also presented customers with 30 


examples of capital investment decisions on major initiatives and projects. However, OPG’s 31 
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investment decisions for its generating facilities do not present a clear value trade-off. Unlike a 1 


distributor, OPG’s capital investments do not directly affect customer service quality and hence 2 


present no readily discernable trade-offs between electricity reliability and price. In addition, 3 


many of OPG’s capital investments are required for safety, security, environmental and other 4 


regulatory, compliance and asset sustaining purposes. Consequently, OPG often has little 5 


discretion to offer customers meaningful optionality among investments. Notwithstanding these 6 


limitations, OPG included capital investment options where trade-offs exist and where customer 7 


feedback could affect investment decisions and customer outcomes. 8 


 9 


Similar to the results from the first phase of customer engagement, the customer feedback on 10 


the specific choices presented in the second phase was communicated through the rollout of 11 


the Instructions, the kick-off of the business planning process, and meetings with nuclear 12 


investment planners and other internal stakeholders. Chart 6 summarizes the feedback that 13 


OPG received on the specific choices, and how it informed the 2020-2026 Business Plan and 14 


this application.  15 


 16 
Chart 6 – Specific Customer Feedback in Business Plan and Application  17 


Topic Customer Input Impact  


Rate Smoothing 
Options 


As part of OPG’s request for feedback, rate smoothing was 
explained to customers as a balance of maintaining stable rates 
versus deferring collection of amounts to the future that would 
attract interest costs. Customers indicated support for a moderate 
level of smoothing. OPG’s rate smoothing proposal results in an 
average increase in the company’s weighted average payment 
amounts (“WAPA”) of 1.6% over the 2022-2026 period, which is 
in the range of inflation and consistent with the average WAPA 
increase approved by the OEB in EB-2016-0152. OPG believes 
that this proposal is consistent with customer feedback, as 
discussed in Ex. I1-3-2, Section 5.4. 
 







Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 


Exhibit A2 
Tab 2 


Schedule 1 
Page 27 of 36 


 


 


Making the 
Pickering Station 
Site Available for 
Other Uses after 
Shutdown 


OPG’s customer engagement process explored customers’ 
willingness to pay more for an accelerated decommissioning 
process for the Pickering station site that would take 
approximately 25 years, making the site available for use sooner, 
as compared to the current standard approach that would make 
the site available for other uses after approximately 45 years. The 
majority of customers indicated that they would be willing to pay 
something additional on their monthly bill for the faster approach.  
 
These results will inform OPG’s assessment of decommissioning 
strategy options going forward, without compromising OPG’s 
focus on safety. In the near term, OPG will continue to conduct 
studies on the strategic evaluation of potentially moving to an 
accelerated decommissioning program that will take into 
consideration: experience from other nuclear station 
decommissioning programs, safety and security considerations, 
social and environmental impacts, availability of resources and 
infrastructure for waste management, and regulatory policies and 
framework, amongst other stakeholders’ needs. 


Hydroelectric 
Projects 


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations: Most customers prefer a 
faster or moderate pace over a slower pace for overhauling 
hydroelectric stations.  Accordingly, the 2020-2026 Business Plan 
reflects a moderate pace of major hydroelectric sustaining 
projects (i.e. overhauls), which aligns with customers’ priorities of 
producing low cost power and operating in a safe and reliable 
manner.  
 
Niagara Frequency Conversion Project: OPG has begun the 
project to replace the previously decommissioned 25 Hz Units G1 
and G2 at the Sir Adam Beck 1 station with 60 Hz units. This is 
consistent with the customers’ preference that OPG proceed with 
this project, as opposed to delaying the work. 
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Nuclear Projects Darlington Vapour Recovery System (“VRS”): While customers 
supported a more expensive plan to replace the VRS at 
Darlington, OPG has determined that it would be optimal to focus 
investment on improving the existing system. This approach 
addresses a critical operational and safety risk. Improving the 
existing system would provide redundancy related to breathing air 
restrictions when two units are undergoing refurbishment, 
whereas replacement would not provide this redundancy and 
would extend system down time. Moreover, improving the existing 
VRS is expected to result in substantial savings compared to 
replacement. 
 
Darlington Air Compressors Replacement: OPG is planning to 
proactively replace all 19 air compressors at Darlington in 
alignment with customer feedback. This investment would 
mitigate operational risk as the current compressors’ condition is 
expected to deteriorate. 
 
Darlington Crane Project: OPG is planning to refurbish 14 cranes 
and defer refurbishment of six cranes, in alignment with customer 
feedback.    
 
These three projects presented to customers are listed in Ex. D2-
1-3, Tables 5a and 5b, as Portfolio Projects (Unallocated). Further 
information on OPG’s planned nuclear projects, including the 
impact of the customer feedback, are set out in Ex. D2-1-3. 
 


Investing in 
Technology to 
Create 
Efficiencies 


Customers were supportive of investments in new and innovative 
technologies that would lead to guaranteed savings, but did not 
support further investing in pilot projects.  
 
During the Business Plan Period, OPG will invest in technologies 
to enable cost savings across the organization, such as the 
implementation of the Monitoring and Diagnostic Centre and other 
digital solutions (e.g., process automation, artificial intelligence). 
OPG is confident that there is a high likelihood that these 
investments will lead to cost savings, with many of the 
investments in technological solutions included in the plan 
supported by experience at other organizations. Investing in 
technological solutions is one of the company’s key enabling 
strategies to reduce nuclear and corporate support costs in line 
with the post-Pickering shutdown targets. 
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OPG’s planned investments in information technology are 
discussed in Ex. D3-1-1, s. 2.1 (OPG’s Digital Strategy for 
corporate support technologies), and Ex. F2-1-1, s. 3.4 (Nuclear-
specific investments).  


 1 


6.2 Overview of “Ordinary-Course” Community Engagement 2 


This section reviews the various ways in which OPG typically engages with the individuals, 3 


businesses and institutions that consume electricity in Ontario and considers customers when 4 


planning work and operating its generating facilities. OPG has always considered customers’ 5 


interests in business planning. As described in this section, OPG engages with customers when 6 


planning projects, making operational decisions, and participating in communities.  7 


 8 


This schedule summarizes the various forms of customer engagement that OPG executes 9 


during the course of its normal business operations, divided into three broad categories, each 10 


of which is discussed separately in this schedule: 11 


 12 


i. Community Partnerships, 13 


ii. Indigenous Community Relations, and 14 


iii. Public Information and Safety Programs. 15 


 16 


6.2.1 Community Partnerships 17 


This section describes how OPG works with communities to help ensure that the company’s 18 


projects are planned and executed in a manner that reflects the preferences of local 19 


communities, and that its operations minimally affect local communities. OPG considers and 20 


accommodates community feedback in various aspects of its regular operations, including the 21 


company’s ongoing Nuclear Community Advisory Councils, Community Leader Engagement, 22 


Waterway Coordination programs, Project Planning and Execution, and Academic 23 


Collaboration. Each area is discussed below. 24 


 25 


6.2.1.1 Community Leader Engagement 26 


In addition to the specific community engagement processes described below, OPG generally 27 


engages with local leaders in communities where the company’s generating facilities are 28 
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located. Engaging with community leaders helps OPG ensure that it has a clear, unbiased 1 


perspective on the issues that matter to major segments of the local community. 2 


 3 


OPG identifies local leaders in government, business, academic, media and other sectors that 4 


reflect a spectrum of views on OPG’s role in the community. Discussions may cover a number 5 


of topics, ranging from safety and environmental issues to upcoming company projects at local 6 


facilities. In order to encourage interviewees to speak frankly and comprehensively, OPG 7 


commits that any discussions will be kept confidential. 8 


 9 


Being qualitative in nature, engagement with community leaders provides directional indication 10 


of community views from informed individuals from a spectrum of sectors and interests. OPG’s 11 


senior management is able to draw upon these views when making business decisions. 12 


 13 


6.2.1.2 Project Planning and Execution 14 


OPG’s projects are often significant endeavours that have the potential to affect local 15 


communities in a number of ways. These impacts range from practical impacts during 16 


construction, to driving economic growth.  17 


 18 


OPG’s projects require significant logistical coordination in host communities, such as altering 19 


traffic flows or requiring safety-related restrictions on access to areas of land and waterways. 20 


Projects often require an influx of personnel, either on a temporary or permanent basis. OPG 21 


also takes measures to mitigate risk to a community’s environment, archeological record or 22 


heritage sites.  23 


 24 


In order to address these various potential effects, OPG consults with host communities 25 


throughout the planning and execution of projects. The elements and scale of a project-specific 26 


consultation depend on the nature of the project and its potential to affect the local community. 27 


The appropriate form and the extent of community engagement activities will also depend on 28 


the circumstances of a given project. 29 


For example, when OPG plans to carry out sustaining capital work at a generating station, the 30 


company assesses the potential for the project to affect the local community and identifies what 31 
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forms of consultation and information sharing may be required. Each project is different, and 1 


OPG makes these assessments on a case-by-case basis.  2 


 3 


For larger projects, OPG’s community outreach can be quite broad, including town hall meetings 4 


to discuss potential impacts and solicit customer input. The specific forms of outreach vary with 5 


the nature of the project, its location, and other factors. Where possible, community feedback 6 


will be taken into account and reflected in the project plan. OPG also makes use of dedicated 7 


websites for major projects, providing information and soliciting input from the widest possible 8 


audience. 9 


 10 


Not all projects require dedicated consultations; it would not be efficient or cost effective for 11 


OPG to hold town hall meetings for smaller projects that occur exclusively within OPG’s facilities 12 


and have no material impact on the community. When OPG identifies a potential community 13 


impact in connection with a smaller project, such as road closures, it takes appropriate 14 


measures to inform local residents and businesses. As part of this process, OPG provides 15 


contact information for individuals or organizations who may have questions or concerns. 16 


 17 


6.2.1.3 Nuclear Community Advisory Councils 18 


OPG’s nuclear generating stations have a significant role to play in the Clarington and Pickering 19 


communities. OPG strives to understand host communities’ concerns and to be transparent in 20 


providing residents with information about the company’s nuclear facilities. To that end, OPG 21 


has established Community Advisory Councils (“CAC”) for both the Darlington and Pickering 22 


generating stations.  23 


 24 


The Nuclear CACs were established in the 1990s, and are comprised of members from a large 25 


number of sectors from across the community. CAC membership includes community 26 


associations, municipal government, health, environment, education, youth, business and 27 


members at large. CAC members live or work in the vicinity of the plants, and serve on a 28 


voluntary basis.  29 


 30 
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The CACs meet between six and eight times per year. During those meetings, the members 1 


receive briefings from OPG staff and other experts. Although meetings focus on environment, 2 


public health, safety and economic issues, the topics vary depending on the issues of interest 3 


to the community. CAC members have opportunities to question OPG and to discuss what they 4 


have heard.  5 


 6 


The CACs are an important bridge between OPG and the communities where the company’s 7 


nuclear generating stations are located. It allows OPG’s senior management to hear directly 8 


from members of the community, giving the community a direct connection to the company and 9 


allowing the company to better understand and respond to community questions, concerns and 10 


preferences. 11 


 12 


6.2.1.4 Waterway Coordination 13 


OPG’s hydroelectric facilities rely on the same waterways that many Ontarians live near, and 14 


rely on for their water supply, work and leisure. OPG operates its hydroelectric generating 15 


facilities in coordination with communities and governmental agencies to support public safety 16 


during high water events, emergencies and in the course of normal operations. For many rivers, 17 


water management plans have been established to account for the needs of the various groups 18 


that use and rely on the river. OPG also modifies some of its operations at hydroelectric 19 


generating stations to accommodate other users of Ontario’s waterways both on an on-going 20 


basis and for special circumstances. 21 


 22 


OPG coordinates its use of Ontario waterways with organizations and government bodies 23 


including the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, local conservation authorities, 24 


local municipalities, Indigenous communities, the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 25 


and Parks Canada. In times of extreme watershed conditions, OPG may be able to play a 26 


moderating role. When there is potential for flooding, OPG helps to manage the release of water 27 


to mitigate risks to local communities (both up-stream and down-stream from the company’s 28 


generating facility, depending on the location of the flood risk). Similarly, OPG may be called 29 


upon during periods of drought to support conservation efforts and aquatic habitat. OPG also 30 
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maintains an extensive Waterway Public Safety Program to mitigate public safety risks 1 


associated with the company’s facilities. 2 


 3 


6.2.1.5 Academic Collaboration 4 


OPG works with academic and other industry partners to research and promote public safety in 5 


connection with electricity generation. By collaborating and sharing information with these 6 


parties, OPG is able to promote public benefits, like flood prevention and innovation, and reduce 7 


costs for researchers. 8 


 9 


As an example, OPG collaborates with Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of 10 


Canada (“NSERC”) Canada FloodNet, a multi-disciplinary research network that is partly funded 11 


by NSERC. FloodNet allows efficient coordination between stakeholders, connecting 12 


researchers from across Canada and pooling data from OPG and other industry and 13 


government partners. FloodNet is then able to develop enhanced flood forecast tools and flood 14 


management capacity, which ultimately reduce the damage, socio-economic impacts and 15 


human distress caused by flooding, and help protect community water systems and the 16 


environment. 17 


 18 


6.2.2 Indigenous Community Relations 19 


OPG is committed to building and fostering mutually beneficial working relationships with 20 


Indigenous communities near its current and planned future operations. These relationships are 21 


built on a foundation of respect for the culture and customs of Indigenous peoples, and 22 


established and maintained through ongoing dialogue aimed at preserving openness, 23 


transparency and trust.   24 


  25 


Where appropriate, OPG pursues prospective generation-related developments with 26 


Indigenous communities that can provide the basis for long-term, mutually beneficial, 27 


commercial arrangements.  28 


  29 


OPG’s commitment to engagement and consultation has been beneficial to both the company 30 


and to Indigenous communities. By working to resolve grievances and to build relationships, 31 
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OPG believes that future projects and continued operation will be able to proceed more 1 


efficiently and deliver the best outcomes for Indigenous communities, customers, and the 2 


company. 3 


 4 


6.2.3 Emergency Management and Public Safety Programs 5 


Public safety is a critical concern for OPG. In addition to the community engagement processes 6 


described above, OPG keeps the general public informed about and prepared for emergencies 7 


and other safety-related issues through several programs. 8 


 9 


 Public safety around OPG’s dams and hydroelectric generating facilities is critical to OPG. 10 


In addition to physical safety measures (e.g., signage, fences, booms and buoys), OPG 11 


maintains a proactive dam safety communications program.  12 


 13 


 Each of OPG’s regions has an Emergency Response Plan that is developed and continually 14 


maintained in coordination with community leaders (e.g., mayors’ offices, Indigenous 15 


Communities, MPPs, fire services and other first responders). OPG meets regularly with 16 


these community leaders to review the emergency plans and to help the company’s 17 


community partners conduct their own Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 18 


processes. 19 


 20 


 OPG also conducts annual dam safety exercises. These exercises involve simulated 21 


emergencies that unfold over a number of hours or even multiple days, requiring responses 22 


from OPG and other groups. For example, a simulated dam leak could require the OPP to 23 


set up barricades and road blocks while OPG’s teams draw down the dam sluice gates or 24 


otherwise respond to the simulated conditions. In order to make the simulation effective, 25 


OPG may arrange to have individuals attempt to bypass barricades or otherwise complicate 26 


the emergency.  27 
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 OPG regionalizes its safety signage to help effectively communicate safety hazards in local 1 


communities.   2 
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Executive Summary 


 
This business plan sets out Ontario Power Generation’s (OPG) operational, financial and other performance 
goals and targets for the 2021-2026 period, a forecast of performance for the 2020 year and, to reflect 
pandemic-related impacts, a restated 2020 budget. Through the plan, OPG will drive continuous 
improvement across the organization, deliver strong financial results to its Shareholder, the Province of 
Ontario (Province), and provide value to electricity consumers and broader economy, all while advancing 
the company through a period of significant change. The performance of the company’s regulated business 
over the period will be underpinned by the outcomes of the upcoming five-year rate application to the 
Ontario Energy Board (OEB).  
 
The business plan is ambitious as the company concurrently focuses on a number of key priorities, 
including: continued streamlining of the operating cost structure, completing the Darlington refurbishment, 
executing a large fleet-wide capital program, preparing for the end of Pickering commercial operations, 
integrating recently acquired assets, and continuing to transform the organizational culture. Additionally, 
the plan reflects OPG’s strong leadership in climate change and sustainability, with a portfolio of strategic 
growth investments and initiatives that will contribute to carbon reduction and economic development, 
increase value for the Shareholder and prepare Ontario and Canada for the future of energy. 
 
The plan also reflects implementation of an organizational realignment undertaken in the second half of 
2020 with the goal of increasing cross-functional synergies and collaboration. These changes are resulting 
in incremental operational efficiencies and savings in management positions, marking an important step 
towards preparing the company for post-Pickering operations.  
 
Most importantly, the business plan recognizes the company’s critical role, as Ontario’s largest electricity 
producer, in the current pandemic environment. It also recognizes that the pandemic continues to affect 
many across the province and beyond. Since the onset of COVID-19 earlier in the year, OPG has taken 
steps to protect the safety of its essential workers, while ensuring a continued safe, reliable supply of 
electricity and helping community needs through donations of personal protective equipment and other 
contributions. In alignment with provincial measures, OPG took prompt action to suspend a number of 
projects and other activities in March 2020, before resuming this work with enhanced safety measures 
beginning in June 2020.  
 
The business plan reflects the impact of actions taken in response to COVID-19, primarily through amended 
generation plans reflecting the adjusted Darlington refurbishment schedule, other revised project timelines 
and expenditures on pandemic measures. OPG continues to closely monitor and respond to the evolving 
pandemic but, given uncertainties, has not assumed any additional impacts to the business in developing 
the plan. To the extent the second or subsequent wave necessitates additional actions, there remains an 
inherent risk to the operating, project and financial assumptions and outcomes of the plan.  
  


 OPG to earn an average of over  in net income annually and achieve a net income 
of  while managing risks to the credit rating in earlier years of the plan 


   
OPG expects to earn over  per year of net income, on average, over the 2020-2026 period, 


 through rate base growth upon return to service of refurbished Darlington 
nuclear units, continued investment in the hydroelectric fleet, and  


 This level of earnings 
will enable OPG to deliver a Total Shareholder Return of , on average,  


 In addition to net income, Total Shareholder Return includes income tax, hydroelectric gross 
revenue charge and property tax amounts payable to the Province. 
  
As the regulated businesses account for a great majority of OPG’s revenues, the success of OPG’s 
upcoming rate application to the OEB that will set the 2022-2026 nuclear regulated rates is critical to the 
organization’s continued financial strength. Under an existing rate smoothing mechanism that defers 
collection of revenues until after the Darlington refurbishment project ends, OPG will propose nuclear 
regulated rates that will help to maintain more stable customer prices, while seeking to balance the impact 
on OPG’s investment grade credit ratings that affect cost of financing. For the regulated hydroelectric 
business, OPG has assumed a frozen base rate for the 2022-2026 period, at the OPG-requested rate for 
2021, based on proposed regulation amendments at the time of writing. Taking into account the rate freeze, 
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the plan assumes a weighted average increase in the hydroelectric and smoothed nuclear regulated rates 
of 2% over the 2022-2026 period, on average, which approximates inflation and is consistent with the 
average increase approved by the OEB in the 2017-2021 rate application. This results in incremental rate 
smoothing deferrals of approximately $900 million, plus interest, over the period, bringing the cumulative 
deferred amount to $1.7 billion by end of 2026. 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Upon resetting of nuclear regulated rates and inclusion of the natural gas plant assets acquired in April 
2020, OPG expects to maintain an approximate  price advantage over the average of other generators 
in Ontario over the business plan period. The company will also maintain its position as the largest clean 
energy provider in the province. 
 
Earnings, operating cash flow and credit metrics are expected to  


. In 2021, this reflects changes to the Darlington refurbishment and 
planned outage schedules in response to the pandemic, including deferral of a major planned outage from 
2020 to 2021, which is reflected in correspondingly . The  


 reflect the resetting of regulated rates and associated rate smoothing impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 


 
  


 OPG to achieve cumulative savings in base operating costs of approximately  
relative to inflation and an Enterprise Total Generating Cost of  while 
managing organizational impacts of the end of Pickering commercial operations 


 
OPG continues to focus on maximizing the value of its low-carbon generating assets by improving 
operational and cost performance and maximizing their safe, reliable energy production. For the nuclear 
business, this includes optimizing the remaining operating life of the Pickering nuclear station (Pickering) 
and positioning the Darlington nuclear station (Darlington) toward industry-leading performance post 
refurbishment.  
 
Under OPG’s optimized Pickering shutdown plan as endorsed by the Province’s August 2020 
announcement, Units 1 and 4 are expected to be taken offline by the end of 2024 and Units 5-8 by the end 
of 2025, which takes into consideration the need to mitigate a period of energy supply constraints as Bruce 
and Darlington nuclear units undergo refurbishment. The operation of Pickering units beyond December 
31, 2024 is subject to regulatory approval by the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC). The end 
of Pickering commercial operations will have consequential impacts to the company, its workforce and the 
province, as the station currently supports more than 7,500 jobs, including over 3,000 employees at OPG, 
accounts for approximately 14% of Ontario’s total electricity generation and attracts a significant portion of 
the company’s corporate and operations support costs.  
 
To streamline the organizational cost structure and help mitigate the post-Pickering reallocation of support 
costs to OPG’s remaining operations, the plan targets efficiencies that will result in estimated cumulative 
savings in Base operating, maintenance and administration (OM&A) costs, , 
of approximately . Combined with the sustaining capital program discussed below, 
these targeted efficiencies will allow the company to achieve an Enterprise Total Generating Cost (TGC) of 


 for its Ontario-based operations by . OPG will enable these cost savings through a wide 
range of approaches, including: leveraging technological solutions such as process automation, artificial 
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intelligence and drone use; implementing organizational changes to achieve additional functional synergies 
in-line with the targeted post-Pickering cost structure; office space consolidation as part of a real estate 
strategy; sourcing efficiencies; resource rationalization; and optimization of maintenance work programs. 
These and other initiatives will allow OPG to reduce staffing levels over the business plan period.  
 
By 2026, OPG expects to reduce a total of approximately  


 filled by term-based employees in accordance with agreements with the company’s unions. 
Leading up to 2026, OPG primarily plans to leverage attrition, reducing up to 300 regular positions by the 
end of 2023. Remaining positions will be eliminated in 2026, primarily through a downsizing process, as 
Pickering units are taken offline and Darlington refurbishment is completed. These reductions are in addition 
to the management positions being eliminated primarily through the balance of 2020 under the recent 
organizational realignment, which strategically consolidated operating groups to leverage cross-functional 
efficiencies and reduce support costs. Subject to future collective bargaining outcomes, the plan assumes 
continued hiring of term-based employees for unionized positions expected to be eliminated following the 
safe shutdown of Pickering. Term-based employees attract a lower severance obligation than regular 
employees and are not subject to collective agreement redeployment processes. 
 
The downsizing and transition of employees out of the organization following the end of Pickering 
commercial operations will be a complex undertaking, governed by collective agreements. The provisions 
of the agreements are expected to trigger redeployment and training of regular employees who transition 
from former Pickering positions to similar positions at Darlington or any other affected parts of the 
organization. While the plan includes an indicative estimate of the downsizing costs expected to be incurred 
in the period of approximately , further planning work and a number of uncertainties remain 
regarding the underlying assumptions and impacts, which will continue to evolve through the business plan 
period. As such, the plan assumes that the costs will be recorded in a new OEB-authorized deferral account 
for future recovery, rather than be reflected in the upcoming rate application, as facilitated by proposed 
regulation amendments at the time of writing. OPG will continue to implement strategies to mitigate the 
impact of the downsizing and associated costs, including identifying potential redeployment and retraining 
opportunities to enable employee skill development, augmenting their ability to continue to benefit Ontario.  
 
OPG plans to generate  of energy from Ontario based facilities and approximately  
from the US operations over the business plan period. In striving to maximize electricity generation, OPG 
is targeting achievement of a stable forced loss rate of 3.5% for Pickering through to the end of life and a 
top-quartile forced loss rate of 1.0% for Darlington. Pickering continues to strive consistently for operational 
improvements, planning ‘its last day’ as ‘its best day’ and is projected to reach TGC per MWh performance 
in line with first quartile by 2025. While incremental capital investments in support of ‘second life’ operations 
will continue to put pressure on Darlington’s TGC per MWh performance during the business plan period, 
OPG estimates the station will achieve second quartile performance by 2026. These investments will 
position Darlington towards achieving industry-leading performance metrics upon return to normal capital 
investment levels and steady state post-refurbishment operations.  
 
OPG’s hydroelectric fleet remains the mainstay of the company’s low cost, reliable, carbon-free generation 
and, with appropriate reinvestment, will continue to deliver strong value to customers and the Shareholder 
for many decades. Based on peer industry data, OPG’s regulated hydroelectric fleet performed at the 
second quintile for OM&A and sustaining capital costs and in the first quintile for availability. Subject to 
water and market conditions, the company’s sustained strategy for both Ontario and US based assets is to 
increase output, maximize cost efficiency and ensure reliability, while preserving their long-term value.  
 
For Ontario based hydroelectric assets, OPG’s focus over the period will be on improving water utilization 
and management, increasing capacity through asset redevelopment and upgrade programs, and 
strengthening resilience against adverse weather events and future climate change impacts. For the US 
operations, OPG’s near-term focus will be on completing integration activities, advancing re-licencing 
efforts with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and investing in reliability improvements 
at key facilities, as the acquired fleet moves down a continuous improvement path toward the Ontario based 
assets. Across the entire hydroelectric fleet, the company will continue to invest in dam and public safety 
enhancements as an overriding priority.  
 
In providing over 2,700 MW of capacity to Ontario’s system, OPG’s four recently acquired natural gas-fired 
facilities operating under the self-sustaining subsidiary Atura Power (Atura) will focus on efficiently ensuring 
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availability during peak demand periods and offering flexibility to respond to changing conditions, thereby 
enabling intermittent sources of renewable generation. In supplying an increasing share of the province’s 
energy needs over the business plan period, Atura will also examine changes in technology to continue to 
improve the environmental performance of the plants with the goal of achieving best in class efficiency and 
reducing carbon.  


   


 
 OPG’s capital investment plan of  to support growth of regulated rate base 


to $23 billion by 2026 and generate new revenue opportunities, while advancing the 
company’s ambitious climate change goal of achieving net-zero carbon emissions by 2040 


 


As a North American clean energy leader, OPG will advance ambitious climate change goals and prepare 
Ontario and Canada for the future of energy through significant investments in the company’s low-carbon 
fleet, continuing to expand and innovate the business. With total planned capital investments of  


 during the business plan period, OPG will: complete the Darlington refurbishment; invest in continued 
efficiency, safety and reliability of existing assets; continue re-developing an aging hydroelectric fleet; invest 
in electrification, energy storage and other solutions;  


 advance the company’s digital strategy; and build a new, sustainable corporate campus in 
Clarington, Ontario. OPG will also continue to advance potential deployment of SMRs in Ontario and 
beyond. 


 
OPG estimates that, inclusive of Darlington refurbishment, at least  out of the total planned capital 
program will progress de-carbonization efforts and other climate change related strategies, in line with its 
goals of becoming a net-zero carbon company by 2040 and supporting a net-zero carbon economy by 
2050. These investments will form part of the company’s formal climate change plan. Additionally, subject 
to the OEB’s approval, the planned capital program will increase the regulated rate base to $23 billion by 
2026, net of depreciation, a doubling from year-end 2019 levels. 


 
Having safely and successfully returned Darlington’s Unit 2 to service in June 2020 in line with the approved 
execution estimate, OPG has commenced the refurbishment of Unit 3 in September 2020. While the 
refurbishment schedule has been adjusted to reflect response actions to the pandemic earlier in the year, 
the project is expected to be completed by the end of 2026 and, excluding any ultimate impacts of the 
pandemic, continues to track to the baseline budget of $12.8 billion. The planned capital program also 
includes $2.5 billion for life cycle management and other sustaining infrastructure investments at Darlington, 
which will help to prepare the station for its second life. This will secure clean energy to supply over 20% 
of Ontario’s electricity needs for the next 30-plus years.   


 
For the hydroelectric assets, OPG plans to invest , including a major unit overhaul and upgrade 
program at a number of larger Ontario based facilities, redevelopment of several smaller facilities, projects 
to address dam safety requirements and other improvements at facilities on the Lower Mattagami River, 
and investments to improve reliability and advance re-licencing efforts for the US based facilities. 


  


 


 
OPG expects SMRs to be a central element of its, and the Province’s, climate change plan, and continues 
to advance the acceptance and deployment of this technology for both grid-scale and off-grid applications. 
Over 2020 and 2021, OPG expects to devote $272 million in non-capital spending related to preliminary 
planning and preparation for grid-scale SMR development in Ontario and the renewal of the site preparation 
licence for the New Nuclear Darlington site, which can accommodate SMRs. Upon completion of the 
preliminary planning activities, OPG expects to put forth a detailed business case to the Board for approval 
and the Shareholder for concurrence to proceed with SMR development and construction activities. The 
plan does not reflect SMR expenditures or project team ramp up beyond the preliminary planning phase. 
This determination is expected to be made as part of next year’s business plan. 
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 OPG to be recognized as the organization of choice for customers, partners, talent and 
Indigenous and local communities, with a strong focus on community relationships, public 
trust and commitment to equity & diversity 


 
As Ontario’s largest electricity provider, OPG recognizes that it must focus on a broad range of corporate 
and social responsibilities in executing business strategies. In addition to ensuring safe, reliable and carbon 
conscious operations, central to this is maintaining public trust, building strong partnerships and 
demonstrating a clear commitment to equity, diversity and inclusion (ED&I). To help advance some of these 
goals, OPG will continue to execute a well established community outreach program, maintain transparent 
dialogue with stakeholders and continue to build greater familiarity with OPG’s contributions to the province. 
  
Advancing the company’s ED&I strategy to deliver on a corporate promise to “accelerate equity, celebrate 
diversity and foster a culture of inclusion” will continue to be of particular focus. ED&I at OPG means that 
all employees, contractors and business partners are treated fairly and respectfully and each individual is 
able to reach their full potential, which is fundamental to a healthy workforce and achievement of business 
objectives. OPG will continue to implement its ED&I strategy with the goal of being recognized as one of 
Canada’s Best Diversity Employers by 2023. Building on the recent signing of the BlackNorth Initiative’s 
CEO pledge, OPG will also advance its anti-racism plan to evaluate internal practices to identify and 
address systemic barriers to the retention, advancement and success of Black and other historically 
disadvantaged groups. Finally, OPG will continue to target increases in diverse representation, including 
representation of women, throughout the workforce, with progress being made in this area at the senior 
leadership level.  


 
OPG will also continue to place an emphasis on building and reinforcing strong relationships with 
Indigenous communities. This includes continuing with such efforts as community outreach and 
engagement, facilitating employment and procurement opportunities, and, as appropriate, exploring new 
potential mutually beneficial partnerships. SMR development is expected to be one strategic area of 
outreach over the business plan period, as is continuing to advance and potentially expand OPG’s 
Indigenous Opportunities in Nuclear employment placement program. OPG will also continue working 
towards a Gold certification in its next submission under the Progressive Aboriginal Relations program of 
the Canadian Council of Aboriginal Businesses.  
 
To help identify Ontario electricity customer needs as inputs to the business plan, OPG undertook a multi-
stage customer engagement process. The first phase of the customer engagement process identified the 
outcomes on which customers expected OPG to focus. Customers highlighted that, while low-cost power 
is a top priority, other outcomes are also critical, including safety, environmentally responsible disposal of 
nuclear materials, minimizing impact on the environment, and reliability. When asked to rank priorities, most 
customers selected outcomes other than price as their first priority. The second phase sought customer 
input on a range of business decisions that OPG was contemplating for the coming years, with feedback 
received on such specific matters as capital investments, rate smoothing and innovation. OPG has 
incorporated customers’ input from both phases into the business plan. Further details on the results of the 
Customer Engagement Process and how they informed the business plan are found in Appendix 5. 


 
Key planning assumptions underpinning the business plan are found in Appendix 1, and the major risks are 
identified in Appendix 2. Appendix 3 sets out the detailed financial and headcount business plan targets 
and outcomes. 
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Financial Strength 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
OPG’s strategic objective is to generate strong financial returns for the Shareholder, while taking into 
account the impact on electricity consumers by continuing to implement improvements in the company’s 
cost structure. In line with its commercial mandate, during the business plan period, OPG will focus on 
increasing earnings from its existing operations and recently completed acquisitions, and continues to 
pursue opportunities to expand its North American portfolio through a combination of development projects, 
potential acquisitions and energy solutions. OPG’s financial results for the 2022-2026 period will be subject 
to the outcome of the upcoming five-year rate application to the OEB.   
 


Regulated Rates 
 
OPG is planning to file a five-year nuclear rate 
application with the OEB for the 2022-2026 
period. Consistent with the current rate-setting 
framework, the business plan assumes that the 
application will seek approval of annual nuclear 
revenue requirements, net of an assumed 
efficiency stretch factor. In accordance with 
proposed amendments to O. Reg. 53/05 at the 
time of writing, OPG’s hydroelectric base rates 
for the 2022-2026 period are assumed to be 
frozen at the 2021 base rate requested in OPG’s 
September 2020 annual adjustment application 
under the approved incentive regulation 
formula. If the proposed amendments are 
enacted, OPG will not file a 2022-2026 
hydroelectric base rate application.  
 


Pursuant to O. Reg. 53/05, OPG’s application will include a rate smoothing proposal, with a nuclear base 
rate trajectory that produces a more stable change in OPG’s total weighted average payment amounts 
(WAPA) over the five year period. The difference between the approved nuclear revenue requirements and 
amounts forecasted to be collected based on smoothed nuclear base rates will be recorded in the 
authorized interest-bearing Rate Smoothing Deferral Account (RSDA) for future collection. The projected 
cost-of-service nuclear base rates, which are the rates absent smoothing, increase over the 2022-2026 
period, mainly due to lower nuclear generation resulting from the Darlington refurbishment outages, an 
increase in the rate base from the Darlington refurbishment investment, and, by 2026, the end of Pickering 
commercial operations. WAPA includes both nuclear and hydroelectric regulated rates. 
 


In addition to the impact of the remaining three Darlington units completing refurbishment, the projected 
2022-2026 nuclear revenue requirements reflect OPG’s targeted cost structure leading up to and 
immediately following post-Pickering operations. Projected nuclear revenue requirements also reflect 
pension and other post-employment benefits (OPEB) costs on an accrual basis, consistent with the OEB’s 
2017 generic consultation report and the outcome of OPG’s 2018 deferral and variance account application, 
in which the OEB approved a settlement agreement between OPG and interveners that supported the use 
of the accrual accounting method of recovery. The plan assumes that Pickering closure downsizing costs 
are recorded in a deferral account facilitated by proposed amendments to O. Reg. 53/05 at the time of 
writing, for future collection subject to OEB’s approval, and therefore are not included in the projected 2022-
2026 revenue requirements and associated rate smoothing deferrals.  


 


OPG’s plan achieves strong financial returns to the province, with net 
income of  and Total Shareholder Return of  
OPG will continue to leverage its industry experience and financial strength 
to pursue strategic investments that will increase Shareholder value and 
diversify operational risk, while managing impacts to its credit ratings and 
supplying electricity at lower cost than the average of other generators. 


 


Financial 
Strength 
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OPG’s rate smoothing proposal in the application will seek to balance the impact on customers with the 
effects on OPG’s credit rating metrics, in order to mitigate potential increases to the company’s financing 
costs. The business plan assumes an annual average increase in the WAPA of 2%, which approximates 
inflation and is consistent with the average WAPA increase approved by the OEB in the 2017-2021 rate 
application. Based on the projected revenue requirements, this level of rate smoothing is estimated to defer 
approximately $900 million of revenue into the RSDA over the 2022-2026 period, bringing the cumulative 
RSDA balance to approximately $1.7 billion by the end of 2026. Pursuant to O. Reg. 53/05, the OEB must 
authorize the recovery of the account balance over a period of up to 10 years beginning at the end of the 
Darlington refurbishment project. The account records interest at OPG’s long-term borrowing cost as 
authorized by the OEB.  
 


In accordance with US GAAP, amounts deferred in the RSDA are recognized as revenue in the period to 
which the underlying nuclear revenue requirement relates and are recorded as a regulatory asset on the 
balance sheet. Accordingly, the estimated deferral from the 2022-2026 rate application is included in net 
income over the business plan period, to be collected as part of the RSDA balance beginning in 2027. 
 


The business plan continues the recovery of deferral and variance account balances as of December 31, 
2017 approved by the OEB through OPG’s 2018 deferral and variance account application. The plan also 
assumes that most of the deferral and variance account balances as of the end of 2019 accumulated since 
December 31, 2017 are cleared as part of the 2022-2026 rate application. The resulting deferral and 
variance account rate riders for the 2022-2026 period are included in the WAPA calculations for nuclear 
rate smoothing purposes.  As deferral and variance accounts represent amounts recorded in prior periods, 
their recovery improves operating cash flow but does not have a material impact on net income over the 
business plan period.    
 


Based on a current typical residential customer’s monthly bill, OPG’s upcoming rate application is estimated 
to result in requested increases of up to 0.5%, or $0.5, each year over the 2022-2026 period. Taking into 
account the estimated rate increases, the cost to customers of all electricity generated in the province by 
OPG is expected to be approximately  below the average of other generators in Ontario over the 
business plan period.   


     


Building the Business through Innovation 
 
OPG will continue to invest strategically in electrification, clean energy generation and innovative 
technologies. These revenue-generating growth strategies will help to drive economic renewal in the 
province and are aligned with the company’s climate change plan to become a net-zero carbon company 
by 2040 and support net-zero carbon economies by 2050. As further discussed in the respective sections, 
the plan is estimated to include a total of at least  in investments that will progress climate change 
related strategies, including completion of the Darlington refurbishment project. 
 
OPG expects SMRs to be a key element of the energy sector, and the Province's, efforts to support de-
carbonization. As Canada’s largest nuclear operator with extensive experience and a strong safety record, 
OPG is well-positioned to advance and secure acceptance of both grid-scale and off-grid SMRs across 
Canada and beyond. To that end, in 2020, OPG formed a joint venture with Ultra Safe Nuclear Corporation 
and the Global First Power, with the goal of developing a proposed Micro Modular ReactorTM SMR at the 
Chalk River Laboratories site. The joint venture is the first commercial partnership on the development of 
an SMR in Canada and can serve as a model for future off-grid SMR projects. The plan allocates non-
capital expenditures of  toward OPG’s portion of funding for this demonstrator reactor. 
 
Additionally, OPG is progressing preliminary planning phase work for grid-scale SMR development in 
Ontario and the renewal of the site preparation licence for the Darlington New Nuclear site, which can 
accommodate SMRs. In collaboration with other major utilities, OPG recently concluded a due diligence 
process and is working to advance engineering and design work with three grid-scale SMR developers. 
Subject to the OEB’s approval, the preliminary planning phase costs are recoverable in the future through 
an authorized regulatory account. Prior to finalizing plans to proceed with grid-scale SMR development 
beyond the preliminary planning phase, OPG will seek approval from the Board and concurrence from the 
Province. The plan does not reflect project development expenditures or resource requirements beyond 
the preliminary planning phase.  
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Nuclear generating technology also continues to be an efficient source of medical isotopes that serve 
significant societal needs, including Molybdenum-99 and Cobalt-60 that are critical for life saving 
technologies. OPG currently produces over 50% of medical isotopes in Ontario. During the business plan 
period, OPG’s non-regulated business will continue to make investments in support of commercial 
opportunities related to isotope production at the Darlington station, as further discussed in the Project 
Excellence section.  
 
With more than 30% of Ontario’s carbon emissions coming from transportation, electrification of the sector 
represents a significant opportunity for reducing carbon emissions and growing OPG’s business. OPG’s 
strategy is focused on advancing electrification through deployment of personal charging infrastructure and 
expansion into electrification of mass transit and commercial transportation. During the business plan 
period, OPG will leverage its expertise to enable adoption of electric vehicles in the province and advance 
strategic relationships with transit authorities and commercial fleet owners to identify opportunities for 
building out charging networks and providing electrification services. The business plan allocates capital 
investments totalling approximately  toward these potential opportunities.  
 
As advances in technology continue to enable the growing prominence of distributed energy resources, 
OPG’s strategy, subject to securing appropriate financial returns, is to leverage its industry expertise to 
build a scalable portfolio of energy storage business. In addition to supporting an efficient electricity system, 
when paired with intermittent sources of renewable generation such as wind and solar, energy storage 
solutions can significantly improve these sources’ reliability, especially in peak periods of demand.  


 
 
 


 
 
Continued advancement of cost effective clean energy developments and innovative solutions is critical to 
preparing Ontario and Canada for the future of energy as part of an evolving global response to climate 
change. OPG’s multi-pronged strategy of proactive investment in these technologies, ranging from SMRs 
to transportation electrification, will support achievement of climate change goals, help to create ‘Made-in-
Ontario’ jobs and generate incremental financial returns to the Shareholder. 
    


Building the Business through Acquisitions 
 


Since 2018, OPG has invested approximately $5 billion in strategic growth of the organization through 
acquisitions of over 600 MW in smaller scale US hydroelectric assets and four combined-cycle natural gas 
fired plants in Ontario.  


 
 


 In addition to generating financial returns, 
OPG’s acquisition strategy will help to maintain the company’s industry leadership position, diversify 
generation business risk and create potential for further growth. The impact of the US electricity market 
prices and  is discussed further in the Net Income and Business 
Development sections. 
 
The US hydroelectric expansion to date has included the acquisition of Eagle Creek Renewable Energy 
(Eagle Creek) in November 2018 and the acquisition of Cube Hydro Partners and affiliate (Cube Hydro) in 
October 2019. In order to maximize the economic, operational and strategic value of the investments, the 
two companies have been combined into a single “best of both” organization to form OPG’s self-sustaining 
US hydroelectric platform, operating under the Eagle Creek name.  
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In April 2020, OPG completed an acquisition of a portfolio of combined-cycle natural gas fired plants in 
Ontario. Adding to an earlier acquisition of the remaining 50% of the Brighton Beach plant in August 2019, 
the transaction included the Halton Hills and Napanee plants and the remaining 50% of the Portlands 
Energy Centre (PEC). The four gas plants are being integrated into a single fleet with a capacity of 
approximately 2,700 MW under the Atura subsidiary, headquartered in Ontario. OPG’s long-term horizon 
for the investment in these assets allows their economic benefits to accrue directly to Ontario.  
 
As the province’s single largest operator of natural gas fired generating facilities, Atura’s goal is to maximize 
the value of the fleet by efficiently ensuring its availability during peak demand periods and offering flexibility 
in response to changes in electricity demand, thereby enabling intermittent sources of renewable generation 
in the province. In doing this, Atura will examine changes in technology that will continue to improve the 
environmental performance of the plants with the goal of achieving best in class efficiency and reducing 
carbon.  


 
  


 


Net Income 
 


OPG forecasts generating over  
per year of net income, on average, over the 
2020-2026 period, reaching  by 
2026. Over 2020 and 2021, this represents a 


  in net income of 
approximately  compared to the 
2019-2021 Business Plan. 


 


As discussed below,  forecasted net 
income of  followed by a 


 reflects 
nuclear generation impacts arising from 
adjustments to the Darlington refurbishment 
and planned outage schedules in response 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. The net income 
profile over the 2022-2026 period reflects the 
impact of the assumed resetting of regulated rates, increase in rate base from the completion of the 
Darlington refurbishment, and earnings from the recently completed acquisitions. 


 


The drivers of the  in net income to  compared to  
in 2019, include: 


 fewer refurbishment outage days at Darlington reflecting operation of all four units for a portion of 
the year upon Unit 2 returning to service, along with the deferred start of Unit 3 refurbishment later 
in the year, in response to the pandemic;  


 fewer non-refurbishment planned outage days at Darlington reflecting deferral of the Unit 1 planned 
outage to 2021 in support of the revised refurbishment schedule in response to the pandemic; 


 impact of refurbished Darlington Unit 2 entering rate base upon return to service in June 2020; and 


 incremental earnings from the acquisition of gas fired plants in April 2020. 


    


These factors are partially offset by the following:  


 a larger planned outage program at Pickering in line with the station’s planned outage schedule, 
which decreases nuclear production and increases OM&A expenses;  


 lower capitalized interest related to Darlington refurbishment expenditures; and 
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 OPG is planning to achieve net income of . The year-over-year  in net 
income compared to  primarily results from: 


 higher non-refurbishment planned outage days at Darlington reflecting two major planned outages, 
including the one deferred from 2020;  


 higher refurbishment outage days at Darlington reflecting a full year of Unit 3 refurbishment;  


 , primarily for components of major hydroelectric 
unit overhaul and civil structure rehabilitation projects not eligible for capitalization and due to 
pandemic-related deferral of work into 2021 as a result of suspending activities in Spring 2020; and 


  
 


These factors are partially offset by the following:  


 impact of a full year of refurbished Darlington Unit 2 in rate base; 


 fewer planned outage days at Pickering, which increases nuclear production and decreases OM&A 
expenses; 


 a full year of earnings from the gas fired plants acquired in 2020,  
 


 


  
 


 
Revised nuclear regulated rates are assumed to be in effect as of January 1, 2022 and are the main driver 
for the  net income in  


 
 


  
 
Net income is projected to , as a total of 


 of capital enters nuclear rate base upon return to service of refurbished Darlington units over 
the period. Other factors impacting planned net income over the 2022-2026 period include: 


  
 


  
 


   


  


  
 


 variability in capitalized interest in line with the Darlington refurbishment cost estimate and schedule. 
 


In projecting earnings on rate base, the plan reflects the OEB’s most recent prescribed return on equity 
(ROE) value of 8.52% at the time of writing, published on October 31, 2019 and in effect for rate applications 
for rates effective in 2020. The OEB’s prescribed ROE value applies to all regulated utilities, including OPG, 
and is typically updated annually by the OEB as part of cost of capital parameters.  
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Plan over Plan Net Income 
 


The major drivers of the  forecasted 
net income over the 2019-2021 Business Plan are as follows: 


  
 


 higher revenue due to higher nuclear production at Darlington, primarily from changes to the 
refurbishment schedule, partially offset by changes to the station’s planned outage schedule, including 
those in response to the pandemic (+$250 million); 


 higher revenue due to higher nuclear production from the deferral of the Pickering Vacuum Building 
Outage (VBO) to 2022 (+$150 million); 


   


  sustainment project OM&A expenditures across the business to maintain and renew ongoing 
asset and infrastructure reliability  


 OM&A costs associated with enhanced health, safety and social response measures implemented in 
response to COVID-19  


  and 


  


 
In March 2020, the OEB authorized a deferral account for regulated utilities to record lost revenues and 
incremental costs related to the pandemic. Given the OEB’s ongoing industry-wide consultation on the 
development of guidance related the account, OPG has not recognized an asset related to the account in 
the business plan.  
 
The forecasted net income for  is tracking  than the restated budget 
for the year. The forecasted net income includes fewer Darlington refurbishment related outage days 
reflecting earlier return to service of Unit 2 and higher regulated hydroelectric production, partly offset by 
the impact of lower US electricity market prices. The restated budget for 2020 is detailed within the income 
statements in Appendix 3. 
 


Financing and Liquidity  


due to Darlington 
generation impacts from COVID-19 
response actions, forecasted operating 
cash flow  


 The  
 


and reflects assumed payment of 
Pickering-closure downsizing 
expenditures, which the plan assumes 
are recorded in a new deferral account 
for collection in regulated rates 
subsequent to 2026, subject to the 
OEB’s approval. 
 
The  in forecasted operating 
cash flow  


 is driven mainly by 
lower nuclear production, higher nuclear 
outage expenditures reflecting two major planned outages at Darlington, including the one deferred from 
2020, and higher SMR preliminary planning phase expenditures. This is partly offset by the full year of cash 
flow from the natural gas fired assets acquired in 2020, net of associated financing costs.   
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The year-over-year  in operating cash flow to  is mainly due to resetting of 
nuclear regulated rates and lower SMR preliminary planning phase expenditures, partially offset by the 
expiry of approved deferral and variance account rate riders, and assumed higher rate smoothing deferrals 
reflecting lower nuclear generation.  
 
The year-over-year  in operating cash flow in  are driven mainly by assumed 
lower rate smoothing deferrals in 2023 and an increase in rate base from the Darlington refurbishment in 
2024, and . Operating cash flow  


.  
  


OPG’s total debt is forecasted at 
, inclusive 


of the impact of acquiring the natural gas 
fired assets at a purchase price of 
$2.8 billion.  


 
     


  
in the plan, total debt is projected to 


During the 
intervening years, debt levels  


 to fund peaks 
in the capital program, before  
as Darlington unit refurbishments and 
other major projects are completed.   
  
OPG’s sources of long-term corporate 
debt include the public debt platform and credit facilities with the Ontario Electricity Financial Corporation.  
The assumed effective interest rate for new general long-term corporate debt is 2.50% up to 2022 and 
3.50% for the remainder of the business plan period. 
 


Credit Metrics 
 
OPG monitors credit metrics used by credit rating agencies to evaluate the company’s credit rating. 
Maintaining an investment grade credit rating is critical to OPG’s continued ability to access cost effective 
financing, including for major projects and investments. OPG’s current long-term/short-term credit ratings 
include A3/P-2 from Moody’s Investors Service (Moody’s) and BBB+/A-2 from S&P Global Ratings (S&P). 
In reaffirming OPG’s current credit rating in July 2020, S&P revised their outlook from “Negative” to “Stable”. 
OPG anticipates that it will maintain an overall high level of investment grade credit ratings over the 
business plan period. Importantly, OPG’s credit rating receives a lift from Province’s ownership, such that 
a rating outcome change for the Province would impact OPG’s rating. 
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S&P and Moody’s definitions of debt consider, as applicable, defined benefit pension and OPEB liabilities 
recognized on the balance sheet.  


 
 


 and the OEB’s findings to date in 
support of the accrual method of recovery for pension and OPEB costs.   
 
Furthermore, while OPG’s rate smoothing proposal in the 2022-2026 rate application will seek to balance 
the impact on customers with the impact on OPG’s credit metrics, the resetting of regulated rates and 
associated rate smoothing will likely add pressure to the metrics. Higher amounts of revenue are assumed 
to be deferred under rate smoothing in 2022 and 2023 reflecting lower nuclear generation during the 
Darlington refurbishment. OPG will highlight to the rating agencies that the decline in nuclear generation 
enables future growth of the rate regulated business, adding over $6 billion to the rate base over the 2022-
2026 period.  As discussed in the Regulated Rates section, the Province has provided for the collection of 
amounts deferred under rate smoothing and associated financing costs pursuant to O. Reg. 53/05.   
 


Delivering Shareholder Value 
 
Over the business plan period, OPG 
projects contributing  in 
Total Shareholder Return (on OPG’s 
fiscal basis) to the Province’s fiscal 
results. Total Shareholder Return 
consists of net income, income taxes 
payable to the Province, hydroelectric 
gross revenue charge payments, and 
payments in lieu (PILs) of property 
taxes to the OEFC.       
 
Compared to the 2019-2021 Business 
Plan, Total Shareholder Return is 
forecasted to be  


 , mainly due to 
 net income across 


. For the  year, OPG 
 the commitments made in 


the 2019-2021 Business Plan by approximately .   
 
Total Shareholder Return  


.  
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Operational Excellence 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


The plan recognizes that strong core operational and cost performance is foundational to OPG’s continued 
success and business strategy. This includes a continued focus on opportunities for increased efficiencies 
across the organization and, in particular, mitigating the impact to the future cost structure posed by the 
dis-economies of scale resulting from the end of Pickering commercial operations.   
 
To drive improvement in these areas, the plan builds on OPG’s recent performance and the realignment of 
the organizational structure implemented in the second half of 2020. The changes mark an important step 
towards achieving the targeted post-Pickering cost structure, and better align the organization to focus on 
improving productivity, strengthening asset reliability and safely generating cost effective electricity at a low 
cost. Facilitated by an enterprise-wide focus, the plan targets substantial reductions in OPG’s cost structure 
by the end of the business plan period, which will position Darlington towards industry-leading cost 
performance post refurbishment.    
 
The company remains committed to targeting the highest standards of workplace and public safety across 
its operations, and will continue to invest in maintaining and enhancing the safety and security of its 
generating facilities. This includes managing, where possible, the risks of the COVID-19 pandemic. While 
OPG’s preparedness plans and protocols have been effective at ensuring continued safe operation of its 
facilities during the pandemic, the second or a subsequent wave may require additional actions to be taken 
that may impact future generation and project plans, expenditure levels or other operating assumptions in 
the plan. OPG will continue to monitor and as necessary respond to the public health situation. 
 
Key enterprise level initiatives that will support achievement of strategic objectives and business plan goals 
are summarized in Appendix 6. 
 


Nuclear Operations 
 
OPG is focused on continuously improving operational performance and cost effectiveness of the nuclear 
fleet across a broad range of processes. To enable achievement of the business plan targets, OPG is 
undertaking  initiatives aimed at: continuing to drive better outage performance, improving equipment 
reliability, reducing maintenance backlogs, improving asset management planning, enhancing maintenance 
programs and strengthening the digital infrastructure. Some of the key initiatives include: 


 Transitioning to digital work management tools and artificial intelligence in work management and 
outage planning processes;  


 Utilizing the Monitoring and Diagnostics Centre to develop predictive failure models, transition to 
condition-based maintenance, and improve prioritization of maintenance activities; 


 Leveraging supply chain initiatives to improve sourcing efficiencies and lower procurement cycle times, 
and leveraging project management initiatives to optimize portfolio management; and   


 Empowering leaders by continuing to strengthen an innovation mindset to drive business efficiencies. 


 
OPG benchmarks a variety of measures to drive continuous improvement, including the costs of the 
Pickering and Darlington stations against other nuclear stations using indicators of performance on a per 
MWh basis. To facilitate closer comparison, OPG normalizes the TGC per MWh measure for the impact of 
the Darlington refurbishment as well as CANDU technology and age-related factors when comparing 
against the benchmarked utilities.   
 
As it approaches the end of commercial operations, Pickering is projected to improve to first quartile TGC 
performance by 2025, reflecting improved reliability and reduced capital investment requirements. In 2025, 
Pickering’s TGC measure will have improved by $15/MWh compared to 2019, in line with management’s 
commitment to making Pickering’s ‘last day, its best day’. These results reinforce the economic and 


Through a period of significant change, OPG will demonstrate operational 
excellence by maximizing production, maintaining industry-leading safety 
performance and saving  in inflation-adjusted base operating 
costs, as it prepares for, and mitigates the organizational impacts of 
Pickering’s end of life. By achieving Total Generating Cost of  


 OPG will continue to provide strong value to Ontario customers. 
 


Operational 
Excellence 
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operational benefits of Pickering’s continued operation to the province’s electricity system, which remain 
strong, particularly as system capacity is reduced during the Bruce and Darlington unit refurbishments. 
OPG expects to generate 59 TWh of energy from Pickering over the 2023-2025 period, realizing the 
benefits of the station’s end of life optimization in capacity-constrained years. Operation of the Pickering 
units beyond December 31, 2024 is subject to CNSC’s regulatory approval. 
 
OPG continues to target industry leading cost performance at the Darlington station following refurbishment 
and transition to steady state ‘second life’ operations. Until such time, as anticipated, Darlington’s TGC 
performance continues to be temporarily affected by higher project-related investments and reduced 
generation resulting from refurbishment outages. By 2026, the station is estimated to achieve second 
quartile performance. This aligns with OPG’s objectives, whereby the asset investments and productivity 
improvements implemented during the period will position the station toward top quartile performance upon 
entering steady state post-refurbishment operations. 
 
While cost performance is integral to OPG’s operational excellence, achieving industry-leading safety 
metrics remains paramount. OPG’s dedication to safety, plant reliability and overall operations was 
recognized in December 2019, when the World Association of Nuclear Operators (WANO) gave Pickering 
an exemplary performance rating, marking the first time the station has received this recognition and placing 
it amongst the top performing nuclear plants in the world. It was recognized that many areas of improvement 
from the previous review were converted to strengths, which supported the rating.  
 
Darlington also continues to hold its excellent rating for the fourth consecutive review, based on the last 
WANO peer evaluation performed in the fourth quarter of 2018. Strengths identified in that review included 
fostering a culture of innovation to generate solutions to plant problems, striving for continuous learning and 
having an engaged workforce and leadership team. Reflecting an ongoing commitment to excellence, 
earlier in 2020, Darlington’s Unit 1 set a new world record for continuous operation of a nuclear power 
reactor in North America and subsequently the world. During the business plan period, OPG will continue 
to strive for excellence and demonstrate continuous improvement by leveraging best practices and 


opportunities identified by WANO reviews.   
 
The Darlington and Pickering operational targets are further detailed in Appendix 4. 
 


Renewable Generation Operations 
 
In support of operational excellence within its hydroelectric fleet, OPG is focused on optimizing production 
output through effective water utilization, increasing value of existing assets through capital investment, 
and implementing condition-based maintenance and technological efficiencies.  
 
During the business plan period, OPG will continue to invest in the fleet by executing major rehabilitation 
of hydroelectric generators, including at the Sir Adam Beck 2 and R.H. Saunders flagship stations in 
Ontario. These cyclical investments are critical to ensuring that the company’s hydroelectric assets, which 
have an average age of over 80 years, continue to be a reliable, cost effective energy source in the province. 
To reduce operation and maintenance costs, OPG will also continue to invest in water-to-wire efficiency 
improvements through the runner upgrade program and the replacement of aging equipment with more 
efficient components, in conjunction with the unit rehabilitations.   
 
The plan reflects an optimized hydroelectric outage plan that will drive strong availability performance while 
supporting the long-term asset investment strategy. The forecasted fleet-wide availability for stations in 
Ontario averages  during the business plan period, with a target equivalent forced outage rate of . 
Availability of the contracted hydroelectric assets in Ontario averages  over the period,  


 
  Availability of the regulated hydroelectric facilities averages 87% over the period 


and is lower in certain years due to outages in support of the generator rehabilitation program. 
  
To maximize the value of existing assets, OPG plans to add approximately 200 MW of incremental capacity 
to its Ontario-based fleet by the end of the business plan period.  As outlined in the Project Excellence 
section, the increase in capacity will be achieved by completing the conversion of two previously 
decommissioned units (G1 and G2) at the Sir Adam Beck 1 station, the redevelopment of the Calabogie 
and Coniston stations and additional regulated hydroelectric generating sites that are approaching end of 
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life, and the runner upgrade program. This increase of 200 MW is one of the central aspects of OPG’s 
climate plan and will directly increase the de-carbonizing potential of the Ontario power system. 
  
OPG compares regulated hydroelectric facilities against peer utilities in North America for unit energy costs 
and availability. Based on most recently available data, OPG’s regulated hydroelectric facilities performed 
at the second quintile for OM&A and sustaining capital costs compared to peers. For availability, OPG’s 
regulated hydroelectric generation overall ranked in the first quintile compared to peers. 
 
OPG continues to pursue productivity improvements within the hydroelectric fleet. This includes 
technological solutions and resourcing strategies, such as use of electronic work packages, advancement 
of the Monitoring and Diagnostics Centre to further the implementation of condition-based maintenance for 
Ontario based assets, and optimization of trades resource allocation. These and other initiatives will enable 
achievement of targeted efficiencies in asset maintenance costs over the business plan period. Digital 
solutions are being deployed to promote a connected workforce and improve data-driven decision making. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 


 Consistent with the OEB’s generation licence requirements, Atura’s 
production and outage plan for the gas fleet is developed separately from the rest of OPG’s operations, 
ensuring that no competitively sensitive information is disclosed between the organizations. 
 


The operational targets for Ontario-based Renewable Generation operations are further detailed in 
Appendix 4. 
 


Safety 
 
OPG is committed to high standards of public and workplace safety, continuing to operate all of its facilities 
in a safe, secure and reliable manner. With nuclear safety and dam safety as overriding priorities, OPG will 
maintain a strong focus on nuclear safety programs, invest in nuclear safety systems and dam and 
waterway safety upgrades, and further strengthen public awareness regarding water safety. The company 
also remains vigilant in mitigating risks posed to its workers, partners and communities by the ongoing 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
OPG’s focus on radiological safety over the business plan period will target reductions in collective radiation 
exposure at the nuclear stations, with a continued focus on the ‘as low as reasonably achievable’ protective 
measures. Improvements in radiation protection protective equipment and shielding are some of the tools 
used to reduce radiation exposure to workers at Darlington and Pickering. Key measures to enable 
achievement of business plan targets include lanxess resin implementation to improve removal of radiation 
source term, and magnetic shielding to reduce dose. 
 
Over the last number of years, OPG has strengthened the nuclear safety program at the stations by 
installing multiple portable emergency mitigating equipment units, enhancing emergency preparedness and 
response capability, and improving protocols and procedures in response to potential adverse events.  
Probabilistic safety assessment results have confirmed that these initiatives have further strengthened the 
safety of OPG’s nuclear plants. Through its annual evaluation of the safety performance of Canada’s 
nuclear plants, the CNSC has concluded that both Pickering and Darlington have operated safely, with a 
number of CNSC Safety and Control Areas rated at the highest level for both stations.   
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OPG continues to strive for and demonstrate strong industry leadership with its hydroelectric dam and 
public safety programs. In particular, OPG’s well-established public safety and emergency management 
program over its 241 dams and 66 hydroelectric facilities in Ontario is considered to be international best 
practice in a number of areas. During the business plan period, OPG will continue to make investments to 
further strengthen dam safety across the fleet in Ontario and the US, including the $650 million Little Long 
Dam Safety project discussed under the Project Excellence section. For the US operations, these 
investments will support movement down a continuous improvement path that is consistent with the Ontario 
based assets. OPG will also continue to maintain a strong water safety education and outreach program.   
 
OPG has consistently achieved top quartile workplace safety performance compared to the Canadian 
Electricity Association (CEA) benchmark. In 2019, OPG met its own aggressive internal target and stood 
first in the CEA comparator group for safety performance. OPG will continue to set aggressive internal 
workplace safety targets to drive continuous improvement across the organization, including for the recently 
acquired assets, toward the ultimate goal of zero injuries. In 2020, OPG adopted a new corporate safety 
metric, Serious Injury Incidence Rate (SIIR), which captures a more serious sub-set of injuries than the 
Total Recordable Injury Frequency (TRIF) metric. The introduction of the SIIR metric in addition to TRIF 
helps OPG to maintain a focus on high consequence hazards as part of its safety culture. Business plan 
targets for SIIR and TRIF can be found in Appendix 4.   
 
Achievement of safety goals during the business plan period will be supported through a number of 
initiatives targeting broad-based cultural and work program improvements, including:  


 ongoing strengthening of a ‘values-based’ safety culture through peer coaching, information 
sharing, work planning and proactive reporting;  


 a focus on the use of human performance tools such as increased field supervisory oversight, 
situational awareness, communication, and procedural use and adherence; 


 utilizing technology to improve monitoring capabilities and reinforce a culture of personal leadership 
in safety; and 


 implementing the voluntary WSIB Health and Safety excellence program aimed at improving 
systems and processes for workplace safety. 


 
OPG continues to monitor and respond to the health and safety risks posed by the COVID-19 pandemic, 
including the risks associated with the second wave. To help safeguard workers’ health, the company will 
continue to place an emphasis on enhanced safety measures based on guidance from public authorities, 
such as physical distancing requirements, vendor onboarding protocols, use of personal protective 
equipment and managing maximum occupancy at certain worksites. Operating strategies and contingency 
plans are being continuously reviewed to ensure OPG remains, where possible, well positioned for ongoing 
safe and effective execution of work during the pandemic. In the event of a need for a temporary return to 
earlier restrictions impacting on-site work, OPG will leverage experience from the successful 
implementation of response measures and subsequent recovery actions earlier in 2020. 
 


Climate Change and Environmental Leadership  
 
As a climate change leader, OPG is committed to minimizing its environmental and carbon footprint while 
increasing climate resilience of the assets. During the 2020-2026 period, OPG will continue to manage 
operations to minimize environmental risks, plan and implement programs to meet legal requirements and 
voluntary commitments, and seek opportunities for environmental leadership. In addition to implementing 
its climate change plan, OPG’s priorities over the period include preventing significant environmental 
events, keeping radiological emissions as low as reasonably achievable, and fostering biodiversity.  
 
OPG believes that clean power is fundamental to a healthy environment and a strong, sustainable economy 
– the company’s business growth and investment strategies support this vision by facilitating a supply of 
clean power and electrification. Having delivered on one of the world’s single largest climate change actions 
to date by stopping the burning of coal, OPG expects to continue generating over 90% of its electricity from 
low-carbon sources over the business plan period. Additionally, OPG is finalizing its ‘Made-in-Ontario’ 
climate change plan that will guide the company in being a catalyst for efficient, economy-wide de-
carbonization and economic renewal in the province and beyond. OPG is targeting the following goals in 
support of a low-carbon future: 
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 Being a net-zero carbon company by 2040: this means implementing and investing in CO2 
reductions that achieve an overall balance between direct carbon emissions produced and carbon 
emissions removed from the atmosphere; and 


 


 Being catalyst to help the markets where we operate achieve net-zero carbon economies by 
2050: this means OPG will be a leading energy innovation company, advancing clean technologies 
and solutions like SMRs.  


 
OPG is uniquely positioned to be a climate change leader because of its track record of innovation, project 
excellence and continuous improvement. Combined with the company’s diverse mix of generating assets 
and deep operational experience, these organizational strengths are informing the development of OPG’s 
climate change plan. The climate change plan will outline a range of specific actions and timelines, founded 
on guiding principles of transparency and protecting customers’ interests. In addition to completing the 
Darlington refurbishment, some of the key actions OPG expects to undertake to achieve its climate change 
goals include: 
 


 Leading the development of SMRs; 


 Advancing electrification initiatives in the province; 


 Continuing investment in hydroelectric generation in Ontario and the US; 


 Pursuing opportunities in other renewable technologies and energy storage; 


 Strengthening climate adaptation and resilience of the assets; 


 Building and operating a new corporate campus with low carbon and sustainable principles; 


 Developing innovative technologies for sustainable decommissioning of nuclear facilities;  


 Exploring negative emissions technology (i.e., the removal/sequestration of carbon);  


 Supporting nature-based solutions and biodiversity initiatives; and 


 Supporting the issuance of innovative financial instruments in line with climate change goals. 
 
OPG’s plan aims to address climate change in a way that will help create new jobs and nurture new 
industries, strengthening both the environment and the economy. As previously noted, this business plan 
is estimated to include a total of at least  in investments that will progress de-carbonization efforts 
and other climate change related strategies, including through the Darlington refurbishment project and the 


 The planned investments are discussed in the corresponding 
sections of this document.  
 
In support of climate change and environment goals, OPG will continue to advance its biodiversity 
conservation program during the business plan period. The program focuses on effectively allocating 
resources through biodiversity management plans that identify priority natural areas, conservation goals, 
threats and actions. Through the program, OPG seeks to protect and restore habitat, promote biodiversity 
education and awareness, and help the recovery of species. This includes creating 500 acres of grasslands 
by planting a total of 10 million trees between 2000 and 2025, with approximately 7 million trees planted to 
date. OPG will also explore the feasibility of using nature-based climate adaptation solutions, such as 
building wetlands to help regulate water flow upstream of hydroelectric dams. 
 
In order to drive continuous improvement in other aspects of corporate environmental performance, OPG 
establishes annual targets in key areas. This includes tracking environmental events including spills and 
compliance with regulatory requirements, as well as measures for airborne tritium emissions from nuclear 
operations to ensure releases remain a small fraction of the legal limits. The key targets for the business 
plan period can be found in Appendix 4. 
 
Consistent with a focus on climate change mitigation and sustainability, OPG has expanded climate-related 
disclosures as part of the Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) framework in its regulatory filings 
with the Ontario Securities Commission since 2018. While such disclosure practices remain in early stages 
globally, OPG aims to be a leading corporate participant in supporting the development of consistent 
industry-specific practices based on the recommendations of the Financial Stability Board’s Task Force on 
Climate-related Financial Disclosures. To date, OPG’s disclosures have focused on actions implemented 
in support of climate-related corporate strategies as well as a set of initial climate-related performance 
metrics, including annual reporting of Scope 1 and 2 greenhouse gas emissions. OPG also continues to 
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monitor the Canadian Securities Administrators’ guidance on recommended disclosures of risks and 
financial impacts associated with climate change.  
 
OPG continues to be a leader in leveraging climate change goals to support innovative financing options, 
providing a potential opportunity to reduce financing costs. Most prominently, OPG is currently Canada’s 
largest corporate green bond issuer, after its most recent issuances totalling $1.2 billion in April 2020. The 
green nature of these issuance enabled the company to attract investors and increase order book size 
notwithstanding the pandemic-related market disruption. OPG uses proceeds from the green bonds to 
finance or re-finance eligible projects offering tangible environmental benefits as defined under the 
company’s Green Bond Framework and publishes an associated annual report on the use and impact of 
the proceeds. Additionally, OPG is in the process of establishing a first-of-a-kind sustainability linked 
revolving corporate facility  


 
  


 
With over $14 billion in assets managed under the OPG pension plan and over $24 billion in nuclear 
segregated funds jointly managed with the Ontario Financing Authority (OFA) under the Ontario Nuclear 
Funds Agreement (ONFA), OPG has the ability to influence progress towards the achievement of climate 
change goals through its investment strategies. In particular, the choice of investment strategies in equity 
markets, and of specific assets in the real estate and infrastructure portfolio, is guided by an Environmental, 
Social and Governance policy in place for the pension plan, and similar principles for the ONFA funds. OPG 
will build on the existing strategies to formalize a climate change action plan for the pension fund and, in 
collaboration with the OFA, for the ONFA funds that supports the company’s overall climate change 
direction. OPG will also increase engagement with ESG groups domestically and globally to leverage the 
combined sizable asset base. 
 


Ontario Electricity Generation  
 
OPG expects to generate 
approximately  of energy 
from Ontario-based assets over 
the business plan period, reflecting 
a continued strong focus on 
maximizing reliable energy 
production while considering 
market and operating conditions.  
 
Notably, OPG continues to plan for 
an industry leading forced loss rate 
target of 1.0% at Darlington and a 
stable FLR target of 3.5% at 
Pickering. The Pickering target 
applies to the end of the station’s 
operating life, in line with OPG’s 
commitment to maximize the station’s value to the province. With respect to refurbished units, the 
Darlington target applies to each unit after transition to regular operations following return to service.  
 
The planned energy profile over the period is informed by OPG’s outlook for Ontario’s grid supplied 
electricity demand and is mainly driven by the Darlington refurbishment schedule, the optimized planned 
Pickering shutdown sequence, nuclear planned outage profile, and projected water flows on the Niagara 
River.  
 
IESO’s Market Renewal program, scheduled for implementation at the end of the first quarter of 2023, is 
progressing through the Energy Stream detailed design stages of a Single Schedule Market, a Day Ahead 
Market, and an Enhanced Real-Time Unit Commitment. While OPG continues to participate actively in all 
stakeholder engagement areas that may affect the operation and compensation of its assets in the new 
market, the business plan does not include any potential Market Renewal impacts given the inherent 
uncertainty associated with the final design of a number of key features.   
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Nuclear Generation  
 
In 2020, planned nuclear generation reflects fewer refurbishment and non-refurbishment outage days at 
Darlington and a larger outage program at Pickering. The former reflects a deferred start of the Unit 3 
refurbishment and immediately preceding single fuel channel replacement outage later in the year, resulting 
in all four Darlington units supplying electricity for a portion of the year upon Unit 2 returning to service in 
June 2020. Additionally, following deferral of a previously scheduled Unit 1 outage to 2021, there are no 
major planned outages in the Darlington cyclical schedule in 2020, compared to two planned outages in 
2021, at Unit 1 and Unit 4. The Unit 3 refurbishment outage and the Unit 1 outage were deferred, and the 
Unit 4 outage added, as a result of the pandemic. The larger outage program at Pickering is in line with the 
station’s planned outage cycle, with three major planned outages in the year. 
 
Planned nuclear generation in 2021 decreases by 4.5 TWh compared to 2020, reflecting a full year of  
Unit 3 refurbishment and two major planned outages at Darlington, partially offset by two major planned 
outages at Pickering.  
 
In 2022, planned nuclear generation decreases by 5.1 TWh compared to 2021, due to the commencement 
of Darlington Unit 1 refurbishment, which results in an overlap with the Unit 3 refurbishment outage, and 
the Pickering VBO. In 2023, nuclear production is forecasted to decrease by 2.4 TWh compared to 2022, 
as the commencement of Unit 4 refurbishment results in three Darlington units undergoing refurbishment 
for a significant portion of the year. Lower production from Darlington in 2023 is partially offset by higher 
production from Pickering.   
 
With the return to service of Darlington Unit 3 in early 2024, year-over-year planned nuclear generation 
increases in 2024, before decreasing in 2025 due to the shutdown of Pickering Unit 1 and Unit 4 by the end 
of 2024. The decrease in 2025 is partially offset by the return to service of Darlington Unit 1 in the second 
quarter of 2025. Nuclear production is planned to decrease by 8.7 TWh in 2026, compared to 2025, mainly 
due to the shutdown of Pickering Units 5-8 at the end of 2025, partially offset by the return to service of 
Darlington’s Unit 4. The year-over-year increase in Pickering generation in 2024 is due to fewer major 
outages under the station’s planned outage cycle, largely offset by the planned shutdown of Unit 1 in  
September 2024. There are no major planned outages at Pickering in 2025 and at Darlington in 2026.  
 
The planned outage at Darlington in 2025 will accommodate Unit 2 Turbine Control & Auxiliary Systems 
Upgrade work, which was excluded from the unit’s refurbishment scope as there was still useful life in the 
existing control system and to mitigate execution risk given that Unit 2 was the first unit to be refurbished.    
 


Regulated Hydroelectric Generation 
 
Forecasted regulated hydroelectric production before surplus baseload generation (SBG) impact is higher 
in 2020 and 2021, reflecting higher anticipated water flows on the Niagara River and the St. Lawrence 
River, before a gradual return to normal levels toward end of the business plan period. The decrease in 
regulated hydroelectric production in 2022 and 2023 also reflects previously scheduled outages to 
accommodate Hydro One’s planned work on the Sir Adam Beck switchyard. 
 
SBG conditions continue to impact OPG’s ability to schedule all of its available hydroelectric energy in the 
Ontario market. After a temporary increase forecasted in 2020 as result of lower electricity demand due to 
the COVID-19 impacts, forgone OPG hydroelectric production due to SBG conditions is projected to 
continue to lessen, from 2.3 TWh in 2021 to 0.2 TWh in 2026, primarily reflecting the nuclear generation 
profile and timing of nuclear refurbishment programs in the province.      
 


Non-Regulated Generation 
 


 
   


 
The business plan reflects the current contractual arrangements with the IESO for OPG’s existing thermal 
stations, including the energy supply agreement for the dual-fired Lennox GS expiring in 2022.  
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 In addition to providing 2,100 MW of capacity, generation at Lennox reflects the station’s 
value to the system in providing energy and operating reserve when dispatched by the IESO economically 
and in support of system flexibility events. 
 
In addition to providing over 2,700 MW of capacity to Ontario’s electricity system, Atura’s recently acquired 
natural gas-fired fleet will leverage its flexibility to respond to changing conditions by supplying an increasing 
share of the province’s energy needs. Annual generation from the gas-fired fleet is estimated to  


 the first full year post acquisition, to  toward the end of the business plan 
period.  


 
 


 


Operations, Maintenance & Administration Costs  
 


The operating cost profile in the business 
plan reflects OPG’s strong commitment to 
continuous efficiency improvement while 
maintaining the long-term value of its assets.  
In particular, the plan reflects the realigned 
organizational structure implemented in the 
second half of 2020 with the goal of 
increasing internal operating and cost 
synergies. As discussed below, OPG will 
continue to focus on sustainably reducing 
base operating costs and preparing for the 
end of Pickering commercial operations over 
the next several years by leveraging 
technological and other productivity 
improvements, streamlining work programs 
and pursuing resourcing efficiencies. The 
operating cost plan also includes necessary 
expenditures in support of age 
management and life extension initiatives to 
ensure continued strong performance of the 
fleet.  
 


Base Operating Costs 
 


Over the 2020-2026 period, the business plan targets estimated cumulative savings in 2% inflation-adjusted 
total Base OM&A costs of , in addition to cost reductions reflecting the shutdown 
of the Pickering units beginning in the second half of 2024. These savings reflect below-inflation increases 
of less than  in Base OM&A costs, on average, during the years in which all six Pickering units 
are operational. Customers will benefit from these cost savings through the regulated rates to be set by the 
OEB for the 2022-2026 period.  
 
Within Base OM&A costs, reductions for Support Services costs are generally expected to lead reductions 
in Operations costs in earlier years, as centre-led functions and processes are further redesigned to support 
a smaller-scale operating business following the Pickering closure. As such, on average, projected Support 
Services costs increase by close to 0% per year over the 2020-2024 period, while absorbing a temporary 
increase related to enhanced health, safety and social response measures to the pandemic and incremental 
support and licencing costs for the company’s increasing digital footprint.  
 
OPG expects to achieve improvements in operating costs targeted in the business plan through the 
following key areas of focus:         
 


Technology and Innovation – Continued advances in technology offer the ability to implement 
digital solutions to redesign internal processes, both to increase efficiencies and to enhance 
operational decision-making. In particular, OPG’s digital strategy focuses on the following key 
elements: ensuring an efficient, responsive and scalable information technology environment to 


*Includes centrally held pension/OPEB costs, insurance and other corporate level 
costs 
**Represents Pickering Extension and Enabling (PEXT), Pickering Optimization 
Shutdown (POSD), Fuel Channel Life Extension (FCLE), and Fitness for Duty 
(FFD). 
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support OPG’s strategic direction; providing tools, services and information to enable increased 
employee productivity and collaboration; improving core operational business processes and 
systems to enable a more agile enterprise; and extracting insight from data to better leverage and 
manage information across the enterprise. Increasing use of digital solutions such as process 
automation and artificial intelligence will help to reduce labour intensive work effort across the 
organization.  
 
Organizational Design – In the second half of 2020, OPG implemented an organizational 
realignment that combined operating and certain other groups. As part of the realignment, OPG 
centralized engineering and other operations support groups across the former Nuclear and 
Renewable Generation business units, which have been combined under an Enterprise Operations 
organization. Additionally, major project execution groups have been integrated into a single 
Enterprise Projects organization, and all business development and strategic initiatives, including 
new nuclear development and electrification, have been centralized under an Enterprise Strategy 
organization. These changes are facilitating increased collaboration, innovation and talent 
development across the enterprise and supporting the OneOPG culture. In preparation for the post-
Pickering closure organization, the changes are also facilitating reductions in management 
positions, which are reflected in the plan. OPG will continue to identify further potential opportunities 
for consolidating departments, centralizing functions and redesigning roles to enable achievement 
of the targeted post-Pickering closure structure. 
  
Asset Optimization – Leveraging the advancement of the Monitoring and Diagnostics Centre and 
other initiatives, OPG will seek to optimize maintenance and project activities across the generating 
fleet. The objective of this focus area is to enhance the company’s ability to assess asset condition 
and improve the scheduling and prioritization of work programs, allowing for better optimization of 
associated resources and costs, in addition to improving asset reliability.   
 
Real Estate Footprint – OPG’s strategy is to reduce its real estate footprint by investing in a new, 
sustainable corporate campus for non-plant employees, located in Clarington, Ontario. Leveraging 
experience with an agile layout recently implemented for the current corporate head office, OPG is 
targeting a reduction in square footage per employee, while improving productivity through 
increased collaboration. Accordingly, OPG expects to reduce its leasing and other real estate 
operating costs during the business plan period.  


 
Starting in 2024, as Pickering units begin to be taken offline under OPG’s optimization plan, total planned 
Base OM&A costs decline significantly, until they reach the post-Pickering cost structure in 2026. Through 
implementation of operational efficiencies to enable achievement of the business plan targets, OPG will, 
to a significant extent, mitigate the need to reallocate operations and corporate support costs currently tied 
to Pickering to the remaining operations. 
 


Nuclear Outage and Enterprise Project Costs 
 


The variability in forecasted nuclear outage costs over the period is largely driven by planned outage cycles 
and scope, averaging approximately $235 million annually. The costs are higher in 2021 and 2023 reflecting 
four major planned outages in each year across the nuclear fleet. As discussed in the Ontario Electricity 
Generation section, there are two major planned cyclical outages at each of Pickering and Darlington in 
2021, one being the Darlington Unit 1 planned outage deferred from 2020 and one being the Darlington 
Unit 4 outage that has been added, both as an impact of COVID-19. In 2023, the plan reflects one major 
planned outage at Darlington and three major planned outages at Pickering. In addition to these regular 
outages, the outage costs in 2022 include the station-wide VBO at Pickering. There are no major planned 
outages in 2026.  
 
Forecasted OM&A costs also include funding for several key work programs to support the continued 
operation and regulatory compliance of the nuclear stations, including:   


 approximately $150 million over 2020 to 2021 to complete previously identified work to enable 
operation of Pickering to the planned end of life, in line with the approved overall program budget; 


 approximately $50 million over the period to enable Pickering’s optimized shutdown sequence;   


 approximately $145 million over the period for previously identified work to support extended fuel 
channel life and related activities; and  
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 approximately $35 million for the implementation of CNSC Fitness for Duty regulatory 
requirements related to drug testing.  


 
All of the above costs are subject to true-up with customers through OEB-authorized variance or deferral 
accounts, if approved by the OEB.  
 


Project portfolio OM&A costs across the organization average approximately  per year over the 
business plan period, including work directly in support of the generating businesses and enterprise-wide 
investments through the centre-led Chief Information Office and Real Estate functions. The  in the 
costs starting in 2021 primarily supports the hydroelectric capital program, reflecting components of major 
unit overhaul and civil structure rehabilitation projects not eligible for capitalization. Additionally, project 
portfolio OM&A costs are  reflecting the temporary deferral and suspension of project activities 
in Spring 2020 in response to the pandemic. 
 
Project portfolio OM&A costs are planned to  toward the end of the business plan period as the 
hydroelectric non-capital work is completed and as the nuclear non-capital work declines in line with the 
stabilization of the overall Darlington project portfolio, following completion of a significant volume of plant 
life extension work. The hydroelectric overhaul program and the Darlington life extension work are 
discussed in the Project Excellence section.  
  


The Darlington refurbishment project OM&A costs totaling $166 million over the planning period form part 
of the overall refurbishment project budget, and vary year over year primarily with the expected timing of 
pressure tube and feeder removal activities.   
 


Planned New Nuclear OM&A costs include $272 million over 2020 and 2021, as approved by the Board in 
August 2020, in support of preliminary planning phase work for grid-scale SMR development and renewal 
of the New Nuclear Darlington site preparation licence expiring in 2022. OPG submitted a site preparation 
licence renewal application to the CNSC in June 2020, with a CNSC hearing scheduled for June 2021. The 
grid-scale SMR preliminary planning phase costs include such activities as technology selection, 
engineering and preparation for a licence to construct application.   
 


Pension, OPEB and Insurance Costs 
 


Forecasted pension and OPEB costs are higher in 2021 compared to 2020, mainly due to a decline in 
discount rates reflecting current market conditions and overall lower than expected pension fund asset 
performance since the beginning of 2020. Over the remainder of the business plan period, pension and 
OPEB costs are forecasted to decrease gradually year over year, mainly reflecting projected pension asset 
returns based on the long-term expected rate of return, declining regular headcount and lower amortization 
of historical net actuarial losses. The projected costs over the 2020-2026 period reflect a reduction in the 
inflation rate assumption, as reflected in the determination of the accrued liabilities as at December 31, 
2019. Management considers the reduction in the inflation rate assumption to be consistent with the 
observed trend of declining nominal interest rates.   
 
Prior to the next resetting of regulated base rates, the income impact of the regulated business’ portion of 
pension and OPEB cost changes continues to be offset by corresponding changes in OEB-authorized 
variance and deferral accounts. This includes recording, for future recovery or refund, the pension and 
OPEB cash to accrual differential in an existing deferral account.  For 2022 onwards, new regulated nuclear 
rates are assumed to be set based on the accrual accounting method, with the difference between accrual 
amounts recovered and cash outlays made toward pension and OPEB obligations attracting an asymmetric 
interest credit to customers, consistent with previous OEB conclusions and approvals.  
 
OPG is forecasting an increase in insurance costs beginning in 2020, driven by the impact of general 
negative market conditions on insurance premiums and available capacity. The insurance providers are 
increasing premiums and reducing capacity in response to sustained losses experienced over the last 
several years. The business plan anticipates these depressed market conditions will persist into the near 
term based on the current economic and risk environment, resulting in an approximately 25% increase in 
insurance costs.  
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Headcount  
 
As a labour intensive organization, OPG’s focus 
continues to be on driving productivity 
improvements and reducing the level of work 
required to maintain strong operational 
performance. Over the business plan period, 
OPG will continue to implement a broad range 
of initiatives to support these objectives and to 
prepare for the post-Pickering organizational 
state, with a sustained trend of headcount 
reductions across both Enterprise Operations 
and Support Services groups. In the near term, 
this includes the realignment of the 
organizational structure implemented in the 
second half of 2020 to combine and centralize 
operations and certain other groups across the 
business, as discussed under the Operations, 
Maintenance & Administration Costs section. 
Headcount includes all regular employees as 
well as PWU-represented term employees 
(Term Employees) and Society-represented 
extended temporary employees (Extended 
Temporary Employees), discussed below. 
 
Following a required increase in Term Employees and Extended Temporary Employees in 2021 to support 
the optimization of the Pickering unit shutdown sequence, planned headcount reduces by over 3,300 
employees by 2026 as it trends toward the targeted post-Pickering organizational design. The reduction in 
headcount includes employees transitioning out of the organization as the Pickering units are taken offline 
and the Darlington refurbishment project is completed. Planned headcount over the period includes the 
current estimate of resources in support of the Pickering SAFSTOR project to de-water, de-fuel and place 
the units in a safe storage state after shutdown,  Upon 
completion of the project beyond the business plan period, OPG expects long-term regular headcount to 


 for existing operations. These reductions are in addition to the management positions 
being eliminated through the balance of 2020 under the recent reorganizational realignment. 
 
Consistent with current planning assumptions for grid-scale SMR funding beyond the preliminary planning 
phase, the plan does not assume a ramp-up in project resources to support future project development 
activities. This determination is expected to be made as part of next year’s business plan. 
 


Term-based Represented Employees 
 
OPG remains focused on maintaining productive working relationships with the unions and facilitating 
positive collective bargaining results. Through the 2015 and 2018 rounds of collective bargaining, OPG 
established Term Employees as a separate category of PWU-represented employees. Through an 
arbitration award received in the fourth quarter of 2019, OPG similarly established the separate category 
of Society-represented Extended Temporary Employees.   
 
Term Employees and Extended Temporary Employees attract a lower termination cost than regular 
represented employees, are not subject to collective agreement redeployment processes, and may be hired 
instead of regular represented employees for positions likely to be eliminated as a result of Pickering’s safe 
shutdown. This allows OPG to continue to meet its operational needs while mitigating future Pickering 
closure downsizing costs. At its peak in 2023, the business plan reflects filling over 1,000 positions with 
Term Employees and Extended Temporary Employees. Continued ability to hire Term Employees and 
Extended Temporary Employees over the business plan period is subject to future collective bargaining 
outcomes. 
 
 


* Excludes operating subsidiaries. As Pickering units come offline in 2024 and 
2025, headcount excludes employees transitioning out of the organization. 
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Headcount Highlights 
 
Following a temporary increase in 2021, headcount is expected to decrease steadily during the business 
plan period, as OPG continues to implement efficiency improvements and reduce work demand across the 
organization leading up to the end of Pickering commercial operations. The planned reductions are net of 
selective hiring in support of key corporate priorities, including business development initiatives such as 
electrification, planning for nuclear decommissioning, nuclear waste minimization, and current activities in 
support of SMR advancement.   
 
The year-over-year increase in headcount in 2021 mainly comprises Term Employees to address 
operational needs in support of optimizing the Pickering unit shutdown sequence, taking into account 
training time requirements and anticipated attrition over the remaining life of the station.     
 
Between 2020 and 2023, Enterprise Operations regular headcount is projected to decline by approximately 


 and Support Services headcount by approximately 140 employees, leveraging attrition. 
These decreases are partially offset by an expected increase of approximately 160 Term Employees and 
Extended Temporary Employees for ongoing operational needs. The overall declining trend in Enterprise 
Operations reflects strategies to improve operational efficiency and reduce work program effort.  
 
By the end of 2026, Enterprise Operations regular headcount is planned to decline by a further  


 and Support Services by a further 180 employees, after the Pickering units are taken offline and 
the Darlington refurbishment project is completed. The complement of Term Employees and Extended 
Temporary Employees is assumed to exit the organization by the end of the business plan period. The 
reduction in Enterprise Operations regular headcount during the latter part of the period also reflects 
assumed changes in  


  
 
The total planned reductions in Support Services regular headcount by 2026 are approximately 25% of 
current levels and comprise all major centre-lead corporate functions including Chief Information Office, 
Human Resources, Finance, Real Estate and Supply Chain. While some roles in these functions directly 
support Pickering operations and will no longer be required once the units are taken offline, the majority of 
the targeted reductions will be achieved by continuing to drive productivity improvements and streamlining 
work prior to the Pickering closure.  
 
Enterprise Projects regular headcount is forecasted to increase by 60 employees between 2020 and 2022 
in support of execution planning for overlapping Darlington refurbishment outages, before declining to 280 
employees by 2026 as the refurbishment project is completed.  
 


Pickering Downsizing Liability 
 
OPG expects to incur workforce transition and downsizing costs following the cessation of Pickering 
operations. This includes severance costs resulting from the expected elimination of over 3,000 positions 
across the organization, as well as the post-station shutdown transition costs necessary for the effective 
redeployment and training of affected employees based on current collective agreements.   
 
The severance portion of the costs will encompass management and unionized positions expected to be 
eliminated as a result of ending Pickering commercial operations, including completing the SAFSTOR 
project in 2028. Severance entitlements for unionized employees will be determined in accordance with the 
collective agreement provisions. Redeployment and training will arise as certain unionized regular 
employees transition from former Pickering positions to similar positions at Darlington or other affected 
parts of the organization under the downsizing processes specified in the collective agreements.   
 
The transition of qualified employees from former Pickering positions to other parts of the organization will 
be a complex process. OPG is developing a detailed transition plan with the objective of executing the 
redeployment in a manner that maintains high safety standards, ensures effective post-refurbishment 
operations at Darlington, and mitigates downsizing costs within the provisions of the collective agreements. 
Providing necessary training to redeployed regular employees will be a key element of the transition, 
recognizing inherent differences in the equipment, technology and operation of the Pickering and Darlington 
stations.   
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The business plan incorporates proactive implementation of certain strategies to mitigate the downsizing 
costs and transition impacts within the terms of the collective agreements. This includes hiring Term 
Employees and Extended Temporary Employees, facilitating the transfer of regular employees from 
Pickering to Darlington ahead of the Pickering closure, within operational constraints, and leveraging 
attrition-based headcount reductions. Additionally, the optimization of the Pickering shutdown sequence 
helps to reduce the downsizing costs. OPG’s preparations for the downsizing will include identifying 
potential redeployment and retraining opportunities to enable employee skill development, augmenting their 
ability to continue to benefit Ontario’s economy.   
 
OPG has reflected an indicative estimate of approximately  in the plan for the downsizing costs to 
be incurred during the business plan period. However, this estimate is expected to continue to evolve over 
time, as it remains subject to a range of uncertainties regarding underlying assumptions and outcomes of 
planning work to be executed over the business plan period.  Some of the uncertainties include: employee 
attrition patterns; implementation of previously untested downsizing provisions of collective agreements; 
seniority and skillset of transitioning employees; future collective bargaining outcomes; and specific timing 
of effecting the downsizing plan.  As planning and preparation activities progress, OPG will continue to 
review assumptions and update the cost estimate as part of future business plans. These changes could 
increase or decrease total expected downsizing costs.  
 
The business plan includes the total amount of currently estimated severance costs related to the Pickering 
closure as an expense over the 2024-2026 period, based on an assumption that OPG will have sufficient 
certainty over the full estimated downsizing impacts to meet the accounting recognition requirements under 
US GAAP. Redeployment and training costs are reflected on a pay-as-you-go basis. The plan assumes 
that the downsizing costs are recorded in a deferral account for future collection, facilitated by the proposed 
amendments to O. Reg. 53/05 at the time of writing, and therefore are not included in the projected nuclear 
revenue requirements for the 2022-2026 rate application.   
 


Total Generating Cost 
 
Enterprise TGC per MWh, OPG’s 
measure of cost effectiveness for Ontario-
based operations, is forecasted to be 
approximately  


 temporarily  
in the intervening period as discussed 
below. The measure includes OM&A 
expenses from ongoing operations, fuel 
expense (including gross revenue charge 
and other water rental costs) and 
sustaining capital expenditures, and is 
calculated on SBG-adjusted production 
volumes. In addition to excluding development-related costs such as Darlington refurbishment, the measure 
also excludes expenditures on major hydroelectric projects such as Little Long Dam Safety and Smoky 
Falls Sluicegate Upgrade. The acquired fleet of Ontario-based gas plants is included in the measure as of 
the date of the acquisition, but is not forecasted to have a material impact over the business plan period.  
 
The major driver of the  Enterprise TGC per MWh projected in the intervening years of the business 
plan period is reduced nuclear generation reflecting overlapping Darlington refurbishment unit outages and, 
in 2022, the Pickering VBO. The year-over-year  reflects a full year of Unit 3 refurbishment 
and two major planned outages at Darlington, compared to fewer refurbishment outage days due to the 
deferred start of Unit 3 refurbishment and no major planned outages in 2020. Performance on the metric 
improves toward the end of the period as Darlington units return to service.   
 
  


* Reflects OPG owned and operated facilities in Ontario.  
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Project Excellence 


OPG is focused on 
continuing to advance its 
role as a clean energy leader 
in North America. 
Leveraging its ambitious 
climate change plan that will 
help the energy sector to be 
a primary catalyst for 
economy-wide de-
carbonisation, OPG is 
continuing to invest in 
climate change mitigation 
and adaptation through its 
capital plans. Over the 
business plan period, growth 
of the company’s asset 
portfolio through the 
Darlington refurbishment, 
redevelopment of hydroelectric stations, and investments in innovative energy solutions will make a 
significant contribution toward Canada’s goal of achieving net-zero carbon emissions by 2050, while 
supporting ‘Made-in-Ontario’ jobs and economic development.  


By the , OPG plans to invest  in capital assets, including $5.9 billion to complete 
the Darlington refurbishment (excluding COVID-19 impacts),  to maintain and upgrade the 
existing low-carbon fleet and supporting infrastructure,  
and  to develop or redevelop hydroelectric and other renewable energy assets and technologies. 
For the regulated business, OPG estimates this will result in a total capital in-service rate base (net of 
depreciation) of approximately $23 billion by 2026, subject to the OEB’s approvals, a doubling of 2019 
levels driven mainly by the completion of the Darlington refurbishment. As noted earlier, investments in the 
plan do not currently include any capital expenditures for grid-scale SMR development.     


Improving project planning and execution capability continues to be critical to OPG’s focus on project 
excellence. To help consistently deliver projects safely, on time, on budget and with high quality, OPG is 
leveraging a company-wide scalable project delivery model. The goal of the model is to enhance and 
streamline planning and execution processes by enabling an appropriate level of project management, 
commensurate to the value and complexity of the project. Strong project planning and execution in turn 
facilitates prudent growth of the regulated rate base. The current plan is set to deliver non-refurbishment 
capital in-service amounts that will cumulatively exceed OEB-approved levels by 2021.  


In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, a number of project activities were temporarily suspended in 
Spring 2020, prior to being safely resumed beginning in June 2020 with enhanced safety measures. OPG’s 
prompt remobilization of project activities and ongoing communication with vendors, suppliers and 
contractors has helped to minimize the impact on project milestones and is reflected in the business plan. 
OPG’s execution of the planned capital program is also contributing to increasing economic activity in the 
province. As noted earlier, there remains an inherent uncertainty around the course of the pandemic and 
the impact of any additional necessary restrictions on future operating and project activities and milestones. 
Any such potential impacts have not been reflected in the plan.  


* Represents Little Long Dam Safety (LLDS), and Smoky Falls Sluicegate Upgrade (SFSU)


As a North American industry leader, OPG will advance ambitious climate 
change goals and prepare Ontario and Canada for the future of energy by 
investing in its low-carbon fleet, new projects and energy solutions, including 
hydroelectric redevelopment, electrification and  


 OPG will invest  in existing assets, $6 billion for Darlington 
refurbishment, and  in business development. 


Project 
Excellence 
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Sustaining Capital 


OPG’s sustaining investments are based on asset management principles aimed at ensuring capital is 
deployed in a manner that derives the greatest value while mitigating organizational risks. Over the 
business plan period, OPG plans to invest  in sustaining capital expenditures, including 
$2.6 billion related to the nuclear fleet,  for the hydroelectric and non-Atura thermal plants,  


 and $1.0 billion in IT and real estate infrastructure. 


Nuclear 


The Darlington nuclear capital program totals $2.5 billion over the business plan period, averaging 
approximately $350 million per year excluding a planned capital lease. An increase above historical levels, 
the program continues to focus on ensuring the station is well positioned to transition to steady-state 
‘second life’ operations, achieving and maintaining longer-term industry-leading cost and reliability 
performance following refurbishment. By the end of the period, Darlington’s capital program begins to 
decline toward longer term steady-state levels as major planned investments are completed.   


Significant life cycle management and other investments targeted to be completed at the Darlington station 
during the period include such projects as Unit 2 Turbine Control & Auxiliary Systems Upgrade, 4kV Motor 
Refurbishment and Replacement, and Main Output Transformer & Unit Service Transformer Replacement. 
Additionally, in 2024, OPG currently plans to replace the  Darlington Water Treatment Plant that is 
approaching its end of service life, under a capital lease contracting arrangement with a third party 
specializing in high purity demineralized water management, with an assumed value of approximately $140 
million.   


Following completion of previously identified work to enable station operation to the planned end of life, 
expenditures for the Pickering capital program average less than $10 million per year over the 2022-2025 
period.   


Regulated Hydroelectric 


Regulated hydroelectric sustaining capital expenditures total $1.8 billion over the business plan period, an 
average of approximately $260 million per year. In addition to ongoing investments to upgrade or replace 
electrical equipment and water control structures and to ensure continued safety of civil structures, the 
capital program is focused on major generator rehabilitation and upgrades as well as investments in dam 
and public safety.  


In particular, the sustaining capital program includes approximately $650 million for a number of major unit 
overhauls and upgrades across the fleet (i.e. Sir Adam Beck 1 and 2, R.H. Saunders, Otto Holden, Barrett 
Chute, Abitibi Canyon), reflecting the cyclical nature of investments required every several decades to 
maintain the value of these long-lived assets. In addition to ensuring the continued reliable operation of the 
stations for another 30 years, the upgrade component of these investments will further increase the 
generating capacity of OPG’s renewable fleet. 


Dam safety investments included in the sustaining capital portfolio total approximately $280 million over the 
period, including approximately $200 million for a planned project to address dam safety requirements and 
changing climate conditions on the Madawaska River. The increase in sustaining capital in 2025 and 2026 
is primarily due to the Madawaska River project, as well as major unit overhauls at the Sir Adam Beck 
stations. The Madawaska River project is estimated to commence execution in 2023.  


Contracted Hydroelectric and Thermal 


Sustaining capital expenditures on Ontario-based contracted hydroelectric and non-Atura  thermal assets 
total  over the business plan period. In large part, this includes the Little Long Dam Safety project, 
which commenced execution in November 2019 with a budget of $650 million and is scheduled for 
completion in 2023, and the Smoky Falls Sluiceway Upgrade project, currently in the definition phase. 
Excluding these major projects, the contracted hydroelectric and non-Atura thermal capital program 
averages approximately  per year over the period. The Little Long Dam Safety project is tracking 
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within the approved budget.  
 


 


Both the Little Long Dam Safety project and the Smoky Falls Sluiceway Upgrade project will address dam 
safety requirements in line with OPG’s commitment to high standards of dam and public safety. The projects 
will increase the discharge capacity and make other reliability and operational improvements at the affected 
water control structures on the Lower Mattagami River. This will ensure safe and effective management of 
extreme floodwater conditions and preserve long-term sustainability of the structures at the Adam Creek 
spillway and OPG’s Little Long and Smoky Falls stations. Both projects will earn a return under the Lower 
Mattagami hydroelectric energy supply agreement, once in service.    


Other Sustaining 


OPG will continue to invest in digital solutions and information technology infrastructure as critical enablers 
of productivity and performance improvement targets over the business plan period. Total planned capital 
investments in this area are over $700 million, an average of approximately $100 million per year.  Planned 
investments are focused on value enhancing projects in the generating businesses and centre-led support 
functions, supporting opportunities for cost reductions, innovation and asset reliability improvements across 
the enterprise. In addition to sustainment expenditures to replace or upgrade life-expired infrastructure, the 
capital program also includes incremental investments to address increased cyber security related 
operational risks. 


The plan includes real estate related capital expenditures totaling approximately  over the 
period. In addition to the asset sustainment work program, this includes approximately  for the 
Clarington corporate campus plan announced in 2019 as part of OPG’s real estate strategy and other 
workplace strategy initiatives, expected to be in place by 2024. Expenditures on the Clarington campus 


 over the 2022-2023 period. 


Planned sustaining expenditures for the US hydroelectric operations average approximately  per 
year over the 2020-2026 period, and approximately  per year for Atura’s natural gas fired fleet. 
The US hydroelectric capital program is focused on dam safety enhancements, investments in fleet 
reliability and support for FERC relicensing efforts.  


  


Darlington Refurbishment 


The business plan reflects capital expenditures to complete the Darlington refurbishment project by the end 
of 2026, based on the schedule adjusted in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Upon conclusion, the 
refurbishment of the station will secure clean energy to supply over 20% of Ontario’s electricity needs for 
the next 30-plus years.   


In March 2020, OPG announced a decision to postpone the start of Unit 3 refurbishment execution activities 
to later in the year as a result of the pandemic. This allowed the company to limit the number of people at 
the Darlington station, while completing construction work on Unit 2 and optimizing the station’s operational 
and health protocols in response to the pandemic. Following resumption of prerequisite activities, Unit 3 
was taken offline for the single fuel channel replacement outage at the end of July 2020 and, immediately 
thereafter, began defueling of the reactor in September 2020, which marked the start of Unit 3 refurbishment 
execution. Unit 3 is planned to return to service in the first quarter of 2024.   


The Unit 1 and Unit 4 refurbishments are included in the plan with start dates in the first quarter of 2022 
and the third quarter of 2023, respectively, returning to service in 2025 and 2026. OPG has implemented a 
number of lessons learned and several strategic improvements in planning the refurbishment of Units 3, 1 
and 4, and will continue to assess opportunities to optimize the schedule and costs of the project. In line 
with the Unit 3 Execution Estimate approved by the Board in August 2020, the plan projects $5.9 billion in 
capital expenditures for the refurbishment of Units 3, 1 and 4 over the 2020-2026 period, excluding any 
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ultimate impact of the pandemic as discussed below. Total capital expenditures of $6.4 billion are projected 
to be placed in service for Units 3, 1 and 4 over the business plan period.  
 
Unit 2 was successfully returned to service in June 2020. The final steps of construction and return to 
service were performed amidst the pandemic, with additional measures implemented to help safeguard the 
health of employees and contractors. As reflected in the plan, the total cost to complete the Unit 2 
refurbishment was in line with the Unit 2 Execution Estimate approved by the Board in August 2016. Capital 
expenditures totaling $4.8 billion were placed in service upon Unit 2 returning to service. 
  
The Heavy Water Storage Facility has been declared available for service, and is expected to support Unit 
3 refurbishment activities. The total estimated cost of the facility remains at $510 million. The OEB is 
expected to conduct a prudence review of the project costs as part of OPG’s upcoming nuclear rate 
application. 
 
Subject to the OEB’s ultimate approval, Darlington refurbishment capital expenditures begin to earn a return 
as part of rate base as soon as they are declared in service, directly or through a variance account 
authorized pursuant to O. Reg. 53/05. In the last rate application, the OEB approved a total of $5.5 billion 
in Darlington refurbishment capital in-service additions in rate base through 2021, which excluded the 
Heavy Water Storage Facility. The impact of any differences in the timing and amount of Darlington 
refurbishment in-service capital compared to OEB approved forecasts, including the impact of the Heavy 
Water Storage Facility coming into service, is recorded in the variance account for future disposition, subject 
to the OEB’s approval.  
 
Excluding any ultimate impact of COVID-19, the Darlington refurbishment project continues to track to the 
$12.8 billion budget. Based on impacts experienced to date, incremental capital costs of approximately 
$150 million have been forecasted as a result of deferring the start of Unit 3 refurbishment execution in 
response to COVID-19. Due to inherent uncertainties associated with the pandemic and its ultimate impact, 
OPG is monitoring, tracking and assessing related expenditures separately from the baseline project 
budget, which does not include contingency for ‘black swan’ events such as a pandemic. The company will 
continue to seek ways to manage the impact of the pandemic on the total cost of the project, which will not 
be known until the last unit has been refurbished. For these reasons, the plan does not reflect pandemic-
related impacts in projected capital in-service amounts and OPG does not intend to seek recovery of any 
such impacts from customers until the last unit is refurbished. 


 


Business Development 
 
Aligned with the company’s goals of driving de-carbonization, OPG’s business development strategy is 
focused on organic growth opportunities within its core clean energy fleet,  


 and development of innovative technologies and services. The business plan 
includes a total of  in capital investments toward these growth paths, discussed below.   
 
The plan does not assume any additional large-scale transactions. Any such proposed transaction will be 
brought to the Board for approval when appropriate. 
 


Ontario Hydroelectric Redevelopment 
 
OPG plans to invest approximately $890 million in hydroelectric asset redevelopment in Ontario during the 
business plan period, adding incremental capacity to its long-lived hydroelectric portfolio. Aligned with the 
company’s climate change plan, projects over the business plan period include the frequency conversion 
of previously decommissioned G1 and G2 units at the Sir Adam Beck 1 station, the redevelopment of the 
Calabogie and Coniston stations, and a planned future small hydro redevelopment program.   
 
The Sir Adam Beck 1 Units G1 & G2 replacement project commenced execution phase in late 2019 and is 
expected to be completed in 2022, adding approximately 125 MW to the station’s peaking capacity by 
replacing two decommissioned 25 Hz unit generators with new 60 Hz generators. Consistent with the 
Board-approved budget, the business plan reflects approximately $100 million of remaining expenditures 
for this project. The project is tracking within the approved budget.  
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The redevelopment of the Calabogie site, after the 2018 tornado heavily damaged the original station, is 
currently in the execution phase and is scheduled for completion in 2022. The new powerhouse will double 
the original station’s capacity to approximately 11MW. Consistent with the Board-approved budget, the 
business plan reflects approximately $127 million of remaining expenditures for this project. The project is 
tracking within the approved budget.  


The redevelopment of the over 100-year old Coniston station is expected to add 4 MW of incremental 
capacity to the hydroelectric fleet and is included in the plan at a total cost of approximately 
$85 million. The project is estimated to be completed in 2024, with definition phase activities currently in 
progress.  


OPG has identified a number of additional regulated hydroelectric generating sites, each with up to 30 MW 
of capacity, that are approaching end of life. The facilities require significant ongoing capital requirements 
in the coming years in order to maintain their existing operation and are being evaluated for redevelopment 
potential. It is expected that the redevelopment would allow OPG to utilize the available river flows more 
efficiently and optimize power generation. The plan allocates over $550 million to these investments, 
primarily in the latter half of the business plan period. The projects will support Ontario’s climate change 
goals by allowing OPG to maintain the sites and continue generating clean renewable electricity for future 
generations.   


US Hydroelectric Platform Growth 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  


 
   


Electrification and Other Business Development 


 
 
 
 
 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


Electrification funding in the plan targets a range of potential investments across personal, commercial and 
mass transportation infrastructure in the province. This includes  over the business plan period 
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toward a 20-year phased program of electrifying the Toronto Transit Commission’s (TTC) diesel bus fleet. 
OPG and TTC are in the process of negotiating definitive agreements under which OPG would design, 
build, operate and maintain all electrical infrastructure related to the project. Electrification funding also 
includes scheduled installation of 160 electric vehicle chargers across 70-plus locations through the Ivy 
Charging Network (Ivy) by the end of 2021, making Ivy the largest, most connected electric vehicle fast-
charger network in Ontario. Ivy is an OPG-Hydro One partnership. 


Additionally, OPG’s non-regulated business is planning to invest a total of approximately  over 
the business plan period to enable the production of the Molybdenum-99 and Cobalt-60 isotopes at 
Darlington, both of which are used for medical purposes. The production of Molybdenum-99 will take place 
in collaboration between Laurentis Energy Partners, a wholly owned subsidiary of OPG’s non-regulated 
business, and BWX Technologies, Inc. The production of Cobalt-60 at Darlington will be facilitated by an 
agreement with Nordion Inc. The production of Molybdenum-99 is targeted to commence in 2022 while the 
production of Cobalt-60 is targeted beyond the business plan period, following completion of necessary 
modifications to the reactors and subject to the CNSC’s regulatory approvals.  


Provision Expenditures 


Planned expenditures against the previously established provision for nuclear decommissioning and waste 
management total $3.8 billion, an average of approximately $540 million per year over the business plan 
period. The expenditures are funded from the nuclear segregated funds for decommissioning and long-
term management of used fuel and low and intermediate level waste (L&ILW) and from operating cash flow 
for interim storage operations. 


The expenditures over the period primarily include costs for the following: 


 ongoing used fuel and L&ILW interim storage operations, including associated projects;


 planning and execution activities for the Pickering SAFSTOR project to de-fuel, de-water and place
the units in a safe storage state after the end of the station’s commercial operations;


 OPG’s portion of funding for Nuclear Waste Management Organization’s (NWMO) planned
activities in support of Canada’s Adaptive Phased Management (APM) used fuel disposal program;
and


 activities toward establishing a future permanent solution for long-term management of L&ILW
following the Saugeen Ojibway Nation’s community vote in January 2020 to not support OPG’s
proposed Deep Geologic Repository project for L&ILW.


Over the business plan period, OPG’s used fuel and L&ILW interim storage operations will continue to 
advance waste minimization initiatives to reduce the environmental footprint for low level waste, optimize 
loading of used fuel bundles into dry storage containers, optimize low level waste storage building space, 
and meet commitments under agreements with Bruce Power.  


With respect to the Pickering SAFSTOR project, the plan reflects the current planning phase, which includes 
completion of preliminary and detailed engineering design, implementation of an execution organization to 
support planning of execution fieldwork and development of a release quality cost estimate. The project will 
transition to execution phase after the first Pickering units are taken offline in 2024. The higher planned 
nuclear provision expenditures in 2025 and 2026 reflect the commencement of de-fueling and safe storage 
activities on the units planned to be taken offline in 2024 and the four remaining units planned to be taken 
offline at the end of 2025.  


The work underway to prepare for Pickering decommissioning will be supported by OPG’s recently 
launched Centre for Canadian Nuclear Sustainability, with the goal of integrating collaboration and research 
with the nuclear sector to build leading expertise in nuclear decommissioning and advance innovative 
solutions for nuclear waste material. 


Funding for the APM program included in the plan is based on the NWMO’s anticipated transition from the 
current site selection phase to the regulatory approval phase for Canada’s used fuel deep geologic 
repository during the business plan period. This reflects the NWMO’s stated goal of selecting a single, 
preferred site to host the used fuel deep geologic repository by 2023.   
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Impacts from the 2022 ONFA Reference Plan update process on the nuclear decommissioning and waste 
management liabilities and the nuclear segregated funds are in the process of being developed and will be 
incorporated into a future business plan. The 2022 ONFA Reference Plan will be subject to review and 
approval by the Province. 


 
In accordance with O. Reg. 53/05, OPG recovers the costs of its liabilities for nuclear decommissioning and 
waste management through regulated rates for nuclear generation. A number of intervenors in OPG’s last 
rate application argued for prospectively changing the OEB’s previously approved, accrual accounting-
based methodology for determining the costs of these obligations for rate-making purposes to a cash-based 
methodology. A cash-based methodology would have included OPG’s segregated fund contributions and 
operating cash flow funded expenditures in rates. In response, OPG argued that, similar to pension and 
OPEB costs, an accrual accounting-based methodology is the most appropriate approach to match costs 
to underlying nuclear production, particularly as the historical funding contributions have significantly 
exceeded accrual costs and resulted in fully funded segregated funds by the end of 2016. The OEB 
ultimately found that it had insufficient evidence to change the methodology in setting OPG’s 2017-2021 
regulated rates, directing OPG to file a jurisdictional study of recovery methodologies in the next rate 
application. OPG will support the continued use of the previously approved accrual accounting based 
methodology in the 2022-2026 rate application. A prospective switch to a cash-based methodology would 
be expected to result in a significant reduction in OPG’s revenues and net income compared to planned 
levels.   
 


Thermal Decommissioning 
  
The plan includes expenditures totaling approximately  over the period to decommission OPG’s 
thermal generating stations, drawing down a previously established provision for these purposes. This 
includes completing demolition of, and returning the Nanticoke site to brownfield state in 2020 and Lambton 
site by  to be followed by environmental remediation.  
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Social Licence 


Contining to moderate 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


As Ontario’s largest electricity provider, OPG holds itself accountable to the public, customers and 
employees, and continues to focus on maintaining and expanding its public trust, social licence and industry 
leadership. OPG works to maintain public trust through community and customer engagement, 
transparency, corporate citizenship initiatives and Indigenous relations. OPG focuses on upholding its 
social licence through safe, reliable, environmentally responsible operations that continue to mitigate 
Ontario’s electricity prices, support local economies and demonstrate climate change leadership. In 
advancing these values, the company seeks to embrace and promote workplace equity, diversity and 
inclusion.   
 


Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience 
 
OPG recognizes that Ontario and many other jurisdictions globally have experienced unprecedented 
changes in climate and an increase in extreme weather events in recent years. These developments can 
impact various aspects of OPG’s operations and the environment in host communities. In addition to 
impacts on water management at hydroelectric stations and cooling water efficiency at nuclear and thermal 
stations, changes in climate can significantly affect the overall reliability and life expectancy of major 
equipment and Ontario’s electricity supply and demand profile. It has become apparent in the energy and 
infrastructure sectors that decisions and design assumptions can no longer rely solely on historic trends, 
but must also incorporate climate projections.   
 
With its technologically and geographically diverse asset base, OPG remains focused on developing 
strategies to reduce the impact of climate change on operations and host communities. The primary goal 
of climate change adaptation for OPG is to increase resilience against climate impacts, whether the impacts 
manifest gradually over time (such as streamflow or air temperature changes) or arise acutely (such as 
extreme weather events or flooding). OPG also recognizes potential transitional risks arising from policy 
and socio-economic responses to combating climate change, and where appropriate considers any 
potential benefits or opportunities introduced by climate change.  
 
OPG believes that continuing to lead initiatives targeting climate risks will strengthen the electricity grid’s 
resilience, ensuring an efficient, sustainable and accessible electricity sector in the years to come. In the 
near term, OPG is investing in projects and initiatives aimed at addressing immediate physical adaptations 
as part of its sustaining capital portfolio, such as sluicegate upgrades across the hydroelectric fleet, the 
advanced algae early warning system at Pickering and migration to cloud-based information technology 
infrastructure.  
 
Looking forward, OPG’s approach to adaptation involves embedding consideration of climate change into 
a range of business processes, including investment decision and engineering processes when considering 
future design and asset upgrades. This involves integrating evaluation of climate vulnerabilities, developing 
standardized decision support systems, and strengthening data collection and modelling to better 
understand and predict climate impacts. As discussed in the Operational Excellence section, OPG also 
continues to deploy equipment monitoring and diagnostic tools to help better understand, manage and 
predict asset condition. OPG also participates in industry leading adaptation research to further inform its 
climate-related business decisions. In conjunction with promoting an internal climate change adaptation 
culture, these and other initiatives will facilitate development of a systematic approach to identifying, 
assessing, mitigating and reporting physical climate-related risks across the organization.    
 
Over the business plan period, OPG will continue to play a leadership role in developing and leveraging 
best practices to support the strengthening of critical infrastructure across Ontario and Canada. OPG will 
also continue to support government initiatives to increase resilience and will monitor and as appropriate 


By building public confidence, community relationships, industry leadership, 
climate focus and commitment to equity & diversity, OPG will be recognized 
as the organization of choice for customers, partners, talent and Indigenous 
and local communities. OPG’s diverse operations are well positioned to meet 
stakeholder expectations through clean, safe, reliable and cost effective 
generation, projects, energy solutions and engagement activities.   


Social 
Licence 
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respond to any changes in policies, standards and regulatory requirements. In collaboration with industry 
partners, OPG will also advance development of consistent metrics to quantify the level of achieved climate 
change resilience, which will facilitate the setting of specific forward-looking targets in the future.  


 


Government Carbon Policy  
 
OPG is currently subject to certain federal and provincial carbon-related regulations. The federal legislation 
imposes a carbon pollution pricing system in jurisdictions where the federal government determines that 
the provincial system is insufficient. This federal backstop comprises a regulatory charge on fossil fuel and 
an output-based pricing system (OBPS) for large industrial facilities, which includes OPG.  Carbon pricing 
under the federal program is $30 per tonne CO2-equivalent beginning April 2020, increasing by  
$10 annually to $50 per tonne in 2022. Ontario is currently subject to the federal program. 
 
In July 2019, the Ontario government released its final Emissions Performance Standards (EPS) as a 
means to seek equivalency for the federal OBPS program. Currently, only the registration provisions of the 
EPS apply; the other key provisions will apply once Ontario is removed from the federal OBPS program. In 
September 2020, the federal government announced that Ontario’s carbon pollution pricing systems for 
industrial facilities meet the federal government’s minimum stringency benchmark requirements. The 
federal and Ontario governments will work to transition the province from the OBPS to the EPS. Until such 
time, OPG’s Lennox station and Atura’s natural gas-fired stations will continue to be subject to the OBPS. 
 
OPG’s non-thermal operations are currently subject to a pass-through federal fuel charge from its suppliers 
on all fossil fuel purchases. The Ontario government is challenging the constitutionality of the federal fuel 
charge through the courts.   
 
OPG continues to comply with the applicable federal and provincial carbon regulations. Neither the federal 
program nor the EPS will have a material financial impact on the company during the business plan period.   
 


Equity, Diversity and Inclusion 
 
OPG is committed to workplace equity, diversity and inclusion (ED&I) as part of a culture in which all 
employees, contractors and business partners are treated fairly and respectfully, and each individual is able 
to reach their full potential. OPG believes that ED&I is integral to fostering an innovative, healthy and 
engaged workforce, and is therefore fundamental to the achievement of the company’s strategic goals. As 
a corporate commitment, ED&I is supported by a set of enterprise-wide programs and reinforced through 
OPG’s Code of Business Conduct.   
 
Over the business plan period, OPG will advance its ED&I strategy and deliver on a corporate promise to 
“accelerate equity, celebrate diversity and foster a culture of inclusion.” The success of the strategy will be 
measured by achievement of the following goals:  


 Be recognized as one of Canada’s Best Diversity Employers by 2023; and  


 Be recognized as a global leader in ED&I best practices by 2030.  
 
OPG will continue to integrate ED&I principles and practices into the business based on the following: 


 Equity – Ensure OPG is compliant with the Employment Equity Act, including increased 
representation of women, Indigenous peoples, visible minorities and persons with disabilities. 


 Diversity – Support a workplace culture that values, attracts, retains and celebrates employees with 
unique backgrounds, skills and characteristics. 


 Inclusion – Facilitate the integration of all employees, and provide an inclusive culture where 
everyone, regardless of difference, can connect, belong and grow. 


 
OPG is committed to continuing to advance diverse representation at the Board and throughout its 
workforce, including within senior management. Currently, overall diversity of the Board is greater than 50 
percent and representation of women on the Board is above 30 percent. Women also make up 
approximately 35% of the Enterprise Leadership Team (ELT), which comprises the President & CEO and 
other executives, and of the Senior Leadership Team, which generally comprises Vice Presidents reporting 
directly to the ELT. Strides towards greater diverse representation in leadership continue to be made during 
2020.  
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OPG’s anti-racism plan includes an evaluation of internal practices to identify and address systemic barriers 
to the retention, advancement and success of historically disadvantaged groups. Additionally, OPG has 
joined over 200 organizations in signing the BlackNorth Initiative’s CEO pledge to end systemic anti-Black 
racism in Canada, and has committed to provide scholarship funding through the Black Business and 
Professional Association to support Black students in science, technology, engineering and/or math. While 
OPG recognizes that significant work remains in this area for the organization and the industry, these steps 
are part of the company’s initial efforts to help break down the systemic barriers that Black and other 
historically marginalized Canadians face.  


 


Indigenous Relations  
 
OPG is committed to continuing to build mutually beneficial working relations with Indigenous communities 
proximate to its current and future operations. OPG believes and takes pride in establishing and maintaining 
these relationships through dialogue founded in respect and aimed at preserving openness, transparency 
and trust. These strong relationships and partnerships are vital to maintaining OPG’s social licence in the 
communities and are a source of valuable competitive advantage while developing clean, renewable power 
in the province.  
 
The health and safety of Indigenous communities is another important priority for OPG. During the second 
quarter of 2020, OPG donated 10,000 of its 3D printed shields for distribution to Indigenous communities 
and organizations throughout the province in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. OPG also has made 
several financial donations to support Indigenous communities’ needs during the pandemic. 
 
OPG’s Indigenous Relations Policy will continue to guide the company’s approach to working with 
Indigenous communities, peoples and businesses over the business plan period, with a focus on the 
following areas: 


 Community relations and outreach; 


 Capacity building; 


 Employment and training opportunities; 


 Business and procurement opportunities; and 


 Employee Indigenous relations training. 
 
OPG will continue to proactively engage with Indigenous communities, people, businesses and 
organizations through a diverse range of initiatives. This includes, where appropriate, exploring potential 
opportunities for equity or joint-venture partnerships on new generation development projects, collaborating 
on capacity building, and continuing to conduct community outreach efforts. OPG will continue to undertake 
meaningful consultation as required by law or guided by industry best practices, throughout all phases of 
projects that may have an impact on Aboriginal and Treaty rights. A particular focus during the business 
plan period will be on developing and implementing strategic outreach initiatives and collaborative 
relationships related to the development and application of SMRs. OPG will also continue to advance its 
Indigenous Business Engagement initiative aimed at increasing Indigenous access to procurement 
opportunities, including supporting business relationships between OPG’s current suppliers and Indigenous 
communities and businesses across the province.  
 
OPG will also progress collaboration under a March 2020 Memorandum of Understanding with Minawshyn 
Development Corporation (MDC), Enterprise Canada, EPCOR Utilities and PCL Construction on the 
development of community-based infrastructure projects with the Matawa First Nations member 
communities in northern Ontario. The collaboration with MDC, a wholly owned corporation of the Matawa 
First Nations member communities, provides a potential opportunity for OPG to develop mutually beneficial 
innovative, energy-based solutions for the Mattawa communities, supporting economic development within 
the region located about 450 kilometres north of Thunder Bay.   
 
OPG continues to support and enhance recruitment strategies and initiatives with the objective of increasing 
Indigenous representation in all levels of OPG’s workforce and beyond. This includes advancing OPG’s 
Indigenous Opportunities in Nuclear (ION) program, which aims to increase the number of Indigenous 
people working in the nuclear industry, using the Darlington refurbishment project as a catalyst. ION’s main 
focus to date has been on roles in the building trades within OPG and its partnering vendors and unions.  
Over the past two years, the ION program has exceeded its annual targets for successful employment 
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placements. Building on this success, OPG will explore opportunities to expand the program into other parts 
of the company’s operations during the business plan period. The company’s strategic partnership with 
Kagita Mikam, an Indigenous employment and training organization, will remain key to ION.   
 
As a member of the Canadian Council of Aboriginal Businesses (CCAB), OPG will continue working 
towards its next submission under the CCAB’s Progressive Aboriginal Relations (PAR) program during the 
business plan period. OPG received its second Silver PAR certification in the spring of 2018. OPG is 
committed to building on the positive feedback received from the 2018 PAR assessment and has set a goal 
of achieving a Gold PAR certification as part of the next submission.  
 


Moderating Electricity Prices and Contributing to the Economy 
  
Taking into account the resetting of nuclear 
regulated rates and the proposed hydroelectric 
regulated base rate freeze for the 2022-2026 
period, as well as the recent acquisition of the 
natural gas fired fleet, the average cost to 
customers of electricity generated by OPG is 
expected to track approximately  below the 
average of other electricity generators in Ontario 
over the period. Up to 2021, the average cost of 
OPG’s generation reflects the existing regulated 
rates, including the deferral and variance account 
rate riders established by the OEB’s decision on 
OPG’s 2018 deferral and variance account 
application. The business plan assumptions on 
resetting of nuclear regulated rates for the 2022-
2026 period are based on an average WAPA increase of 2% per year, as discussed in the Regulated Rates 
section.   
 
As the largest generator in Ontario, OPG plays a significant role in driving economic value to Ontario, 
especially as the province seeks to address the economic effects of the pandemic. Over the business plan 
period, OPG will continue to make a significant contribution to Ontario’s economic renewal and local jobs 
through its diverse project and operations portfolio and implementation of its climate change plan. Some of 
the company’s largest contributions continue to be through the refurbishment and the 30-plus year 
operation of Darlington, and the operation of Pickering to its optimized end of life. In addition to avoiding 
greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to removing two million cars pear year from Ontario’s roads, 
Darlington refurbishment and operation are estimated to boost Ontario’s Gross Domestic Product by 
approximately $90 billion and provide over 14,000 jobs.  Pickering’s operation is estimated to continue to 
support more than 7,500 jobs, while avoiding approximately 17 million tonnes of carbon emissions.  
 
OPG’s economic impact was also realized through the company’s prompt, safe reactivation of on-site 
project activities following a suspension earlier in the year due to the pandemic. These actions not only 
helped to mitigate the impact of the suspension on project milestones, but also supported OPG’s vendors 
and partners. Additionally, with over 80% of the company’s top ten goods and services being sourced from 
Ontario-based providers, OPG is exploring ways to further increase use of ‘Made-in-Ontario’ supply chains, 
where feasible and prudent.   


 


Expanding OPG’s Industry Leadership  
 
In support of its strategic direction, OPG continues to expand its communication and outreach efforts, 
including as they relate to the company’s role as an innovative climate change leader and driver of economic 
value. This includes maintaining and enhancing OPG’s social licence and continuing to be a moderator of 
electricity prices in the province.  
 
Priorities for OPG’s communication and outreach efforts over the business plan period include the following: 


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 1 


Page 40 of 55







 Building greater familiarity with, and trust in OPG. This includes continuing to make Ontarians and
stakeholders aware of OPG’s role and contributions, in order to build a deeper understanding of
the company as an important asset to the province and its economy;


 Positioning OPG as a leader in clean energy generation and related services for the present and
future. This includes building confidence in OPG as a credible voice supporting low-carbon energy
generation and electrification, and delivering ‘Made-in-Ontario’ economic and customer benefits;


 Expanding public education efforts on OPG’s diverse carbon-mitigating projects and cost effective
operations, and continuing to enhance Indigenous relations. This includes supporting and
communicating about the company’s highly skilled, diverse people and partners to demonstrate
OPG’s commitment as an employer and development partner of choice; and


 Engaging employees through the OneOPG culture initiative, reinforcing high performance, agility
and commercial focus principles, in addition to a continued focus on safety and efficiency. As it
prepares for post-Pickering operations, OPG is mobilizing employees as a single team focused on
customers, the future and the company’s role in the economic renewal.
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APPENDIX 1:  KEY PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS


The key planning assumptions for the Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan are outlined below: 


Operational and Project Assumptions 


 Refurbishment of Darlington Unit 3 commences in Sept. 2020 and is completed by the first quarter of
2024. Unit 1 and Unit 4 refurbishments commence in the first quarter of 2022 and third quarter of 2023,
respectively, and are completed in 2025 and 2026. Unit 2 refurbishment was completed in June 2020


 The end of Pickering commercial operations reflects the optimized shutdown plan as follows: Unit 1 –
Sept. 2024, Unit 4 – Dec. 2024 and Units 5-8 – Dec. 2025. Operating the units beyond December 31,
2024 is subject to CNSC regulatory approvals. Accounting service lives will be re-assessed as
applicable regulatory and technical work in support of the optimization is progressed


 A six-unit Vacuum Building Outage takes place at Pickering in 2022


 Generation plans for Darlington units include outage days for post refurbishment warranty activities


 New Nuclear Darlington site preparation licence is renewed and maintained; SMR expenditures and
resources beyond the preliminary planning phase are not included in the plan


 Sir Adam Beck 1 GS Units 1 & 2 are converted to 60 Hz frequency and placed in service in 2022


 Little Long Dam Safety project is completed by 


 Calabogie and Coniston hydroelectric redevelopments are completed by 2022 and 2024, respectively,
with two additional small hydro redevelopments of the Ontario-based fleet completed by 2025








 Bruce unit refurbishment dates are as per the Bruce Power refurbishment agreement





 agreements are signed for phased investment in TTC transit electrification


 COVID-19 pandemic does not require new response measures beyond currently known impacts


Financial and Rate Regulation Assumptions 


 New nuclear regulated rates are effective January 1, 2022, with a weighted average rate increase of
2% annually, on average, over the 2022-2026 period and based on the OEB’s most recently published
prescribed ROE value of 8.52% at the time of writing. The hydroelectric base rate is frozen for the 2022-
2026 period at the 2021 rate requested in OPG’s September 2020 annual adjustment application


 New regulated rates are set based on the accrual method of accounting for pension and OPEB costs,
consistent with previous OEB conclusions and approvals, and using the currently approved accrual-
based methodology for nuclear decommissioning and waste management liabilities


 Downsizing costs following end of Pickering operations are recorded in a new deferral account for future
collection and are not recovered as part of the 2022-2026 rate application. There is sufficient certainty
to meet US GAAP criteria for recognition of the full amount of severance costs during the period


 There is continued ability to hire PWU-represented Term Employees and Society-represented
Extended Temporary Employees over the business plan period


 Salary costs over the business plan period reflect legislated compensation constraints for a three-year
moderation period upon expiry of current collective agreements


 Pension fund investments earn 6%/yr. Discount rates for valuing accounting obligations for pension
and other post-retirement benefits are 2.8% and 2.9%, respectively, beginning as of 2020 year-end


 Nuclear Fund investments earn 5.15%/yr


 Effective interest rate for new long-term corporate debt is 2.50% for debt issued up to 2022 and 3.50%
for the remainder of the business plan period, on average





 OPG continues to report financial results in accordance with US GAAP for the full business plan period
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APPENDIX 2:  KEY RISKS   
 
The key risks associated with the Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan are outlined below: 
 
Operational and Project Risks 
 
 Risks associated with a second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic beginning in Fall 2020 and potential 


future waves, which may cause disruption to OPG’s operations and projects 


 Failure to maintain Darlington refurbishment cost and schedule commitments, with requisite quality,  
including risks related to vendor performance and key skilled trades availability 


 Risk of the Province not proceeding with the refurbishment of subsequent Darlington units 


 Inability to achieve production targets, including risks associated with unit capability factors, planned 
and unplanned outages, asset lifecycle management, and human performance 


 Uncertainties related to long-term nuclear waste solutions, and risk of inadequate future interim storage 
capacity for low and intermediate level nuclear waste material and used nuclear fuel 


 Risk of increased operating costs from greater-than-planned deterioration of station components and 
systems, discovery of unexpected conditions, scope changes and equipment failures 


 Technical risks associated with operating the Pickering units until planned end of commercial 
operations and Darlington units until refurbishment 


 Risk of cyber-attacks, which may impact availability, integrity or confidentiality of information systems 
and operation technologies 


 Inability to retain and attract leadership talent and qualified management employees during the 
Darlington refurbishment and continued Pickering operations 


 Failure to appropriately staff operational and support groups in critical skill areas given current 
demographics and strategies aimed at mitigating Pickering closure downsizing impacts 


 Risks associated with significant environment, health and conventional and dam safety events 


 Risks associated with collective bargaining, including impacts on operations, operating costs, Pickering 
closure downsizing costs and reputation  


 Risks associated with severe weather events and climate change, including the potential for operational 
disruptions and flooding  


 
Financial, Rate Regulation and Social Licence Risks 
 
  


 


 Risk of future changes to long-term financial obligations related to uncertainties or changes in nuclear 
waste management and decommissioning strategies and estimates  


 Risk of lower than planned returns on nuclear segregated and pension fund assets as a result of market 
factors, which would lower net income and potentially increase future funding requirements 


 Risks related to uncertainty or changes in rate regulation and OEB decisions and orders 


 Risks associated with changes in government policies and regulations, or provincial policy directives  


 Risks associated with a breakdown in Indigenous relations 
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APPENDIX 3:  FINANCIAL AND HEADCOUNT PLAN INFORMATION  
  
 


 
 


  


Key Financial Metrics
Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(in millions of dollars unless otherwise noted) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Financial Performance Metrics


Net Income Attributable to Shareholder


Earnings Before Tax


Return on Equity*


Debt Ratio (%)


FFO / Total Debt Ratio  (Minimum threshold of 13%)


CF to Debt Ratio  (Minimum threshold of 12%)


Total Debt at Year-End


Net Cash from Operations


Cash Balance at Year-End


Total Capital Assets


Total Return to Shareholder**


Cost Performance Metrics


Enterprise Total Generating Cost † ($/MWh)


OM&A Expenses from Ongoing Operations (excluding Operating Subsidiaries)


Darlington Refurbishment Baseline Capital Expenditures (excluding COVID-19 impacts) 759           759           1,007        1,136        1,077        963           585           352           


Darlington Refurbishment In-Service Additions 4,816        4,798        9              -               1              2,506        1,907        2,028        


Capital Expenditures excluding Darlington Refurbishment 


Capital In-Service Additions excl Darl Refurb, Operating Subsidiaries, LLDS, SFSU***


Capital In-Service Additions - LLDS & SFSU***    


Nuclear Waste and Thermal Decom. Provision Expenditures


***LLDS stands for Little Long Dam Safety and SFSU stands for Smoky Falls Sluicegate Upgrade.


* Calculated using the methodology per OPG's external financial filings


†  Total Generating Cost for OPG-operated facilities in Ontario is calculated as: (OM&A expenses from ongoing operations + fuel and Gross Revenue Charge expenses + sustaining capital 


expenditures)/OPG generation adjusted for surplus baseload generation losses.  Sustaining capital expenditures exclude such major hydroelectric projects as the Little Long Dam Safety project, and the 


Smoky Falls Sluiceway Upgrade project


** Calculated as: Net Income Attributable to Shareholder + Income Taxes in Ontario + Gross Revenue Charge + Property Tax PILs


Amended Business Plan


Consolidated Operating Statement - Years 


Ended December 31


Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(in millions of dollars) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Electricity Generation Revenues


Fuel and Gross Revenue Charge


Generation Sales Gross Margin 


Non-Electricity Generation Gross Margin


Total Gross Margin


OM&A Expenses (excl. Cost of Goods Sold)


Depreciation and Amortization


Accretion on Nuclear Waste and Other Liabilities


Earnings on Nuclear Funds


Property Taxes


Total Expenses


Income before Interest and Other Income


Net Interest Expense


Other (Income)/Expense*


Income before Tax


Income Tax


Net Income


Net Income Attributable to Shareholder


Net Income Attributable to Non-Controlling Interests


Amended Business Plan
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OM&A Expenses
Amended 


Budget Forecast


(in millions of dollars) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Operations Base and Outage


Nuclear Base 929            918           920          923          920          898          763          425          


Nuclear Outage Incremental 225            235           373          247          345          199          193          61           


Renewable Generation Operations


Enterprise Operations Support 362 347 358 378 376 386 312 207


Enteprise Projects 40          43         42        49        49        49        32        26        


Operations Base and Outage  


Operations Projects


Nuclear 65          79         93        81        85        81        77        62        


Renewable Generation Operations   


Operations Projects    


Pickering Extension Enabling Costs 94             94            60           -          -          -          -          -          


Pickering Optimization Enabling Costs 0               2              8             16           5             18           -          -          


Fuel Channel Life Extension and Related Costs 35             40            50           36           19           1             -          -          


Total Operations and Projects  


Enterprise Strategy (incl. Corporate Business Development) 11          10         22        23        24        23        22        23        


Support Services


Chief Administrative Office 344 353 361 352 349 343 317 261


Finance 46 43 45 46 45 46 45 45


Corporate Office (incl. Corporate Affairs and Law) 46 47 45 38 39 39 38 35


Fitness for Duty 10 1 7 6 6 6 5 5


Support Service Projects 27 26 29 33 26 30 26 21


Total Support Services 473         469        487       475       465       464       430       367       


Total Business Unit Expenditures


Insurance 45 47 54 59 63 67 61 52


Centrally Held Pension and OPEB (11) (15) 32 15 (8) (38) (54) (77)


Other


Total Ongoing Operations (excluding Operating Subsidiaries)


Eagle Creek


Atura Power


Laurentis Energy Partners


OEB Variance and Deferral Account Offsets (19) 23 (314) (3) 0 1 7 (22)


Darlington Refurbishment 7 12 43 24 24 29 25 8


New Nuclear 106 66 206 8 5 6 5 5


Other


Total OM&A Expenses


Amended Business Plan


Chief Administrative Office- Base OM&A
Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Chief Information Office 144           150           155        157        157        152        144        121        


Real Estate 81              82             93          85          84          85          74          54          


Supply Chain 50 52 47          46          46          45          37          32          


Human Resources 30 29 29          29          29          27          27          23          


Environment and Health & Safety 30 30 27          24          24          25          25          19          


Regulatory Affairs and Other 9 9 10 11 9 10 9 12


Total Chief Administrative Office Base 344           353           361        352        349        343        317        261        


Amended Business Plan
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Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(in millions of dollars) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 


Assets


Current assets


Cash and cash equivalents


Equity Securities


Accounts receivable


Fuel inventory


Materials and supplies


Other current assets


Property, plant and equipment and intangible assets


Fixed and intangible assets (net)


Other assets


Loan receivable


Nuclear fixed asset removal and nuclear waste management funds


Long-term materials and supplies


Regulatory assets (net)


Investments subject to significant influence


Goodwill


Total Assets


Liabilities


Current liabilities


Short-term notes payable


Accounts payable and accrued charges


Long-term debt due within one year


Long-term debt


Other liabilities


Fixed asset removal and nuclear waste management liabilities


Pension liabilities


Other post-employment benefit liabilities


Long-term accounts payable and accrued charges


Deferred revenue


Deferred income taxes


Equity


Class A shares


Common shares


Contributed Surplus


Retained earnings


Accumulated other comprehensive loss


Equity attributable to non-controlling interests


Total Liabilities and Equity


Other long-term assets


Consolidated Balance Sheet - As at December 31
Amended Business Plan
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Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(in millions of dollars) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Opening Cash Balance 520           498           605           460           467           388           376           420           


Net Operating Cash Inflows before the following:


Interest Paid 


Pension Fund Contribution


OPEB Payments


New Nuclear


Internally Funded Nuclear Provision Expenditures


Net Cash from Operations


Investing Activities


Capital Expenditures


Sustaining Capital Expenditures                                                                         


Darlington Refurbishment Baseline (759)          (759)          (1,007)       (1,136)       (1,077)       (963)          (585)          (352)          


Sir Adam Beck Units 1 & 2 Conversion (41)           (35)           (56)           (15)           -               -               -               -               


Little Long Dam Safety & Smoky Falls Sluiceway Projects     


    


Calabogie GS Redevelopment & Coniston GS Redevelopment (44)           (44)           (67)           (61)           (29)           (8)             -               -               


Future Small Hydro Redevelopment (0)             (0)             (6)             (9)             (130)          (169)          (143)          (108)          


Electrification & Energy Storage    


Other Development      


Capital Expenditures   


Ontario Natural Gas Fleet Acquisition   


  


Net Cash Outflow for Investing Activities   


Financing Activities


-  Debt Issuance/Refinancing   


-  Debt Retirement    


Private Placement Debt -  Debt Issuance/Refinancing   


-  Debt Retirement    


Short-Term Notes  - Net Issuance (Repayment)   


Distribution Paid to Non-Controlling Interests (net of contributions)   


Net Cash from Financing Activities   


Net Cash Inflow (Outflow) for Period


Ending Cash Balance


Total OPG Consolidated Debt


Amended Business Plan
Consolidated Financing and Liquidity Outlook


  - Years Ended December 31


OEFC/Public Debt


Production
Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(TWh) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


   Darlington 21.8          22.6          16.9          13.4          9.6           12.0          13.5          21.5          


   Pickering 20.3          20.2          21.4          19.8          21.2          21.4          16.6          -               


Total Nuclear 42.0          42.8          38.3          33.2          30.8          33.3          30.2          21.5          


Regulated Hydroelectric 31.0          30.8          32.2          31.9          33.4          32.1          32.6          32.8          


Contracted Hydroelectric & Thermal   


Atura Power   


Total Ontario Production (Net of SBG Losses)    


Regulated Hydroelectric SBG Losses (2.1)          (3.4)          (2.1)          (1.7)          (0.4)          (1.6)          (0.7)          (0.1)          


Contracted Hydroelectric SBG Losses   


Total SBG Losses


US Hydroelectric Platform   


Amended Business Plan


* Due to inherent uncertainties, SBG assumptions for the amended 2020 budget are not adjusted for pandemic-specific impacts resulting from changes to electricity 


supply and demand
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Headcount
Amended 


Budget
Forecast


Regular, Term, and Extended Temporary Employees 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Enteprise Operations


Nuclear Operations 3,889        3,857      3,864        3,665        3,582        3,493        3,221        2,128        


Renewable Generation Operations


Enterprise Operations Support 1,648 1,611 1,628 1,614 1,608 1,540 1,279 946


Total Enterprise Operations  


Total Enterprise Projects 789        744      786        809        797        769        592        280        


Enteprise Strategy


Nuclear Waste Management 241 233 249 253 259 259 259 274


Corporate Business Development and Other 52 59 56 66 66 56 56 55


Total Enterprise Strategy 293        292      305        319        325        315        315        329        


Support Services


Chief Administrative Office 1,077 1,050 1,041 991 974 947 832 705


Finance 200 193 191 185 181 179 174 169


Corporate Office (incl. Corporate Affairs and Law) 103 95 95 95 94 94 88 73


Total Support Services 1,380     1,338   1,327     1,271     1,249     1,220     1,094     947        


Total Business Unit Headcount   


*Excludes operating subsidiaries (Atura Power, Eagle Creek, Laurentis Energy Partners). As Pickering units come offline in 2024 and 2025, headcount excludes 


employees transitioning out of the organization. 


Amended Business Plan


Amended 


Budget
Forecast 


(in millions of dollars) 2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Used Fuel and L&IL Waste Disposal 164           149           178           130           168           161           176           162           


Used Fuel and L&IL Waste Storage 246           272           287           281           253           242           270           245           


Decommissioning 49            32            63            40            42            86            194           410           


Total Nuclear Provision Expenditures 460           452           529           450           464           489           639           817           


Nanticoke GS     


Lambton GS     


Thunder Bay GS     


Other     


Total Thermal Decommissioning Expenditures     


    


Thermal Decommissioning Provision Expenditures:


Total Provision Expenditures


Provision Expenditures


Nuclear Provision Expenditures:


Amended Business Plan
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Amended 


Budget
Forecast


2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Sustaining


Nuclear


Nuclear Project Portfolio 398             401           408           413           382           343           303           221           


Darlington Water Treatment Plant -              -           -           -           -           139           -           -           


Total Nuclear 398             401           408           413           382           481           303           221           


Regulated Hydroelectric 255             265           288           190           234           237           312           314           


Contracted Hydroelectric and Thermal


Little Long Dam Safety Project


Smoky Falls Sluicegate Project


Other Contracted


Total Contracted Hydroelectric and Thermal


Support Services


Information Technology Projects 112             127           115           96            106           85            85            107           


Clarington Campus     


Other Projects 24               14            30            27            5              12            11            8              


Total Support Services 159             143           151           217           191           115           98            115           


Eagle Creek    


Atura Power    


Total Sustaining Capital    


Darlington Refurbishment


Darlington Refurbishment Baseline 759             759           1,007        1,136        1,077        963           585           352           


Darlington Refurbishment (COVID-19) 102             102           (2)             (4)             34            18            0              2              


Total Darlington Refurbishment Project 861             861           1,005        1,132        1,111        982           585           354           


Development Projects


Sir Adam Beck 1 Units 1 & 2 Conversion 41               35            56            15            -               -               -               -               


Energy Storage       


Calabogie GS Redevelopment 39               40            57            27            3              -               -               -               


Future Small Hydro Redevelopment 0                 0              6              9              130           169           143           108           


Coniston GS Redevelopment 5                 4              10            34            25            8              -               -               


    


Laurentis Energy Partners     


Electrification     


Other Business Development      


Total Development Projects          


Total Capital Expenditures      


Capital Expenditures


(in millions of dollars)


Amended Business Plan
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APPENDIX 4:  KEY OPERATIONAL TARGETS  
   


 
 


 
  
 


Nuclear Targets


Metric


N P I 


M ax


Industry 


T o p 


Quart ile


2020


 A mended


 T arget


F o recast  


2020


2021


 A nnual


 T arget


2022


 A nnual


 T arget


2023


 A nnual


 T arget


2024


 A nnual


 T arget


2025


 A nnual


 T arget


2020


A mended


 T arget


F o recast  


2020


2021


 A nnual


 T arget


2022


 A nnual


 T arget


2023


 A nnual


 T arget


2024


 A nnual


 T arget


2025


 A nnual


 T arget


2026


 A nnual


 T arget


Total Recordable Injury Frequency(#/200k 


hours w orked)1 0.81 0.20 0.16 0.13 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08


Serious Injury Incident Rate (#/200k hrs 


w orked)1 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01


Collective Radiation Exposure 


(person-rem/unit)
80.0 38.54 121.70 116.00 94.50 101.00 99.50 72.70 19.50 30.63 30.63 126.20 21.10 73.90 40.00 78.20 31.80


Unit Capability Factor (%) 92.0 87.06 76.0 75.3 80.0 74.1 79.4 83.3 93.2 91.1 92.1 76.0 85.8 78.1 81.8 68.2 89.4


Forced Loss Rate (%) 2 1.00 1.08 3.50 2.77 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.85 2.06 3.79 2.12 1.20 5.99 6.42 4.27


On-Line Corrective Non-Critical Mtce 


Backlog (w ork orders/unit)
2 10 10 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2


On-line Corrective Critical Maintenance 


Backlog (w ork orders/unit)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


WANO NPI (Index)3 92.7 77.6 83.4 74.7 76.9 75.7 80.3 85.6 93.7 94.6 84.3 93.1 77.5 86.9 84.8 85.0


Human Performance Error Rate 0.000 0.060 0.040 0.066 0.066 0.040 0.040 0.040 0.033 0.033 0.039 0.039 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019


Total Generating Cost per MWh4 30.8 50.4 50.7 44.3 46.2 40.8 36.3 23.7 39.05 38.9 58.7 47.5 62.7 44.8 60.3 40.7


1 
 The SIIR target included for the 2020-2026 period represents the target for total enterprise.


4
 Consistent with industry definition metrics exclude centrally-held Pension and OPEB costs, asset service fees, and used fuel expenses. Targets are indicative and will be updated once cost 


allocations and assumptions are finalized. TGC/MWh shown in the table has been normalized to account for refurbishment (DN Only) and CANDU technology (including outage duration) and age-


related impacts. 


DarlingtonPickering


2 
Includes a temporarily higher forced loss rate for Darlington units upon return to service following refurbishment, based on industry experience, prior to transitioning to regular operations with a 1.00%


3 
NPI Index reflects the 2021-2026 approved targets that are benchmarked against CANDU standards. NPI targets subject to finalization.


Amended 


Budget
Forecast


2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Employee Safety


Serious Injury Incident Rate (#/200k hrs w orked)***           0.02             0.02           0.02            0.02             0.02           0.01           0.01           0.01 


Total Recordable Injury Frequency (#/200k hrs w orked)           1.21             1.27           1.21            1.21             1.21           1.21           1.16           1.09 


Environment (#)


Category A and B Spills               -                   -                 -                  -                   -                -                -                -   


Category C Spills                8                  3                8                 8                  8                8                8                8 


Environmental Infractions                6                  3                6                 6                  6                6                5                5 


Capacity (MW)   


Regulated Hydroelectric 6,430       6,421          6,437       6,560        6,567         6,588       6,602       6,612       


Contracted Generation (Hydro, Thermal and Solar)**    


Hydroelectric Availability (%) 85.9         86.3        86.3         87.1          88.2           87.0         87.9         87.0         


Regulated Hydroelectric 87.3         87.7            86.2         86.5          87.3           85.9         87.2         87.1         


Contracted Generation  


Hydroelectric Equivalent Forced Outage Rate (%) 2.0           4.8              2.6           2.3            2.2             2.2           2.3           2.3           


Regulated Hydroelectric 1.8           4.3              2.3           2.3            2.3             2.3           2.3           2.3           


Contracted Generation    


Thermal Equivalent Forced Outage Rate (Operating) (%)    


Total Hydroelectric Generating Cost per MWh ($/MWh)*     


***The SIIR target included for the 2020- 2026 period represents the target for total enterprise.


Renewable Generation Targets (Ontario)


 *Metrics exclude centrally- held Pension and OPEB costs, asset services fees and development capital expenditures.  


 Targets are indicative and will be updated once cost allocations and assumptions are finalized. Generation is adjusted for 


surplus baseload generation losses.


Amended Business Plan


 **
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Chief Administrative Office Targets
Amended 


Budget
Forecast


2020 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026


Employee Safety


Serious Injury Incident Rate* (#/200k hrs w orked) 0.02              0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 


Total Recordable Injury Frequency (#/200k hrs w orked) 0.74              0.74 0.58 0.48 0.52 0.47 0.44 0.42 


Environment**


Category A and B Spills (#)                 -                    -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -   


Category C Spills (#)                 17                 11                16                16                16                15                14                13 


Environmental Infractions (#)                 18                   9                16                16                17                14                13                11 


Airborne Tritium Emissions (Ci)          21,000          21,780         19,950         19,700  19,00         18,900         13,270           8,260 


Information Technology


Critical IT System Availability (%) 100             100              100            100            100            100            100            100            


IT Project – Cost Performance Index (CPI) (%) 80 80                80              80              80              80              80              80              


IT Project – Schedule Performance Index (SPI) (%) 80 80                80              80              80              80              80              80              


Cyber Incidents (> P2) (#) 4 2                  4 4 4 4 4 4


Supply Chain


% of Key Milestones Met for Top Priority Projects 100             100              100            100            100            100            100            100            


Total Cost of Quality - Nuclear OPG Buy Only ($M) 17.6 17.6             17.2 16.3 15.5 14.7 8.9 8.5 


Shared Services


Payroll Accuracy (%)                 99 99                99              99              99              99              99              99              


Amended Business Plan


* The SIIR target included for the 2020- 2026 period represents the target for total enterprise.


** Represents corporate environment performance targets.
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APPENDIX 5: CUSTOMER INPUT 
 


Rate Smoothing 
Options  


As part of OPG’s request for feedback, rate smoothing was explained to customers 
as a balance of maintaining stable rates versus deferring collection of amounts to the 
future that would attract interest costs. Customers indicated support for a moderate 
level of smoothing. The business plan reflects a rate smoothing trajectory based on 
a 2% annual WAPA increase over the 2022-2026 period, which approximates 
inflation and is consistent with the average WAPA increase approved by the OEB in 
the 2017-2021 rate application. 


Making the 
Pickering Station 
Site Available for 
Other Uses after 
Shutdown  
 


OPG’s customer engagement process explored customers’ willingness to pay more 
for an accelerated decommissioning process for the Pickering station site that would 
take approximately 25 years, making the site available for use sooner, as compared 
to the current standard approach that would make the site available for other uses 
after approximately 45 years. The majority of customers indicated that they would be 
willing to pay something additional on their monthly bill for the faster approach. 
 
These results will inform OPG’s assessment of decommissioning strategy options 
going forward, without compromising OPG’s focus on safety.  
 
In the near term, OPG will continue to conduct studies on the strategic evaluation of 
potentially moving to an accelerated decommissioning program that will take into 
consideration: experience from other nuclear station decommissioning, safety and 
security considerations, social and environmental impacts, availability of resources 
and infrastructure for waste management, and regulatory policies and framework, 
amongst other stakeholders’ needs. 


Hydroelectric 


Projects  
 


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations: Most customers prefer a faster or moderate pace 
over a slower pace for overhauling hydroelectric stations.  Accordingly, the business 
plan reflects a moderate pace of major sustaining projects (i.e. overhauls), which 
aligns with customers’ priorities of producing low cost power and operating in a safe 
and reliable manner. 
 
Niagara Frequency Conversion Project: OPG has begun the project to replace the 
previously decommissioned 25 Hz Units G1 and G2 at the Sir Adam Beck 1 station 
with 60 Hz units. This is consistent with the customers’ preference that OPG proceed 
with this project, as opposed to delaying the work. 


Nuclear Projects Darlington Vapour Recovery System (VRS): While customers supported a more 
expensive plan to replace the VRS at Darlington, OPG has determined that it would 
be optimal to focus investment on improving the existing system. This approach 
addresses a critical operational and safety risk. Improving the existing system would 
provide redundancy related to breathing air restrictions when two units are 
undergoing refurbishment, whereas replacement would not provide this redundancy 
and would extend system down time. Moreover, improving the existing VRS system 
is expected to result in savings of $35 million compared to replacement. 
 
Darlington Air Compressors Replacement: OPG is planning to proactively replace all 
19 air compressors at Darlington in alignment with customer feedback. This 
investment would mitigate operational risk as the current compressors’ condition is 
expected to deteriorate. 
 
Darlington Crane Project: OPG is planning to refurbish 14 cranes and defer 
refurbishment of six cranes, in alignment with customer feedback.   
 


Investing in 
Technology to 
Create Efficiencies  
 


Customers were supportive of investments in new and innovative technologies that 
would lead to guaranteed savings, but did not support further investing in pilot 
projects. During the business plan period, OPG will invest in technologies to enable 
cost savings across the organization, such as the implementation of the Monitoring 
and Diagnostics Centre, digital solutions (e.g., process automation, artificial 
intelligence), drone utilization, and the like. OPG is confident that there is a high 
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likelihood that these investments will lead to cost savings, with many of the 
investments in technological solutions included in the plan supported by experience 
at other organizations. 
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APPENDIX 6:  KEY ENTERPRISE LEVEL INITIATIVES  


 
Workforce & Culture 


 Human Resources and Labour Relations Strategy: In order to meet its broader corporate strategic 


objectives, OPG must build and maintain a diverse, committed, healthy and agile workforce that thrives 


in a dynamic industry, while promoting a strong culture of collaboration, accountability and innovation. 


This means focusing both on OPG’s core workforce of skilled workers who deliver operational 


excellence, while simultaneously attracting, developing and retaining new workers with the critical 


skillsets needed to support OPG’s growth strategies. OPG is realigning its human resources programs 


and services to meet the company’s future needs. 


 


 OneOPG: From a culture perspective, the OneOPG initiative remains a cornerstone of OPG's long-


term workforce strategy. Leveraging the recent realignment of operating groups into an integrated 


enterprise structure, OPG will focus on continuing to drive the OneOPG cultural transformation deeper 


into the organization, ensuring that employees understand that these cultural shifts are imperative for 


the company’s long-term success. 


 


 Equity, Diversity & Inclusion: A critical pillar of OPG’s OneOPG culture is the achievement of ED&I, 


meaning all employees, contractors and business partners are treated fairly and respectfully, and each 


individual is able to reach their full potential.  Through its ED&I strategy, OPG will deliver on the promise 


to “accelerate equity, celebrate diversity and foster a culture of inclusion”. 


 


Operations & Innovation  


 Climate Change Plan: OPG’s climate change plan will guide the company in being a catalyst for 


efficient, economy-wide de-carbonization and economic renewal in the province and beyond. OPG is 


targeting the following goals in support of a low-carbon future: 


 


A net-zero carbon company by 2040 – Having delivered the world’s single largest climate action to date 


by closing its coal stations, OPG will continue to be a climate leader by investing in, and implementing 


CO2 reductions to become a net-zero carbon company by 2040. 


 


A catalyst for a net-zero carbon economy by 2050 – OPG will be a leading energy innovation company, 


advancing clean technologies and solutions to help the markets where it operates achieve net-zero 


carbon economies by 2050. 


 


OPG will execute a series of actions in order to achieve its climate goals under the following pillars: 


mitigation, adaptation, innovation and leadership. 


 


 Pickering Decommissioning Strategy: As Pickering approaches its end of life, stakeholder focus is 


shifting to OPG’s decommissioning strategy. Given the increasingly complex stakeholder environment 


and the emergent US and international trend toward more immediate dismantlement as new 


commercial and technical solutions evolve, OPG plans to proactively review the decommissioning 


strategy. 


 


 Nuclear Materials Stewardship Strategy: OPG is an industry leader in the safe transportation, 


processing, storage and recycling of nuclear by-products. OPG will continue to build on this success 


by implementing innovative methods and technologies to sort and segregate low and intermediate level 


waste material, with a focus on minimization throughout the entirety of its lifecycle.  
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Customers & Stakeholders 


 Regulatory Strategy: OPG is focused on driving value for the Shareholder while ensuring it remains 


Ontario’s low cost energy provider. OPG is currently preparing the OEB rate application to seek 


revenues that will support the nuclear business for the 2022-2026 period. Preparing the rate application 


is a complex and lengthy process that requires a high level of effort and coordination across the 


organization. The outcome of the rate application will be a significant determinant of OPG’s financial 


performance over the business plan period. 


 


  


 


 


           


   


 


Growth & Transformation  


 Growth Strategy: This initiative focuses on maintaining and enhancing OPG’s scale and industry 


leadership across generation technologies, including through asset redevelopment, investments in 


commercial innovation and acquisitions. The growth strategy builds on OPG’s strong wholesale 


generation business while continuing to support diversification across the evolving energy industry into 


new geographies and technologies and across the value chain. 


 


 Acquisition Integration & Performance Monitoring: Given the significant acquisitions completed 


over the last two years, OPG is focused on ensuring that the assets are integrated in a way that 


achieves the established goals and aligns with the overall value drivers for each transaction. Using a 


systematic approach, OPG has been progressing the combination of Cube Hydro with Eagle Creek 


and the integration of the acquired natural gas-fired assets into Atura’s single fleet.  


 


 


 New Nuclear Growth: As the largest, most experienced and most diverse nuclear operator in the 


country, OPG seeks to lead the development of SMRs, leveraging its existing site preparation licence 


and approved Environmental Assessment for the Darlington New Nuclear Project. The site can be used 


to build Canada’s first grid-scale SMR, laying the groundwork for a fleet approach of additional SMRs 


across the country. Additionally, OPG will seek opportunities to be the first mover for off-grid SMR 


applications.    
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1.0 BUSINESS PLANNING CYCLE SNAPSHOT 
 
1.1 PLANNING CONTEXT 
 
Ontario Power Generation’s (OPG, Company) 2020-2026 Business Plan was approved by the Board of 
Directors in January 2020. Beginning in March 2020, in response to the onset of COVID-19, OPG took a 
number of measures to mitigate risks to the health and safety of its workers and essential operations in 
order to ensure a continued safe and stable supply of electricity to Ontario. In addition to implementing 
physical distancing, enhanced sanitization protocols and other operational changes, this included deferring 
the commencement of Darlington Unit 3 refurbishment activities to later in the year and temporarily 
suspending or deferring non-essential site work on other projects. OPG’s preparedness plans and response 
actions to date have been effective in managing the risks of COVID-19 and ensuring sustainable operation 
of the Company’s generating fleet. At the time of writing, OPG is focused on safely restarting deferred work 
while continuing to monitor the evolving public health situation. 
 
Due to changes in certain planning assumptions resulting from its COVID-19 response, OPG has withdrawn 
the 2020-2026 Business Plan and is updating the 2020-2026 Business Plan for these and other necessary 
changes (Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan or Amended Business Plan). The Amended 2020-2026 
Business Plan will include a re-casting of the 2020 budget to reflect changes from the pandemic response 
actions and an updated plan for the 2021-2026 period. 
 
Generating value to the Province of Ontario (the Shareholder) through appropriate financial returns and 
continuous operational improvement remains a focus of the Amended Business Plan. Of equal importance 
is maintaining OPG’s commitment to generating reliable, safe, cost effective and environmentally 
sustainable energy for the benefit of customers. The Amended Business Plan will be developed to reflect 
these integral objectives and to demonstrate OPG’s industry leadership as a sustainable electricity producer 
that supports economic recovery and growth and positions Ontario for the future of energy. 
 
The period up to 2026 is one of significant change for OPG and includes completing the Darlington 
Refurbishment Program, the Pickering end of commercial operations (PECO), continued re-alignment of 
the Company’s operating structure and maximizing the value of recently acquired unregulated assets. OPG 
will continue investing in existing assets and business development initiatives and will evaluate potential 
growth opportunities where aligned with the strategic objectives.  
 
The Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan is expected to underpin OPG’s upcoming application to the 
Ontario Energy Board (OEB) to set the Company’s regulated rates covering the 2022-2026 period. It will 
also serve as the basis for the operating and financial targets and reporting base for the 2021 year and 
inform performance tracking for the 2020 year. 
 
Further details on OPG’s business planning environment and corporate strategic goals can be found in 
sections 1.4 and 2.0. 
 


1.2 SCHEDULE     
         CONTACT: ARCHANA SRIJEYANATHAN 


 
The schedule of key activities for the current business planning cycle is provided below. The schedule has 
been accelerated in order to meet an earlier targeted date for Board of Directors’ review and approval of 
the Amended Business Plan in October 2020. The timelines for various activities, including BU submission 
deadlines and executive level reviews, have been adjusted accordingly. To help meet the accelerated 
schedule and subject to the planning assumptions set out in these instructions, BUs should leverage the 
outputs of last year’s 2020-2026 business planning process where possible. 
 
Business planning activities require significant coordination amongst various organizations during the 
business planning timeframe. The same planning information may be used by different users but at different 
times during the business planning process. It is critical to the integrity of the consolidated OPG plan that 
information provided to different business planning users be consistent. 
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business plan reflects customers’ feedback. In anticipation of OPG’s 2022-2026 rate application, 
the Company undertook a customer engagement initiative to gather feedback related to key 
business priorities and decisions. BUs are expected to continue to consider these findings as part 
of their business planning submissions. While specific business planning decisions depend on the 
circumstances of the respective BU, each BU should demonstrate how the priorities identified 
through the customer engagement process continue to inform the business plan. Further details 
can be found in section 1.6.    


• Planning for Pickering end of life: The business planning period encompasses the planned end 
of life for the six currently operating Pickering units, which will result in a reduction in the Company’s 
workforce. BU planning submissions for the period through PECO should continue to reflect 
resourcing plans based on work program demands and should be aligned with the OPG25 
objectives and targets discussed in section 1.5. Where possible, resourcing should be planned to 
minimize future layoffs and disruption resulting from PECO, while supporting continued safe and 
effective operations. Downsizing and transition impacts will be estimated and planned at the 
corporate level, taking into account BU resourcing plans. Any incremental transition resources 
planned to manage the downsizing and transition processes should be identified by the BUs under 
Project #84503 in the PECO project group.  


• Targets input into BPC and Microsoft Forms (“MS Forms”) for budget transfers & SLAs: To 
help standardize and streamline planning processes, new tools have been rolled out for the 
Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan. This includes targets being entered into the BPC system in a 
separate folder called “BU Targets” within the Planning module and ability for planners to view the 
underlying audit trail and to execute submission-to-target comparison reports. Additionally, BUs are 
now required to use MS Forms to record budget transfer and SLA data, which will be routed 
electronically for approval once submitted. MS Forms will act as a database housing the budget 
transfer/SLA information, which will be reflected automatically in the BPC system once appropriate 
approvals are received. Only budget transfers affecting all planning years are currently housed in 
MS Forms. Please contact local Finance support for further information. 


• SAVH Planning: To ensure consistency in the use of the BPC system, all regular labour sickness, 
accidents, vacation and holiday time (SAVH) will be planned as part of total hours or FTEs 
(dollars/hours) beginning with the current planning cycle. BPC ‘productive hours’ will now be equal 
to total hours. Refer to section 3.1.1 for further details.  


• Continued focus on monthly trending: As part of detailed budgeting for 2021, particular focus 
should continue to be directed to ensuring representative monthly trending (for all funding streams 
including capital in-service amounts) to support effective budget-to-actual reporting.  
 


1.4 BUSINESS PLANNING ENVIRONMENT 
 
OPG’s operating environment continues to demand significant organizational agility to respond to changing 
conditions. Major factors expected to impact OPG during the business planning period include: 
 


Darlington 
Refurbishment 


Building on the milestone return to service of Darlington Unit 2 in June 
2020, successful completion of the refurbishment of the three remaining 
units as planned. The units are scheduled to be returned to service by the 
end of the business planning period. 


Pickering End of Life Execution of enabling work programs in support of Pickering extended 
operations and optimization of shut down sequence based on end of life 
assumptions, followed by the SAFSTOR project to defuel, dewater and 
place the units in safe storage.   
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Nuclear Waste Strategy Continued importance of a permanent solution for the safe long-term 
management of low and intermediate level waste (L&ILW) following the 
January 2020 vote by Saugeen Ojibway Nation members not to support 
OPG’s proposed deep geologic repository. OPG will explore alternative 
long-term solutions while continuing to focus on waste minimization and 
reduction. 


Major Hydroelectric 
Projects 


Execution of a significant multi-year capital program across the RG fleet, 
including Sir Adam Beck G1 and G2 Replacement, Little Long Dam Safety, 
Calabogie and other planned redevelopments, and a major unit overhaul 
and upgrade program at a number of regulated facilities.   


Post-Pickering Cost 
Structure 


Continued implementation of initiatives to optimize the Company’s cost 
structure, resources and organizational design in anticipation of 
transitioning to a post-PECO operating environment and in support of 
continuous improvement. 
 


Recovery from COVID-19 Economic recovery from COVID-19 will be a key focus for policymakers in 
the near term. As an essential service, OPG is well positioned to support 
the economic recovery within its communities through continued execution 
of planned projects and work programs. 
 


IESO Market Renewal IESO’s Market Renewal program will introduce fundamental reforms to 
the province's electricity markets in the supply, schedule and pricing of 
electricity, and is scheduled for implementation during the planning 
period. 


Electricity Costs Ongoing pressure over electricity cost increases in Ontario, including 
continuing scrutiny of the electricity sector by stakeholders and the public, 
is expected to continue. In March 2020, the Government of Ontario 
proposed to freeze OPG’s 2022-2026 regulated hydroelectric rates at the 
2021 level. 
 


Low Carbon Economy & 
Climate Change 
Adaptation 


There is an increased focus by policymakers, stakeholders and the public 
on commitments to reduce the carbon intensity of the economy, including 
through investments in lower-carbon electricity systems, technologies and 
resources. Mitigating against climate change related risks and increasing 
the resilience of infrastructure is equally a priority. 
 


 
1.5 ALIGNMENT WITH OPG25 OBJECTIVES 


CONTACT: MATT MACDONALD 
 
Over the business planning period, OPG will continue to focus on managing a range of operational, financial 
and workforce planning impacts associated with PECO, including on shared resources that indirectly 
support Pickering’s operations. OPG has developed OPG25 financial and organizational targets with the 
objectives of optimizing the Company’s longer-term operating model, business strategies and 
organizational design to help mitigate PECO impacts and support an energy sector leadership focus 
through value creation, innovation and growth. Business units should develop business plans that are 
aligned with, and continue to advance the organizational transformation consistent with the OPG25 
objectives, enabling safe, reliable and cost effective operations into the future.  The targets for this business 
plan set out in section 1.8 are consistent with the OPG25 objectives and support the achievement of the 
targeted OPG25 organizational design and cost structure post PECO.   
 
In particular, BU leaders are requested to continue to work with BU Controllers and OPG25 contact to 
ensure that their business plan submissions, including any proposed reorganizations, are consistent with: 


• Operating model and organizational designs applicable to post-PECO operations; and 
• Current initiatives to support achievement of financial and organizational targets over the business 
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planning period. 
 
Business units should communicate to Matt MacDonald any proposed changes to underlying assumptions 
identified for the post-PECO organizational design through the business planning process. 
 
1.6 CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT 


        CONTACTS: PHILIP HO / EVELYN WONG 
  
In its December 2017 decision and order, the OEB stipulated that OPG’s future rate applications should 
include evidence demonstrating that the business plan reflects customers’ feedback. In anticipation of 
OPG’s 2022-2026 rate application, the Company undertook a customer engagement initiative to gather 
feedback related to OPG’s values and strategic imperatives, business decisions and future investments. 
OPG will be required to demonstrate how this customer input informed the Amended 2020-2026 Business 
Plan.  
 
Overall Priorities 
OPG’s first phase of engagement sought customers’ feedback on OPG’s strategic imperatives and the 
nuclear values framework. Customers found that each component of OPG’s strategic imperatives and 
values framework is important.  
 
When asked to rank the Company’s priorities, most customers said that OPG’s top priorities should be: 


• producing low-cost power 
• ensuring safe and environmentally responsible disposal of nuclear waste 
• minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment,  
• operating in a safe manner, and  
• ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario. 


 
OPG’s business plan should continue to demonstrably reflect these priorities. While specific business 
planning decisions depend on the circumstances of the respective BU, each BU should demonstrate how 
these priorities have informed decisions throughout the Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan. 
 


Specific Investment and Other Decisions 
The first phase of the engagement informed the content of the second phase of the engagement, which 
focused on specific capital investment and other decisions that OPG is considering as part of the business 
plan. In particular, OPG sought customer input on the following decisions:  
 
General 


• Rate Smoothing Options 
• Making the Pickering Station Site Available for Other Uses after Shutdown 


 
Capital Investments 


• Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 
• Niagara Frequency Conversion Project (i.e., Sir Adam Beck G1 and G2 Replacement Project) 
• Darlington Vapour Recovery System  
• Darlington Air Compressors Replacement  
• Darlington Crane Project  


 
Innovation  


• Investing in Technology to Create Efficiencies 
 
Additional details on the customer engagement process can be found from the “OPG Customer 
Engagement Placemat” available on the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site. 
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The Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan will assume continued utilization of Temporary Employees, PWU 
Term Employees and Society Extended Temporary Employees in accordance with existing agreement 
provisions. Where applicable and aligned with BU needs, staffing plans should continue to identify 
opportunities to utilize these categories of employees in accordance with collective agreement provisions, 
in consultation with HR Business Partners. The HR Workforce Analytics team will provide BU Controllers 
and HR Business Partners with workforce planning analysis and tools to assist in evaluating and cost 
effectively addressing staffing needs. Please contact Myola Alvares or Kesavan Jeyaveerasingam in 
Workforce Analytics for further information. 
 
 
1.8 RESOURCE TARGETS 


CONTACT: PHILIP HO 
 
Resource targets for the Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan include Operating OM&A, Project OM&A, 
Sustaining Capital Expenditures and Nuclear Provision Expenditures.  The targets are based on the 
assumptions outlined in section 1.7. Material developments affecting planning assumptions may 
necessitate revisions to the targets.  Targets for the 2020 year represent an initial estimate of identified 
COVID-19 impacts as applied to the 2020 budget. 
 
Operating OM&A targets reflect OPG’s ongoing commitment to operational excellence and customer value. 
In particular, OPG remains focused on driving cost efficiency and productivity improvements, while ensuring 
that there is no adverse impact to the safety, reliability and environmental sustainability of operations. This 
includes continuing to realign the Company’s cost structure and operating model in preparation for and 
leading up to post-PECO operations, in line with the OPG25 objectives discussed in section 1.5. The 
Operating OM&A targets for the Amended Business Plan support achievement of the targeted post-PECO 
organizational design by 2026.   
 
Project OM&A and sustaining capital expenditures targets are aimed at continuous improvement of project 
outcomes and forecast accuracy in support of effective management of the Company’s capital investment 
portfolio, taking into consideration resourcing capacity. 
 
The resource targets for the Amended 2020-2026 Business Plan, which were provided to BU planners in 
an advance communication, are outlined below. 
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Operational Excellence – Continuing to safely and efficiently operate and maintain the generation fleet 
through a high-performing, engaged workforce is fundamental to OPG’s success. This includes targeting 
industry leading operating performance for the Darlington station post refurbishment, maximizing the value 
of the Pickering station through the remaining life, and increasing the output from the hydroelectric fleet. 
Investments in asset reliability and technological solutions will continue to support operational excellence.  
  
Project Excellence – OPG must continue to execute Darlington Refurbishment, a destiny project, safely, 
on time, on budget and with high quality. OPG also strives for a similar level of success in delivering all 
capital, maintenance and provision projects, leveraging planning and execution expertise within the 
Enterprise Projects Organization, industry best practices, and a common, scalable project delivery model.  
 
Financial Strength – OPG seeks to ensure a consistent level of strong financial performance that delivers 
an appropriate level of return on the Shareholder’s investment and positions the Company for future growth. 
Included in this imperative is a focus on increasing revenues and sustainably reducing costs, supporting 
commercially-based investment and innovation opportunities, and prudently managing risks. Outcomes of 
OEB rate applications will continue to be a significant determinant of OPG’s financial health.   
 
Social Licence – The Company continues to focus on maintaining public trust, building relationships with 
communities and customers, and upholding high standards of corporate citizenship, including Indigenous 
relations and environmental stewardship. OPG’s diverse operations are well positioned to meet stakeholder 
expectations related to reductions of carbon emissions while supporting economic recovery and growth.   
 
3.0 BUSINESS PLANNING AND BUDGETING INSTRUCTIONS 
 
3.1 BUSINESS UNIT INFORMATION SUBMISSIONS  


CONTACT: ARCHANA SRIJEYANATHAN 
 
Business planning submissions are required from each BU for each of the years of the business plan by 
the dates specified in the business planning schedule (see section 1.2). The submissions will reflect the 
following reporting segment structure for the Company:  


• Regulated – Nuclear Generation  
• Regulated – Nuclear Waste Management  
• Regulated – Hydroelectric  
• Contracted and Other Generation  
• A new segment for Atura Power’s gas-fired fleet  
• Other category 


 
Further details on cost allocations, including for the RG facilities, are discussed in section 3.1.4.  
 
BUs will use BPC to submit the majority of financial and headcount information.  All other information will 
continue to be submitted through the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site.  Representatives from 
each applicable BU were previously identified for purposes of SharePoint access, with responsibility rights 
granted accordingly.  As in the past, individual BU folders will only be accessible by members of that specific 
BU, as well as the Finance – Business Planning team.  For questions regarding SharePoint access, contact 
Mark Baker in Corporate Business Planning. 
 
Each of the self-sustaining subsidiaries is required to submit a comprehensive business plan, as discussed 
further in section 3.4.   
 
The BU submissions should include the following: 
 
3.1.a Quantitative resource and financial information 


• Submitted through the BPC system, in accordance with the details in section 3.6 
• By Responsibility Centre (RC) and Resource Type (RT), in line with the direction provided in 


sections 3.1.4, 3.3, and 3.6 
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• The submission must contain summarized monthly detail for 2020-2022, with added emphasis on 
forecast accuracy for the first quarter of each year (for Shareholder’s fiscal year-end purposes) and 
annual information for the remaining years 


• Any changes to planning submissions subsequent to the BU submission deadline of July 17, 2020, 
other than those explicitly contemplated by these instructions, must be reported to, and confirmed 
with Corporate Business Planning 


 
  3.1.b Supplementary financial information and supporting detailed year-over-year, plan-over-plan 


and plan-to-target analyses 
• Year-over-year analysis of changes in resources (e.g., regular/temporary/Term/ETE Employee 


headcount, base OM&A, project OM&A, outage OM&A, capital expenditures, capital in-service 
additions, non-generation revenues and cost of goods sold, and provision expenditures).   


o Analysis should be provided in the form of a year-over-year continuity (roll) in a level of 
detail that is sufficient to fully explain the major drivers contributing to the change 


o Work program changes should be separated from rate changes 
o Analysis should include current year-end projections assumed in preparing year-over-year 


changes  
• Pickering extension enabling, Pickering optimization enabling, Fuel channel life extension and 


Fitness for duty costs should be separately identified 
• Plan-over-plan comparison for 2021 to 2026 (i.e. relative to the original 2020-2026 Business Plan), 


and comparison of 2020 forecast to re-casted 2020 budget 
• Plan-to-target reconciliations for applicable funding streams for 2021 to 2026 
• Plan-over-plan and plan-to-target reconciliations should reflect any budget transfers effective in the 


2021 business planning year – i.e. prior year business plan and current targets should be restated 
to the current state of the organization for comparison purposes 


• A reconciliation of COVID-19 impacts reflected in the re-casted 2020 budget to the original budget 
• Submitted through the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site in the form of Excel 


spreadsheets and/or other documents 
 
4.1.4 3.1.1 Information Requirements for Specific Items 


Contact: Archana Srijeyanathan 
 
OM&A Expenses 


• OM&A expenses reconciled to BU base, outage, and project OM&A targets per section 1.8 
o If the submission exceeds targets, reconciliations should identify specific sources of 


variance from targets, underlying drivers, and mitigation measures considered and taken 
• Year-over-year and plan-over-plan analyses should identify material changes driven by outage 


profiles, non-standard projects, or non-recurring or infrequent events 
o Significant drivers for non-labour resource changes should be separately identified 
o Nuclear outage OM&A analysis should be provided including a summary of scope, outage 


duration and incremental OM&A costs 
• Quarterly trending of annual years (i.e. 2023-2026) for BU OM&A expenses which will be used for 


reflowing the plan on the Shareholder’s fiscal basis 
 
Staffing  


• Through input into the BPC system, details of regular and non-regular year-end headcount (where 
‘non-regular’ includes temporary and Term/ETE Employees) and associated FTE funding  


o To support workforce management, headcount is to be planned at the occupation code 
and JF level using Long Term Headcount input and Long Term Labour Supply input 


o Refer to “BPC_Module 11” document on the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site 
and/or BPC training manual for methodology on use of BPC templates for headcount 
planning  


• Year-over-year and plan-over-plan analyses should identify material changes in key staffing plans 
to meet work program demands  


• A reconciliation of year-end headcount and FTE trends over the planning period is required 
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SAVH Planning  


• BPC entry is being streamlined this year by eliminating the following integrated elements to ensure 
consistency in the use of the system: 


o SAVH % will be eliminated from “5” series Job Family Level 2 (JF2) making it consistent 
with “7” series.  Planners should eliminate entries to “7” series JF2 and exclusively use the 
“5” series JF2   


o The need for separate planning for regular labour SAVH is eliminated by including it as 
part of total hours/FTEs, by funding: 


 When planning using hours (i.e. for capital, OM&A or provision projects), planners 
need to ensure that planned labour is inclusive of all SAVH  


 Regular labour contribution for Nuclear Outages should continue to be planned as 
‘productive hours’ only in the budget year  


 
Capital 


• Capital expenditures, including intangible assets and capital spares, as directed in section 3.8, and 
expenditures on minor fixed assets, together reconciled to capital expenditure targets outlined in 
section 1.8 


o Reconciliations should identify reasons for variance and underlying drivers 
• Expenditures on capital spares should continue to be identified and input into the BPC system as 


a separate classification 
• Consistent with the capital project plan, BPC details and project lists, the following is to be provided: 


o Capitalized interest forecasts on a monthly basis for 2020-2022 and annually thereafter 
o In-service addition forecasts input in the BPC system (major and constructed minor fixed 


assets), including both a re-casted budget and most recent forecast for 2020.  
 For in-service additions >$50M, forecast month of in-service should apply instead 


of the half-year rule 
 Instructions for inputting in-service additions forecast in the BPC system are 


available in module 10 of the BPC manual, which is accessible on the BPC start 
page, under “Documents”. 


o Quarterly asset retirements/write-offs forecasts for all years of the planning period.   
 


Revenue and Gross Margin 
• As outlined in section 3.2 


 
Fuel Expense 


• The following fuel expense details must be submitted to Generation & Revenue Planning as part 
of the inputs into the Energy Production and Revenue Plan, by the due date specified above: 


o Nuclear fuel 
o GRC and related costs – both excluding and including forgone production due to surplus 


baseload generation conditions 
o Gas/biomass fuel and building heating for thermal stations 
o Costs associated with carbon pricing program 


 
Provision Expenditures/Provisions 


• Nuclear decommissioning and waste management provision expenditures, in line with guidance 
provided in section 3.1.5 


o Expenditures should be provided for: 
 Decommissioning: 


• Pickering Safe State of Units 2 & 3 
• Pickering Safe Storage of Units 1 & 4, and Units 5-8 
• Decommissioning Program 


 Used Fuel Interim Storage and Disposal 
 Low and Intermediate Level Waste Operations and Disposal 


o Expenditures should be reconciled to targets provided by Nuclear Waste Management – 
Nuclear Liability Provision Management (see section 1.8.1) 


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 2 


Page 18 of 33







Page 18  
 


o If submissions exceed targets, reconciliations should identify specific sources of variance 
and underlying drivers 


• New provisions or provision updates expected during the planning period, where estimable 
• Drawdowns of existing provisions (including thermal decommissioning, environmental, etc.) 


 
Nuclear Segregated Funds 


• Submission of planning information for reimbursements from the nuclear segregated funds must 
be consistent with the planned drawdowns of the nuclear decommissioning and waste 
management provision, and will be coordinated by Nuclear Liability Provision Management. 


 
Working Capital Items 


• Monthly detail for the initial budget year and annual detail thereafter for the following:  
o Fuel inventory 
o Materials and supplies inventory 


 
4.1.5 3.1.2 Use of Responsibility Centres and Local Identifiers 


Contacts: Archana Srijeyanathan / Andrew Costa 
 
As in previous planning cycles, BU Controllers are required to review all existing RCs to ensure that 
planning/budgeting occurs only for RCs that have at least 20 employees and $5M in combined financial 
activity (OM&A, capital expenditures, revenues, and provision expenditures).  Planning/budgeting can also 
occur for RCs that meet the following exceptions: 
 


i) Direct reports of ELT members 
ii) Facilities with energy supply agreements/commercial contracts 
iii) Requirements exist to separate rate-regulated activities 


 
All other exceptions require prior written justification from the local Controller to be forwarded to Director, 
Business Planning & Regulatory Finance.  Exceptions approved in prior years should be reviewed to ensure 
that justifications remain valid for the current planning period. 
 
As in previous years, BU Controllers are also requested to review the planning/budgeting “Local” identifiers 
for opportunities to reduce the level of detail.  BU Controllers should ensure that the use of “Locals” is 
consistent within the respective BUs and, in particular, is limited to instances where such identifiers are 
necessary for reporting and analysis of actual results. 
 
4.1.6 3.1.3 Business Plan Materials for CEO/CFO Review 


Contacts: Philip Ho / Archana Srijeyanathan 
 
The CEO/CFO review of BU business plans are expected to take place in August 2020 and will be based 
on the BPC submissions.  The review materials must be based on the standardized presentation template, 
which will be updated and made available on the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site by June 26, 
2020.  The template will contain the minimum requirements to be included in the presentation material.  A 
reasonable amount of additional information may be included in appendices.  Completed templates are to 
be submitted to Corporate Business Planning through the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site.  
 
Generation & Revenue Planning is required to submit a presentation summarizing the Energy Production 
and Revenue Plan, including key assumptions, dependencies, risks and major changes from last year’s 
plan. 
 
4.1.7 3.1.4 Cost Allocations 


Contact: Andrew Costa  
 


Business units are required to assign/allocate all submitted costs on the basis of OPG’s cost model and 
using OPG’s cost allocation methodology.  This includes utilizing the appropriate client code under the cost 
model, a key element by which costs are directed to business segments at OPG.  For RG specifically, this 
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includes allocation between regulated and contracted plants, which must be applied consistently across 
RG Operations in accordance with the established methodologies. 
 
Cost allocation templates are required to be inputted into BPC for those Base OM&A costs that have been 
planned using client 0000. The template for this information for use by RG and Support Services 
organizations will be provided by Finance – BUS Team. 
 
BU Controllers are encouraged to refer to the BUS Business Plan checklist to help with the accuracy of the 
segment reporting process.  A copy of the checklist can be found on the Finance – Business Planning 
SharePoint site and is titled “BUS Business Plan Checklist 2021".   
 
Any proposed changes to any allocation methodologies must be submitted to Business Planning & 
Reporting for review and approval prior to any change being applied. 
 
The submission date for the above information is July 17, 2020. 
 
4.1.8 3.1.5 Nuclear Provision Expenditures 


Contact: Banh Tran 
 


Planning for nuclear decommissioning and waste management provision expenditures requires the same 
rigour and change management process as OM&A and capital expenditures. Similar to OM&A, provision 
programs are classified as either Base or Project. The executive sponsors responsible for scope of work 
and annual expenditures, including VP, Nuclear Waste Management  and VP, Nuclear Decommissioning, 
Nuclear SAFSTOR Division, will submit the respective consolidated budgets for approval to the Chief 
Nuclear Officer, Nuclear President or Chief Project Officer, as applicable.  
 
Only expenditures that are directly attributable to nuclear waste management and decommissioning 
activities and included in the provision should be planned as provision expenditures.   
 
For staffing, ‘directly attributable’ is defined as follows: 


• Base Programs (e.g. Used Fuel Storage and L&ILW Operations) 
o Normal part of employee’s function  
o For Support Services (e.g., HR, Finance, Real Estate & Services, Supply Chain, Law, 


Environment and others), employees who are fully dedicated in support of the Base Programs.  
Timesheet tracking of part-time support from multiple employees does not qualify. 


• Projects (including SAFSTOR)  
o Employees working on nuclear waste management and decommissioning specific project 


activities and tracked within the time reporting system. 
 
Business units are required to identify inter-business unit requirements for the SAFSTOR project, including 
staffing demand moving from Operations to the SAFSTOR project, through an SLA process. The SLAs 
should identify both expenditures and staffing requirements. 


 
Nuclear Controllership and Corporate Controllership are required to submit nuclear provision funding and 
headcount requests to Nuclear Liability Provision Management by June 5, 2020, as specified in section 
1.2. The Nuclear Liability Provision Management group will coordinate reviews/approvals and provide the 
approved consolidated funding and headcount levels to the Nuclear business planning team and Corporate 
Controllership for inclusion in the respective business plans by June 19, 2020. 
 
Any changes to planning submissions for provision expenditures after the BU submission deadline, other 
than those explicitly contemplated by these instructions, must be reported to, and confirmed with Corporate 
Business Planning and Nuclear Liability Provision Management.   
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For the initial BPC data load on July 17, 2020, labour costs must be planned for all years at the detailed 
RT level.  As in prior years, BUs have the option, for their initial submission only, of using the following 
higher Major Resource Type levels in making non-labour adjustments to copied data in BPC:  


- Managed Tasks - Facilities & Utilities  - Augmented Staff - Operating License
- Materials - Real Estate - Business Expenses - Other


If this higher level approach is adopted, BUs may plan against one (or more) RT within each Major Resource 
Type that is most meaningful to their organization.  For a detailed RT listing within each Major Resource 
Type, refer to the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site. 


Irrespective of the approach adopted, the following specific RTs must also be planned during the initial data 
load, for tax purposes:  


- 240 & 241: Computer Equipment & Hardware
- 242: Computer Software & Licences
- 245: Service Equipment < $25,000
- 246: Transport & Work Equipment


For the initial BPC data load, the BUs also have the option of making adjustments to last year’s planning 
data at higher level RCs, as follows:  


• For Nuclear and RG, station or support group level RCs can be used
• For Support Services, ELT direct report level RCs can be used


In all circumstances, the principle for the initial BPC data load is to plan in detail sufficient to provide 
meaningful plan-over-plan and year-over-year analyses. 


Budgeting to enable reporting for the 2021 budget year and facilitate the rollover of planning details of 
subsequent budget years into future plans must be completed by July 31, 2020.  Budgeting requires the 
pushing down of higher-level planning data to the detailed RT and RC levels, and the use of “Locals” to the 
extent necessary to enable reporting and analysis of actual results. 


No changes to annual planned amounts (OM&A, capital expenditures, revenue, provision expenditures, 
capital in-service additions, etc.) will be made from the final BPC data load on July 31, 2020 (subject to 
CEO/CFO reviews of BU business plans).   


3.4 NON-CONTROLLING INTEREST AND SELF-SUSTAINING SUBSIDIARIES 
CONTACT: ARCHANA SRIJEYANATHAN 


OPG is required to report a non-controlling interest in its financial results to reflect partners’ equity 
ownership in certain generation development partnerships.  For the planning period, RG Controllership –
Central will identify the revenues and costs for calculating income attributable to non-controlling interests. 
In addition, any cash distributions attributable to non-controlling interests must be identified. 


OPG is required to consolidate the results of its controlled subsidiaries. Each of OPG’s self-sustaining 
subsidiaries, including Eagle Creek and Atura Power, is required to submit a comprehensive business plan 
consisting of a detailed income statement, balance sheet, cash flow statement, generation plan and staffing 
plan as well as a summary of key financial and operating assumptions. Underlying details should be 
provided for planned revenues, operating costs, capital expenditures and distributions. Planning 
submissions should separately identify requirements and assumptions for purchases of services from OPG 
and any other intercompany transactions. Submission of planning information for Eagle Creek and Atura 
Power will be coordinated by RG – Business Integration, taking into account any restrictions on sharing of 
information consistent with any OEB licencing requirements.  


The above information must be submitted to Corporate Business Planning by August 16, 2020. 
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• O20 will contain a copy of the 2020 budget year information from the original 2020-2026 Business Plan. 
All BUs will use BPC version O20 to reflect COVID-19 related changes to the 2020 budget as explained 
in section 1.3, utilizing specified project numbers and Local fields to identify any incremental costs.  


 
Resource submissions and preliminary business plans are to be completed in versions W01 and O2 by 
July 17, 2020. 
 
Final trended information is required on a monthly basis for 2020-2022.  All trending must be completed in 
W01 by July 31, 2020, after which BUs will be locked out of the BPC system.  At that point, the trending by 
the BUs will be considered final and, for the 2021 budget year, ready for upload to the reporting systems 
(subject to any adjustments arising out of the CEO/CFO reviews of BU business plans). 
 
BU Controllers must ensure that the trended BPC input (BU OM&A, capital expenditures, provision 
expenditures, capital in-service additions, non-generation revenue as per section 3.2, and headcount) is 
complete, accurate and based on reasonable assumptions, and agrees to the CEO/CFO-approved 
resource levels based on BU plan reviews. 
 
Additionally, the following input will be reflected in BPC: 


• Nuclear Liability Provision Management will develop trending for accretion expense and earnings 
on nuclear segregated funds 


• In consultation with the responsible groups, Corporate Business Planning will develop trending for 
applicable centrally-held costs and review depreciation & amortization expense trending calculated 
in the BPC system based on BU capital in-service inputs  


• Trended BPC input for generation revenue will be provided by Generation & Revenue Planning 
and input by Revenue Accounting & Reporting incorporating regulated revenue assumptions from 
Corporate Business Planning as required 


• Trended BPC input for deferral and variance accounts will be provided by Regulatory Finance  
   


3.7 BUDGETING FOR SERVICE PROVIDERS AND BUDGET TRANSFERS  
CONTACT: SUNEETHI VISWANATHAN 


 
OPG’s cost model is a company-wide set of business rules that are the foundation of financial planning, 
budgeting and cost reporting, and define how OPG accounts for resources.  All business planning at OPG 
is to be conducted in accordance with the single OPG cost model.  Under the cost model, an organization 
at OPG plans for all the resources for which it is accountable, regardless of where the resources work or 
what they work on.  This applies to labour, materials, purchased services, and other resources.  The cost 
model also extends to projects, with project managers only budgeting for resources that are under their 
direct control. 
 
The cost model requires identification, communication, agreement and documentation of inter-business unit 
service needs by Operating Business Units and Support Services as part of developing their respective 
business plans.  Service recipients (in most cases, the Operating Business Units) are required to identify 
and estimate the annual resources that they expect to be supplied by other OPG organizations (in most 
cases, Support Services) for inter-business unit service needs.  The identification and communication of 
this information must occur by June 19, 2020, with a signed agreement required between the service 
providers and service recipients, a copy of which is to be provided to the respective Controllership 
organizations. To facilitate the sign-offs and integration into BPC, planners should use the new MS Forms 
tool for SLAs as discussed in Section 1.3 Process Highlights. This will ensure that service providers’ 
planning submissions adequately reflect the necessary resource levels (such as OM&A, capital including 
minor fixed assets, and provision expenditures) in accordance with the cost model.  Service needs for which 
a signed agreement is not reached between BUs are expected to be brought forward to the CEO/CFO/ELT 
for resolution. 
 
In addition, budget transfers between BUs affecting all planning years require formal sign-offs by June 19, 
2020 through the use of the new MS Forms tool. If an organizational change occurs after June 19, 2020 
and, in particular, after the initial BPC submission date, Corporate Business Planning will evaluate on a 
case-by-case basis whether the planning system and BU business plans require updating.  
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Budget transfers between BUs proposed part way through the planning period, including in support of 
OPG25 organizational targets, require identification through an Excel template and formal sign-offs by June 
24, 2020. The template will be available on the Finance – Business Planning SharePoint site. To the extent 
that a budget transfer involves a Support Services group, corporate allocation templates should be updated 
accordingly. 
 
Resources in support of the Darlington Refurbishment being planned by Support Services require approval 
by Chief Project Officer. 
 
Additional guidance regarding services provided by certain specific Support Services organizations is 
provided below.  For Environment, Health and Safety requirements, refer to section 4.2. 
 
4.1.9 3.7.1 Information Technology (Chief Information Office) Requirements 
 
IT requirements should be communicated to the appropriate BU Chief Information Office (CIO) contact as 
identified below.  Consistent with the previous plan, the CIO business plan will include resources for 
business-related IT needs, IT projects, and IT components of business initiatives. 
 
IT project requirements should be communicated as part of the portfolio planning process, wherein BUs 
must complete the review of their initial list of IT projects provided by the respective CIO contact. The review 
must be conducted with an emphasis on identifying new projects, revising the timing, scope and 
dependencies of existing projects, removing projects no longer required, and validating any carryover and 
regulatory projects. Based on a review of requirements identified enterprise-wide, IT projects will be 
prioritized in accordance with the Digital Strategy and optimized based on the IT values framework.  
 
The following IT expenditures continue to be included in each BU business plan, rather than in the CIO 
business plan: 


• Process control hardware and software in Nuclear and RG 
• Engineering or specialized hardware/software that will not be used on the business network. 


 
Where a BU is requesting CIO to assume budget accountability for existing items (e.g., annual maintenance 
contracts), a list of these items and their related costs should be provided to CIO for inclusion in their 
business plan. 
 
Each BU is asked to notify CIO of any initiative or project that relies on 3rd party processing or storage of 
OPG information.  
 
If there is uncertainty as to whether or not a particular contract or a specific item is identified in the CIO 
business plan, one of the contacts listed below should be consulted. 
 


• Director IT Strategy Enterprise Architecture and Customer Relationship Management – Heather 
Young (905-447-6349) 


• Nuclear CRM – Alewyn Mouton (905-623-6670 ext. 8992) 
• RG and Corporate CRM – Amir Shemranifar (416-592-6981) 
• Director IT Projects – Kim Bosselle (416-592-5865) 


 
4.1.10 3.7.2 Supply Chain Requirements 
 
Supply Chain’s focus is on providing cost effective acquisition and timely availability of materials and 
services.   
 
Key OPG initiatives that are expected to have significant Supply Chain requirements over the planning 
cycle include Darlington Refurbishment, PECO-related activities including the SAFSTOR project, and RG 
major work programs and projects. During the planning period, Supply Chain will work with Fleet 
Operations, Maintenance, Engineering and RG to refine and align performance measures across the 
various internal client groups. 
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Supply Chain will require, early in the planning process, the fleet wide BU demand information for materials, 
services and projects in order to support their activities. 
 
BUs should consult the following Supply Chain contacts, by service area, to identify their respective 
requirements: 


• Supply Services Pickering/Nuclear Waste/IRI and Darlington – Dave Hudson (905-421-9494 ext. 
3536) 


• Supply Chain Materials – Robert De Bartolo (905-839-6746 ext. 5023) 
• Centralized Warehouse – Keren Morehead (905-720-1300 ext. 6687) 
• Supply Chain Services – Yogender Tagra (905-623-6670 ext. 8416)   


 
4.1.11 3.7.3 Corporate Real Estate Requirements 
 
Any anticipated changes to resources requiring space, space accommodation changes, real estate project 
requirements and any additional real estate and facility requirements must be communicated to Corporate 
Real Estate as a component of business planning. This information should be submitted to Corporate Real 
Estate by June 26, 2020 for consideration and inclusion in the business plan.   
 
The Corporate Real Estate business plan will include resources for planned space accommodation 
changes, including external space costs and facility enhancement/modifications.  Corporate Real Estate 
will consolidate all facility costs in accordance with an overall real estate strategy, tracking costs by facility. 
 
Consistent with OPG’s centre-led model and under the OPG Organizational Authority Register, only 
Corporate Real Estate has requisitioning authority for the acquisition, management, and disposal of real 
estate rights and interests, and related transactions, as well as home purchases and purchase guarantees. 
 
Any changes to the operating status of OPG’s generation facilities as well as dispositions, acquisitions, and 
leases that could potentially have a financial impact on the property taxation and assessment of any OPG 
owned property should be communicated to Corporate Real Estate – Property Assessment and Taxation 
by June 26, 2020, in order to capture the corresponding impacts on property taxes in the business plan. 
 
Please contact Connie Hergert (416-592-7938) for further information. 


  
4.1.12 3.7.4 Other Support Services 
 
The HR organization is responsible for the following human resources services: Labour Relations, 
Compensation & Benefits, field HR Business Partner support, Enterprise HR Strategy and Talent Programs 
& Leadership Training. 
 
To facilitate effective business planning and timely availability of services, an estimate of resource levels 
over the planning period requiring HR services such as training or onboarding must be communicated to 
HR as part of business planning. 
 
For assistance on HR matters in developing the business plan, BUs should consult with the following 
contacts: 


• Labour Relations – Cynthia Domjancic (905-839-6746 ext. 4215) 
• Compensation & Benefits – Saba Zadeh (416-592-2976) 
• HR Business Partner (Corporate & RG) – Nirav Patel  (416-592-3850) 
• HR Business Partner (Nuclear) – Amanda Persaud (905-839-6746 ext. 5133) 
• Enterprise HR Strategy – Sarah Hough (416-592-7427) 
• Talent Programs & Leadership Training – Roberta Reyns (416-592-3470) 


 
The Law division provides legal advice and solutions to legal issues faced by OPG.  For assistance on legal 
matters in developing the business plan, BUs should contact Evguenia Prokopieva (416-592-3318) or 
Aimee Collier (416-592-3019). 
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3.8 CAPITAL, OM&A AND PROVISION-FUNDED PROJECTS  
CONTACT: ANGELO PAVIA 


 
This section specifies the requirements for submission of the business plan capital, OM&A and provision-
funded project portfolio listings and supporting BCSs or equivalent documentation.  BUs are required to 
provide project information to their respective Business Planning group (if applicable) and local 
Controllership contact for review by July 17, 2020.  
 
4.1.13 3.8.1 Project Portfolio Review 
 
BUs are required to identify all capital, OM&A and provision-funded projects having cash flows within the 
business planning period.  The submitted projects must be prioritized considering risks and OPG’s business 
objectives, as well as efficient alignment with BU strategies, facility life cycle plans (as applicable), condition 
assessments, asset management plans, and Shareholder expectations. 
 
In order to expedite portfolio review and prioritization, and to meet OEB information requirements, BUs are 
required to maintain documentation to justify projects listed in their portfolio that are not fully released and 
also meet the following criteria: 
 


• Projects planned for release during the business plan period with a total project cost greater than 
or equal to $5M 


  
For the purpose of these instructions, not fully released projects are projects that meet any of the following 
criteria: 


• Projects with no previous release(s) 
• Projects with previous release(s) other than a full execution phase release 
• Previously released projects that are forecasting significant changes in scope or cost, and are 


planned or expected to have a superseding execution phase release 
 
These requirements include projects in support of non-generation business opportunities. 
 
The documentation requirements can be met through any of the following forms: 


• Planning BCS (OPG-FORM-0102) 
• Nuclear: AIOT (Asset Investment Options Template) unless superseded by a Business Case 


Summary 
• CIO: AISC Part A: Issue Characterization Form - IT-FORM-0022  
• OPG-FORM-0076 Business Case Summary 
• For RG projects with a total project cost lower than $20M, inclusion in a program catalogue of 


project investments  
 


All Planning BCSs or equivalent documents are to be reviewed and signed off by the appropriate project 
sponsor (e.g., Asset Manager, Engineering Director, etc.). The appropriate Finance manager also reviews 
and provides their concurrence, such as the local Controller (Nuclear, RG and Corporate).  Finance’s role 
in the review is intended to ensure that planned activities for not fully released projects are supported by 
appropriate prioritization methodology and adequate documentation.  The Finance manager must receive, 
review and concur with the Planning BCS or equivalent documentation to support the inclusion of projects 
within the plan by July 31, 2020.  
 
Questions on these requirements or for assistance with BCS preparation and project grouping/bundling, 
should be directed to the local Business Planning group (if applicable) and local Controllership contact, or 
Angelo Pavia in Investment Management at 905-995-2139. 
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4.0 OTHER PLANNING REQUIREMENTS  
 
4.1  BUSINESS PLAN RISKS  


CONTACT: ALEXANDER DE ANGELIS 
4.1.14 4.1.1 Enterprise Risk Management Process 
 
Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) is an integral part of OPG’s system of governance, and BUs’ 
achievement of business plan objectives will be enhanced through the identification, assessment and 
documentation of risks that could impact the achievement of OPG’s strategic objectives or BU objectives 
over the business planning horizon. This will allow for development and execution of risk treatment 
activities, support strengthened behaviours and facilitate attainment of organizational objectives. As part of 
the business planning process, BUs should review key business planning assumptions and ensure 
significant uncertainties are captured as risk events in respective risk registers.   
 
During the second quarter, BUs should update their existing risks based on any plan-over-plan changes to 
the business plan assumptions and identify new risks as necessary.  Additionally, BUs should review 
existing risk controls and RTPs (including target completion dates of mitigating actions) for effectiveness in 
addressing the risks (i.e., minimizing likelihood and/or impacts to achievement of objectives to enable 
predictable outcomes).   
 
4.1.15 4.1.2 Integrated Risk Informed Decision Making 
 
In developing the business plan, BUs should ensure that risks are considered as part of the decision making 
process at the strategic, operational, program and project levels. Risks to achieving capital and OM&A 
budgets should be incorporated, as appropriate. This includes priority setting and allocation/reallocation of 
resources to develop budgets, taking into consideration regulatory outcomes, and operational, project and 
financial performance implications. 
 
BUs should have at least one live session with a member of the ERM team, when their business plan is 
being developed, prior to it being finalized or near finalization.  ERM’s role is to help support the BU with 
identification, assessment, treatment and reporting of risks that could affect the business plan. Managing 
risks can involve trade-offs between competing objectives (such as quality vs. cost).  BUs should properly 
analyze and assess these trade-offs. Assistance from the ERM group is available, if required.  Business 
plans should include funding for risk treatment plans that help mitigate identified risks. 
 
4.1.16 Key Deliverables to be Completed by BUs 
 
BUs should summarize their significant risks and associated treatment plans in the business plan 
presentations and review with the ERM group.  
 


4.1.3.1 Risk Register Update  
 
Each BU should ensure that risks to their business plan are properly identified and articulated as 
risk events, and are documented in the applicable risk register. The risk registers should be 
updated1 for existing, new and emerging risks and risk treatment activities. 
 
Responsibility: BU Risk SPOC(s) with input from risk SMEs due July 31, 2020. 
 


                                                      
1 All BU risks that have been migrated into Resolver GRC Cloud should be updated in the system.  BU risk registers 
that have not yet been migrated to GRC Cloud should be updated in a format consistent with previous years.  Migration 
of outstanding BU risk registers to Resolver GRC Cloud will be scheduled for this year. See OPG-PROG-0004: 
Enterprise Risk Management Program for minimum risk management requirements as part of business planning.  
Additionally, see OPG-PROC-0094: Enterprise Risk Management Reporting Procedure for enterprise risk prioritization 
methodology including when to flag significant BU risks for ERM reporting and further information on the ERM process. 
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4.1.3.2 Business Plan Presentation 
 
The BUs should summarize all significant risks on a separate slide in the CEO/CFO business plan 
review presentation document, using the business plan presentation risk template.  The summary 
slide(s) should include a brief description of each risk, an assessment of the current risk rating and 
proposed plans for risk treatment.  BUs can also use risk dashboards to summarize significant risks 
to their business plans. 
 
For further details, please visit the ERM Website (on PowerNet under Business Functions > Ethics, 
Law, Regulation, Risk & Strategy > Risk) and the Risk Instructions for Business Planning page. 
Please contact your ERM SPOC with any questions about the risk management process and for 
quality checks of documenting significant BU risks and associated treatment plans prior to 
summarizing these in respective BU business plan presentations. ERM can also facilitate the BUs 
to self-assess effectiveness of their RTPs for significant BU risks.  
 
Responsibility: BU Business Planning / Risk SPOC 
 


4.1.17 Risk Treatment Plans 
 
BUs should update or develop RTPs for addressing their risks.  Each RTP should address a root cause or 
an impact of the risk and represent the actions taken to prevent the risk from occurring or to reduce the 
impact if the risk occurs.   RTPs and timeframe for their implementation should be noted in the applicable 
risk register.  Additionally, implementing RTPs should not introduce new risks.    
 
4.1.18 ERM Risk Reporting Timeline 
 
Enterprise-level risks are reviewed with accountable organizations as a key component of the quarterly 
ERM reporting cycle.  This ensures that risk management is used to inform decision-making while also 
reporting key risks to the Executive Risk Committee and the Board of Directors.  As such, the major risks 
impacting BU objectives, which are included in the business plans, should flow through the regular quarterly 
ERM reporting cycle during the second quarter.  This includes risk discussions with BU senior leadership 
teams, Renewable Generation Executive Team and Nuclear Executive Committee. 
 
4.1.19 Risks Impacting Business Continuity and Emergency Management 
 
Risk identification should ensure that all hazards to OPG are considered.  A list of these hazards can be 
found in OPG-PROG-0004.  BUs should evaluate their risk mitigation and risk remediation plans to 
reasonably ensure that: 
 Occurrence of applicable hazard does not result in a risk event for OPG. 
 At a minimum, critical business processes are resilient enough to continue operations in the event 


risk scenarios mentioned in OPG-GUID-08115.21-0001 Business Continuity Guideline were to 
materialize. 


 Mitigation and remediation plans have appropriately taken into account vulnerabilities in the context 
of applicable hazards, including the COVID-19 pandemic.  


 
4.1.20 Risks affected by the Changing Climate 
 
Risk identification should ensure that climate related risks are considered. This includes reassessment of 
existing risks for potential changes in the intensity, frequency or type of impacts resulting from changing 
climate parameters.  There are two major types of climate related risks – physical risks and transition risks. 
 
Physical risks refer to risks arising from extreme weather events and/or changing climate trend.  Projected 
climate change indicators and potential impacts are available on the Climate Change Adaptation intranet 
site. For existing risks, BUs should evaluate the assumptions associated with their risk treatment, 
monitoring and remediation plans to reasonably ensure that: 
 Assumptions are still valid within the projected changes in applicable climate parameters 
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 If an extreme weather event were to occur, critical business processes and/or physical systems are 
resilient enough to continue operations regardless of the source of the disruption. 


 Treatment, monitoring and remediation plans have appropriately taken into account process/asset 
vulnerabilities in the context of projected changes. 


 Potential opportunities created by the changing climate are identified and evaluated. 
 
Transition risks refer to risks arising from changing regulations or socioeconomic conditions resulting from 
climate change.  For existing risks, BUs should evaluate the impact of potential changes in market demand, 
public perception/acceptance and regulations driven by public and/or government efforts to address climate 
change.   
 
4.2 ENVIRONMENT, HEALTH AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS 


CONTACTS: JOHN BEAUCHAMP / BARB MEDEIROS 
 
OPG’s Environmental Policy (OPG-POL-0021) and Employee Health and Safety Policy (OPG-POL-0001) 
establish the Company’s commitment to meeting environmental, health & safety compliance obligations 
and to the prevention of workplace injuries and ill health. These policies specify that BU and Function 
leaders are accountable for the effective implementation of the Company’s Environmental Management 
System (EMS) and the Health and Safety Management System Program within their respective 
organizations. 
 
Within the EMS, OPG manages its negative and positive impacts on the environment. The most significant 
environmental aspects of OPG’s operations include: spills, fish impingement and entrainment, 
displacement of fossil fuels, wildlife habitat enhancement/disruption, chemical and thermal emissions to 
water, radiological emissions, radioactive waste, and water flow and level changes. OPG is also striving to 
be a leader in climate change mitigation.  
 
With safety as a core company value, OPG is committed to safety excellence, sustaining a strong safety 
culture, and continuous improvement in pursuing the goal of zero injuries. Corporate-level priorities and 
initiatives with which BUs can align are: iCare safety culture, field observations, positive recognition of the 
presence of defenses against high-consequence hazards, safe work planning, improving health 
performance through engagement with attendance support programs, identification and control of safety 
and psychosocial hazards, and the improvement of safety value for money through vendor management 
and innovation. 
 
Key considerations of the current business planning process are as follows: 
• BUs should identify and budget for Environment, Health & Safety (EHS) programs, projects and work, 


including requirements for operational control programs, environmental approvals, and emergency 
preparedness and response. As part of this process, BUs should work with EHS to identify inter-
business unit requirements through the SLA process. 


• BUs should also identify any new or changed activities, products, and services that can interact with 
the environment (e.g. new waste stream, effluent). BUs should also budget for changes in processes 
and practices to adapt to climate impacts and projects that increase resilience. 


• BUs are encouraged to identify priorities that will support the achievement of OPG’s safety goals. BUs 
should maintain and review funding for work-driven safety needs such as personal protective 
equipment, hazardous material sampling, maintenance and inspection of safety-related equipment, 
work protection equipment status monitoring programs and programs to manage infectious diseases 
such as COVID-19.  


• BUs and EHS should collaborate and agree upon budgeting decisions. Any plans by BUs to discontinue 
funding or staffing of environmental and/or safety-related program elements should be previewed and 
coordinated with EHS, along with transfer plans for any associated budgetary and staffing resources 
as applicable.  


 
EHS holds the budget for on-site biodiversity programs, ISO 14001 EMS certification and for the 
development and maintenance of the health and safety program. 
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• Changes to capitalize on increased streamflows; 
• Automating sluices to achieve greater efficiency under more 


frequent volatile conditions and increase worker safety; or 
• Incorporating nature-based climate solutions for water 


management, storage and flood control. 
 
Expertise to support incorporation of climate projections is available 
to the BUs through the Climate Change Adaptation intranet site. 


Clean Growth 
Electrification strategy, 
renewable generation 
technologies, financial products 
such as green bonds 


OPG intends to transition its gas powered fleet to electric vehicles 
(EVs), where feasible, and facilitate EV adoption by OPG employees 
by providing access to workplace charging.  BUs should plan for 
replacing OPG fleet vehicles with EVs where possible as they come 
off their lease and for the installation of EV charging infrastructure, 
considering the following: 
• BUs will consult with their local Facilities group for the 


installation of EV chargers to support their growing fleet. BUs 
will need to comply with amending O. Reg. 563/17 (Building 
Code O. Reg. 332/12), which includes provisions to support the 
smooth implementation of EV charging requirements.    


• Supply Chain will continue to support the purchase of fleet 
vehicles in accordance with OPG-PROC-0162, Fleet 
Management, including the purchase of EVs. 


• BUs should continue to plan for fleet vehicle costs including the 
fleet vehicles converted to EVs. 


• BUs may engage with Electrification Development for 
information regarding vehicles and charging during the initial 
planning of their fleet electrification efforts. 


 


4.2.3  Environment, Health and Safety Targets 
 
EHS performance targets for the business plan period will be established by Corporate EHS for Nuclear, 
RG, Corporate Real Estate and Corporate Functions, in consultation and agreement with these BUs. These 
targets should be reflected by the BUs in their respective business plans. 
 
4.3 INDIGENOUS RELATIONS INITIATIVES 


CONTACT: IAN JACOBSEN 
 
OPG recognizes the importance of continuing to strengthen relationships with the Indigenous Peoples in 
Ontario.  As set out in OPG-STD-0087, Management of Indigenous  Relations, BU plans should be 
developed with a view of implementing the requirements of OPG-POL-0027, Indigenous Relations Policy, 
by including appropriate program activities and associated costs.  All operating BUs and other line 
organizations that have regular contact with Indigenous communities are required to develop programs in 
support of this Policy and include relevant resource requirements in their business plans, using OPG-
FORM-0099, Business Planning and Reporting Form.  In addition, all BUs that have planned for resources 
related to Indigenous communities are required to provide specific program details to Indigenous Relations 
by July 31, 2020.  For further guidance on the information requirements, please contact Ian Jacobsen at 
416-231-4111 ext. 5611. 
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PROJECT CATEGORIZATION AND REVIEW PROCESSES 1 


 2 


1.0 PROJECT CATEGORIZATION  3 


Investments must be categorized according to the type of benefit they are expected to 4 


produce. Investments fall within the following three categories established by OPG:  5 


 Value Enhancing – Discretionary investments that promise value creation or strategic 6 


opportunities, such as added revenues, reduced costs, increased efficiencies, or new 7 


business opportunities.  8 


 Regulatory – Expenditures required to satisfy environmental, safety or other 9 


requirements in law or regulation to allow the continued operation of existing facilities.  10 


 Sustaining – Required to maintain existing infrastructure and facilities at their current 11 


performance level. 12 


 13 


2.0 BUSINESS CASE REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT RELEASE  14 


Approval is required for the release of funds to undertake project work. The documentation for 15 


seeking approval is a business case summary (“BCS”), which provides an explanation of the 16 


need and the business opportunity, along with an analysis of feasible alternatives for meeting 17 


this need and the rationale for the recommended alternative.   18 


  19 


Requests for releases of funds are approved in accordance with the OPG Organizational 20 


Authority Register (“OAR”). The OAR sets out delegated authorities within OPG, and defines 21 


approval limits for decisions made on behalf of the corporation. Approval requirements are 22 


based on the cumulative amount of funds being released, with more restrictive requirements 23 


for projects of a strategic nature or unplanned work (projects not identified in the project 24 


portfolio during business planning). The OAR also specifies authorities for approval of over-25 


variances for previously released projects, and for superseding releases where projects must 26 


be reconsidered due to significant scope, schedule or cost changes.  27 


  28 


OPG carries out functional reviews of BCSs to ensure that they meet the criteria for the quality 29 


and completeness of the information required to enable an informed decision on approval of 30 
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the project release. The functional review is required where there is a significant impact on the 1 


function or its deliverables. For example:  2 


 Projects with substantial IT requirements are reviewed by the relevant IT Department.  3 


 Projects with significant legal or contractual issues are reviewed by Law Division.  4 


 Projects involving real estate transactions or leasing of office spaces are reviewed by 5 


Real Estate Services. 6 


 Projects with significant labour relations or health and safety issues are reviewed by 7 


Human Resources.  8 


 Projects involving nuclear operations are reviewed  as part of the Nuclear  project 9 


portfolio management process. 10 


 11 


3.0 POST IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW PROCESS   12 


The post implementation review (“PIR”) process is used by OPG to assess achievements 13 


following completion of projects. Specifically, a PIR is an appraisal process designed to 14 


evaluate whether planned results of a given investment have been met following project 15 


completion. The two main objectives of the PIR process are to verify whether the benefits 16 


stated in the project business case were realized, and to capture the lessons learned from 17 


each project so that they can be applied to improve future projects and investment decisions.  18 


  19 


Post implementation reviews follow a simplified or comprehensive format depending on the 20 


size and scope of the investment involved. All projects must have a PIR completed as 21 


specified in the PIR plan, ideally within twelve months of the project being completed.  22 


  23 


OPG selects a number of complex or high value projects to undergo a comprehensive PIR 24 


within each business planning period. A comprehensive PIR is an independent and broad 25 


review of a completed project. It is an intensive exercise requiring a multi-disciplinary team, 26 


ideally independent from the project team, to review all phases of a project. It provides 27 


detailed feedback on how the project was developed, planned, and executed to help gather 28 


lessons for future investments. It is only performed on a small number of projects due to the 29 


high resource requirements.   30 
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1. Introduction 


Innovative Research Group Inc. (INNOVATIVE) was engaged by Torys LLP on behalf of its client 


Ontario Power Generation Inc. (Ontario Power Generation or OPG) in the Spring of 2018 to help 


design, execute and document the results of OPG’s customer engagement, as part of OPG’s business 


planning process.  


This is the first time that OPG has directly engaged customers across Ontario within the business 


planning process. Following the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) guidelines for a “consumer-centric” 


approach to rate applications, as laid out in the Renewed Regulatory Framework for Electricity (RRF)1 


and the Handbook for Utility Rate Applications (Handbook)2, the engagement focused on customer 


needs and preferences.    


Needs questions focus on understanding the gap between the services and experience 


customers want, and the services and experience customers are receiving. 


Preferences questions focus on customer views about the outcomes the utility should focus 


on, priorities among those outcomes, and trade-offs illustrated by choices on specific 


programs or the pacing and prioritization of investments.  


The engagement program was designed to collect customer input for OPG’s planning process, and the 


work was completed in two phases. The first phase took place over the Fall and Winter of 2018 and 


was focused on identifying customers’ needs and preferences for outcomes. At the end of phase 1, 


customer feedback and key findings from this phase were made available to OPG planners to identify 


relevant business decisions.  


The second phase was carried out in the Spring of 2019, with the objective to solicit customer 


feedback on a set of specific business choices – including their bill impacts – for OPG’s 2022-2026 


business plan. After reviewing the results of the first phase, planners selected examples of specific 


investment decisions that represented tradeoffs between the outcome priorities identified by 


customers. The second phase asked customers for their views on these business and investment 


decisions OPG must make for its 2022-2026 business plan. Customer feedback from this phase will 


be used in the preparation of OPG’s detailed business plan.  


The lack of customer lists presented a challenge for both phases of the engagement. While other 


regulated utilities have an inventory of customer information that they can use to target participants 


for their customer engagement activities, OPG serves all electricity customers in Ontario but has no 


direct access to, or information about, these customers. Because OPG has no direct relationship with 


electricity consumers, the barriers to participation in OPG’s customer engagement were considerably 


higher than those of distributors. Before the beginning of Phase I, OPG approached the OEB and LDCs 


to see if it was possible to access customers directly through lists those organizations may have access 


to.  However, OPG was ultimately unable to obtain customer lists or other methods of directly 


contacting confirmed customers. Nevertheless, OPG customer engagement reached almost 10,000 


customers in total across both phases. 


 


1 OEB Renewed Regulatory Framework for Electricity Sections 2.4.2, 5.0, and 5.0.4. 
2 Handbook for Utility Rate Applications (October 13, 2016) 


 


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 4 of 421







 


 


Proprietary and Confidential (subject to restricted use) Torys | OPG Customer Engagement Report 
Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc. 


Page 4 


The OEB does not specify how customer engagement should be conducted or how customer feedback 


should be received. However, it has encouraged utilities to use “both existing and new processes.”3 


Accordingly, OPG’s customer engagement was designed to employ multiple methods to collect 


customer feedback, including: an online workbook, focus groups, as well as telephone and online 


surveys. 


Noteworthy customer engagement elements in this consultation included: 


• Collecting customer input at different stages prior to OPG’s business planning process. 


• Updating and improving the tools of customer engagement throughout the process, 


incorporating customer feedback along the way. 


• An extensive effort to encourage participation in the online exercise—in the absence of 


customer lists—resulting in over 7,000 completed online workbooks throughout both phases. 


This is in addition to the close to 3,000 customers who participated in the representative 


activities. 


• Using examples of specific projects to identify customer preferences between bill impacts and 


customer-facing outcomes in a transparent fashion. 


• The use of representative online surveys that allow for the presentation of visuals to illustrate 


technical examples, thus better enabling respondents to make informed decisions. 


• Using online question formats that allowed the presentation of pros and cons within the 


question responses.   


This document provides an overview of OPG’s 2018/19 customer engagement process and a 


summary of the insights, focusing on the generalizable results of the representative surveys. Insights 


into customer needs, preferences and outcome priorities (Phase 1) come from two representative 


telephone surveys among residential and small business customers (conducted in December 


2018/January 2019).  Results for customer views on specific business decisions and investment 


tradeoffs are derived from two representative online surveys among residential and business 


customers (conducted in April 2019). A detailed description of the methodology can be found in 


Section 3. Detailed results can be found in the attached customer engagement appendices.  


 


3 Handbook for Utility Rate Applications, p. 12 (October 13, 2016) 
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2. Executive Summary 


Customer Needs and Preferences 


This consultation confirmed the assumption that most Ontarians know little about OPG and the 


energy system more broadly. This lack of familiarity became especially apparent in questions 


regarding participants’ needs and expectations of OPG. While most participants were able to express 


their overall level of satisfaction with OPG’s performance—more are satisfied than dissatisfied—


many were unable to describe how they know if OPG is doing a good job for them or not. 


Among those who have a view, there does not appear to be a gap between the performance that OPG 


delivers, and the performance that customers expect. There is, however, interest from customers in 


OPG raising awareness among Ontarians about who OPG is and what it does. 


Outcome Priorities 


Customers identified nine outcomes that they feel are important for OPG. Overall safety, safely 


disposing of nuclear waste, and reliability are the most important of these, but all nine are considered 


important in their own right. 
When asked to rank all priorities by importance, relative to others, price, safe and environmentally 


friendly disposal of nuclear waste, minimizing OPG’s environmental impact, and safety are identified 


as the top priorities for both residential and small business customers. While price moves to the top 


of the list, most customers pick outcomes other than price as their first priority.  


Specific Business Decisions and Investment Trade Offs 


Despite price concerns, customers are generally willing to consider paying more to invest in renewing 


aging equipment and proactively invest in system capacity. 


• When making concrete investment decisions, customer choices reflect their initial importance 


rating of priorities with safety and reliability taking precedence over keeping the price down. 


• Generally, small business customers are less willing to consider paying more to make these 


investments, while still being supportive of some level of investment, despite potential bill 


impacts.  


Hydroelectric Stations 


• Although customers were informed the provincial electricity system does not currently need 


additional capacity, most customers prefer to invest in hydro capacity and reliability now 


rather than to delay. 


Nuclear Stations 


• In specific choices, customers tend to place more priority on incremental safety, reliability 


and environmental benefits over price. 


Rate Smoothing 


• Customer concern about price is reflected in views on rate smoothing. Customers prefer at 


least a moderate level of smoothing to keep prices down.   
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2.1 Customer Needs 


Core elements of Phase I were “needs questions”, which focus on understanding the gap between 


the services and experience customers want, and the services and experience customers receive.  


The first step of understanding customer needs is related to overall satisfaction. When asked how 


satisfied they are with OPG’s performance, the majority of respondents gave a positive answer (82% 


satisfaction among residential and 78% satisfaction among business customers). Many customers 


were unfamiliar with OPG prior to the engagement and answered this question based on the overview 


provided in the workbook. 


Satisfaction with OPG’s Performance 
Residential 


N=600 


Business 


N=200 


Satisfied  82% 78% 


Dissatisfied 10% 14% 


Neutral/Don’t know 8% 9% 


As a follow up to the overall satisfaction question, participants were asked to state the reasons why 


they were satisfied, neutral, or dissatisfied with OPG’s performance. Most respondents judged OPG’s 


performance by its ability to satisfy two core needs: reliable and affordable energy supply.  


2.2 Outcome Priorities 


To better understand customer preferences, the consultation included questions that capture 


customer views on the outcomes that OPG should focus on, and what the priorities should be among 


those outcomes.  


In the Phase I survey, respondents were first presented with a list of nine priorities and asked to rate 


each of these priorities by its level of importance. While all nine are considered important, safety, 


safely disposing of nuclear waste and reliability were identified as the most critical. 


Extremely Important Very Important Important 


✓ Ensuring safe and 
environmentally responsible 
disposal of nuclear waste 


✓ Operating in a safe manner 
✓ Ensuring reliable energy 


production for Ontario 


✓ Operating in a transparent 
and accountable manner 


✓ Producing low-cost power 
✓ Protecting generation 


stations against physical and 
cyber threats and attacks  


✓ Minimizing OPG’s impact on 
the environment 


✓ Making positive 
contributions to Ontario’s 
economy 


✓ Making positive 
contributions to local 
communities in which  
OPG operates 


Customers were also asked to add priorities to the list that they considered missing, but most thought 


the list was complete. Many of those who made specific suggestions effectively repeated one of the 


priorities included in the list or mentioned issues outside of OPG’s control (e.g. Ontario’s energy 


supply mix). 
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After rating all priorities by level of importance, participants were asked to choose and rank their top 


three priorities. Overall, affordability/price, safe and environmentally friendly disposal of 


nuclear waste, minimizing OPG’s environmental impact, and safety are identified as the top 


priorities for both residential and small business customers. When ranked relative to other OPG 


priorities, price moves to the top of the list, but a majority of participants chose other priorities.  


Outcome Priorities Residential and small business combined 


1st Producing low cost power 


2nd Ensuring safe and environmentally responsible disposal of nuclear waste 


3rd Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment 


4th Operating in a safe manner 


2.3 Business Decisions and Investment Tradeoffs 


Phase II of the engagement focused on specific business decisions and investment tradeoffs. All 


questions were presented in online surveys along with information required to develop an informed 


opinion.   


2.3.1 Rate Smoothing 


Before exploring individual investment decisions, customers were asked to express their general 


preferences for different rate smoothing scenarios. Before posing the question, the workbook 


explained the general concept of rate smoothing and presented three potential scenarios with varying 


degrees of smoothing. Rather than exploring detailed, specific rate smoothing scenarios, the question 


was presented as a basic trade-off between paying more now, but less over time, or paying less now, 


but more overall.  


The most popular option, across all activities, is “Scenario B: Medium level of smoothing”. However, 


there is no clear winner, as both residential and business customers are divided across all three 


options. 


Rate Smoothing 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


Scenario A: High Level of Smoothing 27% 25% 


Scenario B: Medium Level of Smoothing 38% 45% 


Scenario C: Low Level of Smoothing 15% 16% 


Don’t know/Missing 20% 14% 
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2.3.2 Investing in OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


Customers were asked to provide feedback on the pacing of two specific initiatives that are being 


proposed as part of investments in OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations. The majority of customers support 


at least a moderate pace (either the moderate or faster pace option) for the overhaul program.  


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 
N=400 


Faster pace  34% 31% 


Moderate pace 35% 44% 


Slower pace 14% 12% 


Don’t know 18% 14% 


For the Niagara Frequency Conversion Project, there is a clear preference for converting both units 


now, rather than delaying the conversion. This is true for both residential and business customers. 


Niagara Frequency Conversion Project 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 
N=400 


Convert both units now  56% 58% 


Delay conversion  20% 25% 


Don’t know 23% 16% 


2.3.3 Managing OPG’s nuclear stations 


The engagement also explored customers’ willingness to pay more for an accelerated 


decommissioning process of the Pickering Station site that takes 25 years, compared to the current 


standard approach that would make the site available for other uses after 45 years. 


While most customers were able to provide an opinion, many commented that they need more 


information about the future use of the site and/or the rate impact once the land was repurposed. 


The results from the representative surveys show that about 60% would be willing to pay something 


extra on their monthly bill for the faster approach, while approximately 30% would be unwilling and 


11% don’t know.  


For some participants, this was a trade-off between price and safety, despite the assurance that both 


processes would be equally safe. The comments received during focus groups and garnered from 


open-ended questions in the online workbook suggest that safety was a particular concern for 


customers who opposed nuclear as a way of generating electricity. 


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available 


Residential 
N=1,200 


Business 
N=400 


… willing to pay something  60% 56% 


… not willing to pay more 29% 33% 


Don’t know 11% 11% 
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2.3.4 Investing in OPG’s nuclear stations 


Similarly, the questions about investing in OPG’s nuclear stations were primarily trade-offs between 


price and safety. For the first two—Vapour Recovery System (VRS) improvement, and air compressor 


replacement at Darlington Station—a plurality opted for the more expensive option because of 


perceived safety benefits, as opposed to the lower-cost, option. While the question on air compressor 


replacement clearly produced a favoured option among residential customers (“Proactively replace 


all 19”), it essentially resulted in a tie for business customers.  


Darlington VRS Improvement 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


Improve existing VRS 32% 37% 


Replace VRS  43% 45% 


Don’t know 25% 18% 


Darlington Air Compressor Replacement   


Proactively replace all 19  49% 43% 


Acquire 4 spare and replace later 31% 40% 


Don’t know 20% 17% 


On the Darlington Crane Group Project question, views were evenly split between the two available 


options among residential customers. Business customers favoured the option that requires lower 


investments now and defers some of the costs to a later date.  


Darlington Crane Group Project 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


Refurbish all 20 major cranes 40% 36% 


Refurbish the 14 critical ones 41% 46% 


Don’t know 20% 18% 


2.3.5 Investing in technology to create efficiencies 


Lastly, customers were asked to express their views on investments in technology as a way to save 


money, increase reliability and improve safety. Most customers are supportive of investments in new 


and innovative technologies if there is proof that these technologies will lead to guaranteed savings.  


Efficiency Initiatives 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


… make do with what it has 10% 11% 


… only invest if savings guaranteed 51% 60% 


… also invest in pilot projects 24% 19% 


Don’t know 15% 11% 
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3. About this Consultation 


3.1 Methodology 


Engaging customers in meaningful consultation on electricity can be a challenge.  


Often customers feel they do not know enough to contribute to a consultation because of their limited 


familiarity with the electricity system, including how the different components of generation, 


transmission and distribution work together. Few customers are familiar with electricity generation, 


and many have not even heard of OPG, since they don’t receive a bill from the generator.  


Others fear the combative nature of some public processes or prefer not to risk offending friends and 


neighbours by taking positions on issues that are sometimes controversial. With regard to generation, 


nuclear generation is a contested issue with deep emotional ties. 


Moreover, many customers simply do not pay attention and remain unaware of particular 


consultations that they could participate in had they been aware.  


Considering both the challenge of engaging a representative group of customers and the challenge of 


lack of knowledge, INNOVATIVE developed a process built on six key principles: 


 


One cornerstone of this approach is to allow everyone who wants to have a say an opportunity to be 


heard. This is done through voluntary processes that are open for everyone to participate. However, 


voluntary processes can attract certain types of participants (e.g. more engaged citizens, special 


interest groups, etc.) and don’t necessarily reflect the attitudes and opinions of a utility’s broader 


customer base. Thus, another core element of any consultation process is obtaining feedback from a 


representative sample of customers to make sure every type of customer is heard.  
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To give everyone who wants to have a say the chance to express themselves, while giving a 


representative sample of customers the last word, there is a fixed sequence to these activities. Early 


activities, such as focus groups and voluntary online workbooks, provide plenty of options to “colour 


outside the lines” and shape the content of the consultation material. This allows the consultation to 


be responsive to customer input and ensures that the process covers what customers want to talk 


about. 


The basic challenge for designing OPG’s consultation was to get meaningful input from a wide variety 


of customers, many of whom begin with a very limited understanding of the electricity system, its 


governance, and the role of OPG—Ontario’s largest electricity generator. To overcome this challenge, 


INNOVATIVE recommended a workbook-based consultation. The core idea behind this approach is 


to provide customers with choices based on basic values illustrated with trade-off among different 


outcomes. To provide meaningful feedback on those choices, workbooks create an opportunity for 


customers to learn the basics of the electricity system and provides the context needed to make 


informed choices.    


In approaching the design of this engagement, INNOVATIVE and OPG considered the generator’s 


unique position as a utility that serves every electricity customer in Ontario but has no direct access 


to customers. Moreover, because customers don’t receive a bill from OPG, levels of awareness among 


electricity customers are very low. A key concern was how OPG could reach customers and motivate 


them to participate in this engagement, given the lack of customer lists and the company’s limited 


visibility to customers. 


The following sections provide a detailed overview of the various activities carried out during each 


phase of OPG’s 2018-2019 customer engagement program.  
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3.2 Customer Engagement Process Overview (Phase 1) 


Phase I (2018) of the engagement was designed to identify customer needs and preferences as they 


relate to the outcomes that the utility should focus on and prioritize. Given the priority placed on 


identifying customer preferences in the Handbook, the key priority for the first round was to develop 


a list of customer outcomes and to identify customer priorities among those outcomes for OPG’s 


planning process.  


Based on the engagement principles outlined in the introduction, INNOVATIVE worked with OPG to 


design and execute a multi-faceted engagement program that aligns with both OEB expectations and 


provides meaningful input for the utility’s business planning.  


3.2.1 Pre-Consultation 


The first phase of this program was a pre-consultation. INNOVATIVE and OPG worked together to 


understand what was already known about customer needs and preferences, what topics should be 


addressed as well as how best to engage with these customers. This pre-consultation consisted of a 


variety of activities, including a review of existing customer feedback and research, meetings with 


various business departments of the utility, including project planning and regulatory, as well as a 


series of exploratory focus groups.  


3.2.2 Workbook Development 


Based on the information gleaned from the pre-consultation phase, INNOVATIVE and OPG staff 


worked to develop a workbook that was to be used throughout both the qualitative and quantitative 


phases of the customer engagement. The key objective was to develop a workbook that provided 


meaningful, balanced and comprehensive information. A core challenge was finding the right balance 


between too little and too much information and presenting this information in a non-technical way 


that regular Ontarians can understand. 


3.2.3 Customer Engagement 


The core of OPG’s customer engagement encompassed three elements, covering residential and small 


business customers across Ontario.  


1. The focus groups provided customers an opportunity to “colour outside the lines” through 


qualitative feedback. This qualitative phase of the customer engagement was designed to provide 


customers with some education about OPG’s role in Ontario’s electricity system, and then to 


gather their feedback on OPG’s proposed priorities and value framework going forward. The focus 


groups were formatted around the themes in the customer engagement workbook and were led 


by a professional moderator. The feedback gathered from these focus groups helped inform the 


subsequent phases of the customer engagement, including the online workbook and telephone 


surveys.  


2. The online workbook created an open, voluntary process that allowed any Ontario resident who 


wanted to be heard an opportunity to express themselves. This online workbook, which was 


based on the earlier developed workbook, was accessible for one month (between November 18th 


and December 14th, 2018), and gave customers the opportunity to engage with an interactive 


platform to both educate and collect detailed feedback on needs, preferences and outcomes. OPG 


effectively promoted the online workbook using a social media campaign, which resulted in 2,937 
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unique responses. Feedback gathered from the online workbook helped inform the design of the 


telephone surveys. 


3. The telephone surveys used a random-sampling approach to ensure a representative sample of 


OPG customers were engaged to ensure the generalizability of the findings. The telephone surveys 


followed a stratified random sampling methodology. This is a method of sampling that involves 


the division of a “population” (in this case, the entire Ontario population) into smaller groups 


known as strata. In stratified random sampling, the strata are formed based on members' shared 


attributes or characteristics (for the residential survey: region, age and gender; for the small 


business survey: region and industry sector). A random sample from each stratum is taken in a 


number proportional to the stratum's size when compared to the customer population. These 


subsets of the strata are then pooled to form a random sample. This element of the engagement 


provided low-volume customers the “final say” on the topics discussed with thousands of 


customers over the course of the consultation.  
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3.3 Customer Engagement Process Overview (Phase 2) 


With OPG’s planning further advanced, Phase II (2019) re-engaged with customers. This round of 


engagement was able to solicit customer feedback on specific investment decisions and explore trade-


offs in relation to specific programs and the associated bill impacts, as well as the pacing of 


investments.  


3.3.1 Workbook Development 


Based on the insights gained in Phase I, INNOVATIVE and OPG staff worked with different business 


units to develop questions about identified business decisions with potential trade-offs that may 


impact customers. The core challenge was to translate these business decisions into consultation 


materials that a typical customer could understand. All consultation materials were combined into a 


workbook designed to provide meaningful feedback. 


Again, great effort went into ensuring that the workbook provided an appropriate amount and 


substance of information in order to enable customers to express an informed opinion about OPG’s 


business decisions. Throughout this phase, a new and innovative way to present technical questions 


with complex tradeoffs emerged. These questions were presented in a table format that showed pros 


and cons right next to the response options, rather than separately in the main text. 
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3.3.2 Customer Engagement 


Similar to Phase 1, the 2019 customer engagement combined different methods to engage residential 


and business customers across the province. 


1. The focus groups took place prior to the other engagement and, like in Phase 1, allowed 


customers to “colour outside the lines” through qualitative feedback. The groups were held in four 


different locations across Ontario, and participants were randomly recruited via telephone. The 


main activity in these groups was for participants to individually work through a print version of 


the workbook. Participants then had the opportunity to provide written comments and discuss 


each page of the workbook. The feedback gathered from these focus groups helped inform the 


subsequent phases of the customer engagement, including the online workbook and online 


surveys.  


2. The online workbook represents the second qualitative component of OPG’s 2019 customer 


engagement. It was launched after the completion of the focus groups and created an open, 


voluntary process that allowed any Ontario resident who wanted to be heard an opportunity to 


express themselves. This online workbook, which was a modified version of the print workbook 


used in focus groups, was accessible for one month (between April 6th and May 6th, 2019). Like 


the previous year, it offered an interactive platform to both educate customers about OPG and the 


electricity system and collect detailed feedback on specific business decisions. OPG effectively 


promoted the online workbook using a social media campaign, as well as through local 


newspapers, which resulted in 4,390 unique responses. Feedback gleaned from the online 


workbook helped inform the design of the representative online surveys. 


3. The online surveys were a new element in OPG’s 2019 customer engagement and replaced the 


telephone surveys that were conducted to obtain representative results during Phase 1. Given the 


large amount of information, which is complex and technical in nature, INNOVATIVE asked focus 


group participants for their preferred method of engagement. None of the participants thought 


the information could as effectively be presented on the telephone. They insisted that visuals were 


necessary to comprehend the material and come to informed opinions. Combined with the 


experience of the Phase 1 telephone survey, which proved to be challenging in the absence of 


customer lists, the decision was made to use online panels to conduct a representative survey.  


Great effort went into validating both the residential and business samples to ensure that they are 


representative of the broader population. The three biggest advantages of online surveys are: 1) 


the ability to use visuals to convey information, 2) giving respondents the opportunity to 


complete the survey at their own speed, and 3) the cost being a fraction of telephone surveys.  


The fact that online surveys are more cost effective enabled INNOVATIVE to double the sample 


size, compared to the telephone survey in Phase 1. Again, this element of the engagement 


provided residential and business customers the “final say” on the topics discussed with 


thousands of customers over the course of the consultation. 
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3.4 Customer Engagement Diagnostics 


Customers also had the opportunity to provide feedback on OPG’s engagement process, especially on 


how the generator is using customer feedback to inform its plan. When asked if OPG’s customer 


engagement process seemed like the right approach of the wrong approach to building OPG’s plan, a 


clear majority feel that it is the right way. 


Feedback on Building OPG’s Plan 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


Right approach  76% 78% 


Wrong approach 6% 11% 


Not sure/Don’t know 18% 11% 


Participants approve of OPG’s customer engagement strategy and those who completed the online 


survey tend to have a favourable impression of the workbook. Moreover, while most Ontarians have 


little knowledge to start, diagnostics show that the workbook delivers fundamentals and allows 


participants to express informed decisions. 


Overall Impression of the 


Workbook 


Residential 
N=1,200 


Business 
N=400 


Favourable 75% 77% 


Unfavourable  15% 14% 


Don’t know 11% 9% 


The workbook also found the right balance of information. A clear majority stated that the workbook 


contained “just the right amount” of information.  


Volume of Information 
Residential 


N=1,200 
Business 


N=400 


Too much 10% 10% 


Just the right amount 78% 74% 


Too little 12% 17% 
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3.5 Summary 


OPG’s 2018/19 Customer Engagement successfully overcame the hurdle of not having direct access 


to customer contacts via customer lists. In addition to the almost 3,000 randomly recruited customers 


who participated in the engagement, more than 7,000 customers fully completed the voluntary online 


workbook. OPG’s social media campaign proved to be effective at raising awareness and motivating 


Ontarians to participate in the consultation. 


This two-wave engagement was designed to support OPG’s business planning process. An initial 


phase designed to provide insights in customer needs and preferences for outcomes at the start of 


OPG’s business planning was completed in 2018. After reviewing the results of the first phase, 


planners selected examples of specific investment decisions that represented tradeoffs between the 


outcome priorities identified by customers. The second phase asked customers for their views on 


these business and investment decisions OPG must consider for its 2022-2026 business plan.  


During the workbook development phase, a new question format was developed that presented 


business choices in a clear and concise table format. Rather than describing the pros and cons of each 


option in the descriptions, the tables displayed these options along with overall costs and bill impacts 


for residential/business customers, as well as pros and cons of each. 


By moving to an online format for the second phase, the engagement allowed customers to complete 


the representative survey at their own speed and on their own schedule.  


Specific attention has been paid to how Low-Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) qualified 


customers’ opinions vary from the broader customer base. Reflecting their financial capacity, LEAP-


qualified customers are less supportive of investments than the average customer but still generally 


support those proposed investments. 


Participants generally support investing in OPG’s regulated assets. Despite price concerns, customers 


are generally willing to consider paying more to invest in renewing aging equipment and proactively 


invest in system capacity and reliability. When making concrete investment decisions, customer 


choices reflect their initial importance rating of priorities with safety and reliability taking 


precedence over keeping the price down. Generally, small business customers are less willing to 


consider paying more to make these investments.  


Participants had a favourable impression of the engagement. They felt the workbook found the right 


balance between too much and too little information. With more than 7,000 responses to the 


voluntary workbook, customers showed they are willing and able to invest their time and energy to 


contribute to the planning of their electricity system. 


 


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 19 of 421







May 2019
STRICTLY PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL


Online Survey Report - Residential


2019 Customer Engagement


Appendix 1.0


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 20 of 421







Survey Methodology


2


About This Report


This report presents the results from the representative online 
survey that was conducted among residential customers, as part 
of OPG’s 2019 customer engagement process. 


To provide context to how customer feedback was collected, this 
report contains the original workbook pages used in the survey.


Workbook Pages
Pages in this report that are taken from the online workbook are 
denoted by watermarks. Please note that some of these pages 
include graphs and charts; these do not represent data collected 
from the online survey, but were used to equip respondents with 
the facts and figures needed to provide informed opinions.


The workbook pages are shown in the order they were 
presented to respondents.


Results and Segmentation


The results are presented after the workbook page wherein a 
particular question was asked. 


This report shows the overall results and breaks down a 
particular response of interest into key demographic and 
psychographic categories. In this report, segmentation is 
provided for region, bill impact, LEAP qualification, consumer 
protection, support for nuclear, and bill size.


These categories were chosen to identify vulnerable customers 
who are particularly affected by environmental factors outside of 
OPG’s control, such as their financial well-being and confidence 
in regulatory agents. Attitudes towards nuclear power 
generation was included to account for pre-existing views.


Residential


!
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Survey Methodology


3


Note: Graphs and tables may not always total 100% due to rounding values 


rather than any error in data. Sums are added before rounding 


numbers. Caution interpreting results with small n-sizes.


Online Survey Methodology


Field and Design


This report contains the findings from an Innovative Research 
Group (INNOVATIVE) online survey conducted amongst Ontario 
residents between April 18th and 25th, 2019.


The survey was fielded among Ontarians who are responsible for 
paying their electricity bill. The sample was provided by Lucid, a 
leading online sample provider. 


INNOVATIVE provides each panelist with a unique URL via an 
email invitation so that only invited panel members are able to 
complete the survey and panel members can only complete a 
particular survey once.


The sample has been weighted by age, gender and region using 
2016 Statistics Canada Census data to reflect the actual 
demographic composition of the Ontario population.


This is a representative sample. Targets were set based on 
known characteristics of the population to ensure a proper 
reflection of the population. The sample is then weighted by 
these characteristics. However, since the online survey was not a 
random probability based sample, a margin of error can not be 
calculated. It is not statistically valid to apply margins of error to 
most online samples.


Residential
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Residential Sample Validation


4


Targets for the residential sample were set based on region and age/gender. The sample was weighted to 


ensure it was representative across those known characteristics.


Region Target Unweighted N Weighted N


Toronto 251 265 251


West Metro Belt 162 157 163


North/East Metro Belt 149 158 149


Southwest 138 142 138


South Central 172 167 172


East 152 155 152


Central 100 94 100


North 76 136 76


Total 1200 1274 1200


Age & Gender Target Unweighted N Weighted N


Male 18-34 166 197 166


Male 35-54 200 191 200


Male 55+ 212 213 212


Female 18-34 165 193 165


Female 35-54 214 235 214


Female 55+ 243 245 243


Total 1200 1274 1200


Residential
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48%52%


Demographics
Respondent Profile


14%


12%


10%


12%


43%


1%


8%


Less than $28,000


$28,001 - $39,000


$39,001 - $48,000


$48,001 - $52,000


More than $52,000


Don’t know / not sure


Refused/Prefer not to say


Household Income


19%


36%


21% 16%
9%


1 2 3 4 5+


26%


17%


25%


32%


<$100


$100-$150


>$150


Don't know/not sure


Region


5


Household Size


LEAP Qualification


20%


28%


43%


1%


8%


LEAP Qualified


Income <$52k, not
Leap Qualified


Income>$52k, not
LEAP Qualified


Don't know/Not sure


Refused/Prefer not
to say


Bill Size


21%


26%


26%


27%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/ West


North/ East


14%


17%


18%


14%


18%


20%


M 18-34


M 35-54


M 55+


F 18-34


F 35-54


F 55+


Age-Gender


Residential
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6


11%


22%


39%


38%


27%


23%


12%


10%


12%


7%


Consumers are well-protected with
respect to prices and the reliability and
quality of electricty services in Ontario.


The cost of my electricity bill has a major
impact on my finances and requires I do


without some other important priorities.


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree Don't know/No opinion


Total 
Agree


49%


61%


Q


Segmentation


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]Q


Generally speaking, do you support or oppose nuclear as a way of generating electricity?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]Q


21% 38% 17% 7% 18%
Generally speaking, do you support or
oppose nuclear as a way of generating


electricity?


Strongly support Somewhat support Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know / not sure


Total 
Support


59%


Residential
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8


Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Residential
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9


Q


25%


57%


11%
4%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 82%


29%


27%


20%


25%


21%


34%


22%


22%


33%


17%


16%


23%


23%


28%


29%


23%


13%


23%


25%


29%


23%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Segmentation 
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of 
the electricity system work together.
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%)  not shown.


Support for Nuclear


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Residential
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10


How much does electricity 


generation cost me?


How much does OPG’s energy cost compared to others?


The electricity OPG generates costs you about 40% less than the average price paid to other generators 
in the province.


7.1 7.5


11.3
12.6


2018 2019-2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


Who sets electricity rates?


The Ontario Energy Board sets the prices that OPG can charge its customers for most of the electricity it 


generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity generator in Ontario. For the other generators, 


electricity prices are set in their contracts. 


20%


43%


3%5%


30%


OPG’s share


How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical residential customer:


• About half of the monthly electricity 


bill goes to pay for power generation.


• Historically, 20% of the monthly electricity bill 


goes to pay for OPG’s power generation. 


However, OPG’s share entirely depends on 


consumption and can be higher or lower in 


any given month.


• The rest of the bill goes to pay for other 


generators, transmission companies, 


distribution companies, regulatory agencies, 


and government taxes. 


Distribution


& Transmission


Regulatory Charges


HST (less 8% provincial rebate)


Other 


Electricity 


Generation


Residential
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11


Q


11%


36%


53%


Very familiar Somewhat
familiar


Not at all familiar


Familiar: 47%


Segmentation 
Those who say “Very Familiar”:


Before this workbook, how familiar were you 
with the percentage of your electricity bill that 
goes to OPG?


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q
16%


11%


10%


8%


12%


22%


9%


7%


16%


8%


4%


12%


10%


12%


14%


10%


4%


10%


8%


14%


11%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


How much does electricity 


generation cost me? Residential
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12


Who is OPG?


• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the Province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the utility that was 


previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in North America with 


about 9,000 employees across the province.


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations play a 
significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington and Pickering Stations operate 
continuously to meet the minimum level of 
power demand for the province while emitting 
virtually no air pollution. 


OPG began the refurbishment of Darlington 
Station in October 2016. The Darlington 
Refurbishment is a ten-year mega project that 
will extend the station’s life by about another 30 
years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that OPG 
produces comes from hydroelectric facilities 
located across the province. 


This renewable resource has fueled Ontario’s 
economic growth since the beginning of the 20th 
century and it remains an important contributor 
of clean, low-cost power in the province. 


OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources:


Residential
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13


Q


20%


58%


13%


3%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 78%


Segmentation 
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 


I have a general understanding of who OPG is.
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (6%)  not shown.


24%


20%


15%


22%


15%


32%


16%


18%


27%


14%


9%


20%


19%


23%


24%


18%


8%


18%


25%


23%


16%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Who is OPG? Residential
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Building OPG’s Plan


The purpose of this consultation is to get your input as OPG prepares its plan. 


This plan must satisfy OPG’s mandate as stated in the Memorandum of Agreement with the Province.


The goals in OPG’s plan must follow the policy direction set by Ontario’s Ministry of Energy. This 


includes OPG’s role in Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan. 


As required by the Ontario Energy Board, OPG must also consider the views of customers like you as it 


develops its plan. 


How does OPG consider customers’ views in its plan?


OPG has developed a five phase approach to gathering and responding to customer feedback: 


1. Identify customer priorities: In 2018 OPG asked customers from across Ontario 
about their needs and priorities for electricity generation.


2. Use customer feedback to guide development of plan: Key findings from 
the initial customer engagement informed the planning process.


3. Collect customer feedback on specific decisions


Now OPG is returning to customers to get feedback on specific business choices it 
needs to make.


4. Preparing the detailed plan: Prepare detailed plan based on customer feedback.


5. Submit the plan to the Ontario Energy Board: File the plan, this workbook, and a 
summary report with the OEB where it will be examined by the OEB, consumer advocates, 
and other independent parties in a public hearing on OPG’s regulated prices.


✔


✔


You are here


Residential
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Q


22%


55%


5%
1%


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong


approach


Definitely the
wrong


approach


“Right Approach”: 76%


Segmentation 
Those who say “Definitely Right Approach”:


Building OPG’s Plan


Does this seem like the right approach or the 
wrong approach to building OPG’s plan?


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (4%) and ‘Not sure’ (14%)  not shown.


24%


22%


20%


22%


18%


34%


17%


21%


30%


15%


6%


24%


21%


24%


25%


20%


12%


22%


24%


24%


18%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear
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Q


Building OPG’s Plan


Is there anything in particular you would change about this approach or any other comments 
you would like to make?


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


4%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


87%


Good approach/positive/
customer consultation necessary


Lower the prices/delivery charges


Customer don't know enough to make informed
decisions/too complex


Publish results of customer feedback/
transparency/show intention to use feedback


More feedback necessary/from experts


Cost-effective efficiency practices


Government influence-negative


Biased/missing information


This is an insincere attempt


Other


Don't Know/None/Missing


Residential
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Where does the money go?


Hydro
43%


8%
39%


10%


The efficient and cost-effective operation of its facilities is one of OPG’s key objectives established by 


government. OPG is also mandated to operate its generating assets safely and in accordance with all 


applicable safety and environmental regulations and standards. Any profits are either reinvested in the 


business or paid out to the Province of Ontario. 


OPG manages separate budgets for hydroelectric and nuclear generation. The cost of OPG’s Hydro 


business is $1.3 billion per year. The nuclear business costs a total of $3.2 billion per year.


OPG Budget


Nuclear


25%


75%43%


18%13%


26%


Maintenance
Spending required to keep the existing stations and equipment working at the current level, 


including both normal daily costs and project investments.


Value 


Enhancing


Spending that would allow OPG to get more out of existing stations (e.g. refurbishment of 


Darlington Station), by reducing costs, improving efficiency, or increasing the amount of 


power generated. 


Operating 


Expenses


Ongoing costs to run the business (e.g. nuclear and hydroelectric station operations, security, 


engineering, radiation protection services, and support functions such as leased real estate, 


IT services, finance, human resources, and procurement). More people are needed to run 


nuclear than hydroelectric stations, so operating expenses represent a larger share of the 


nuclear budget.


Taxes, Fuel, 


and Other


Income tax, property tax, corporate insurance, water usage taxes and uranium costs, as well 


as cost of nuclear station shutdown and handling and disposal of used nuclear fuels and 


other nuclear waste.


Residential
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Q


17%


59%


14%


3%


Strongly Agree Somewhat
Agree


Somewhat
Disagree


Strongly
Disagree


Agree: 76%


Segmentation 
Those who “Strongly Agree”:


Where does the money go?


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 


I have a general understanding of how OPG 
spends the rates I pay.


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (7%)  not shown.


18%


17%


15%


19%


13%


30%


12%


16%


25%


10%


6%


21%


14%


19%


21%


14%


7%


18%


20%


18%


13%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Satisfied”:


Satisfaction with OPG


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and 
how it fits into Ontario’s electricity system, how 
satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


55%


53%


50%


40%


43%


48%


54%


52%


69%


33%


22%


45%


47%


57%


59%


43%


29%


55%


54%


51%


42%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Residential


14%


36%


25%


7%


3%


15%


Very
satisfied


Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied


nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 49%


Dissatisfied: 10%
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Q


Suggestions for Improvement


Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for you? 
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]Q


5%


3%


2%


1%


1%


1%


3%


84%


Reduce the rates/costs


Reduce operating costs (salaries of upper
management)


Too complex/more explanation/information
necessary


Good approach/positive/satisfied


Move away from nuclear generation


Listen to consumers/allow more
input/feedback


Other


Don’t know / None / Missing


Residential
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Rate Smoothing Options


Scenario Bill increase Interest cost





Scenario A: 
High level of 
smoothing


Produces the steadiest bills.
Highest total interest costs 
(approx. $500M higher than Scenario B and 
approx. $1B higher than Scenario C).





Scenario B: 
Medium 
level of 
smoothing


Produces steadier bills than Scenario 
C, but less steady bills than Scenario A


Total interest costs that are approx. $500M 
less than Scenario A, but approx. $500M 
higher than Scenario C.





Scenario C: 
Low level of 
smoothing


Produces higher bills in the 2020s, but 
lower bills in the 2030s. 


Lowest total interest costs of the three 
scenarios (approx. $500M lower than 
Scenario B and approx. $1B lower than 
Scenario A).


 Don’t know


Although it takes years of construction before a major 


generating station is ready to produce electricity, 


consumers only pay for those costs once a station is 


completed and operating. This can create “spikes” in 


electricity prices. To avoid those spikes, OPG is legally 


required to propose some form of “rate smoothing” in 


its next application to the OEB.


OPG wants to hear from you how much rate smoothing 


you would like to see—a little or a lot?


Q9. Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?


This smoothing only 
applies to OPG’s share of 
the bill, based on a period 
of time until 2036. The 
typical customer bill is 
based on a typical 
household monthly 
consumption (750kWh) 
and on the OEB “Bill 
Calculator” for estimating 
monthly electricity bills. 


What does rate smoothing mean?


Rate-smoothing spreads costs over a longer period, 


avoiding spikes in electricity rates in particular years. 


OPG can smooth-out increases in its rates by 


borrowing money to pay for some costs, instead of 


collecting the cost from customers. However, OPG 


must pay interest on that borrowed money, which is 


eventually paid through electricity prices. 


The basic trade-off is: Would you prefer paying more now, but less over time? Or less now, but more overall?


The chart below shows three example rate smoothing scenarios:


Residential


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 42 of 421







24


Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Scenario B”:


Rate Smoothing Options


Which of the rate smoothing options presented 
above would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


27%


38%


15%


20%


Scenario A: High
level of smoothing


Scenario B:
Medium level of


smoothing


Scenario C: Low
level of smoothing


Don't know


40%


45%


37%


33%


34%


35%


46%


37%


44%


36%


22%


32%


40%


41%


44%


35%


26%


42%


33%


45%


33%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear
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How does OPG typically invest in its Hydroelectric Stations?


Every year, OPG invests in maintaining its Hydroelectric Stations across the province. 


It also invests to increase the amount of electricity produced at some existing hydroelectric stations. 


When making investment decisions, OPG has certain options but needs to remember some basic facts:


• Hydroelectric stations use water to generate very low-cost, low-emissions electricity. If these facilities 


aren’t operating, other, more expensive or less clean generation methods may be needed.


• Hydroelectric generation equipment consists of large, custom-made parts. Ordering and installing 


replacement parts requires significant lead time. 


• Ontario currently has an energy surplus. However, the province is likely to need more power in about 


5 years. 


• That means, increasing the capacity of existing hydroelectric stations is not absolutely necessary in the 


short term. However, because the system is currently not strained, now could be a good time to do 


the work on long-term projects that require hydroelectric stations to shut down while the work is 


underway.


• Doing the work sooner, rather than later, would reduce the risk of equipment failure and make the 


total cost more predictable, and possibly lower. However, doing the work now would also mean 


making major investments now and raising rates rather than delaying the costs.


For the 2020-2026 period, OPG must make decisions about the timing and pace of investments in its 


Hydroelectric Stations.


25


Investing in OPG’s 
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OPG must periodically take its Hydroelectric Stations out of service to do major maintenance and 


repair work. Whenever OPG takes its generators off-line, it is called an “outage.” Outages can be 


planned in advance, or they can happen because of unexpected equipment issues. 


The graph below shows how often OPG has had to take generators off-line unexpectedly. When OPG 


has to do unplanned maintenance work, it is generally more expensive than work that is planned in 


advance.


As shown in this graph, the frequency of 


these unplanned outages has been 


increasing at OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


since 2014. 


OPG believes it can reverse this trend and 


restore these outages to historic levels by 


increasing the pace of major maintenance 


projects (called “overhauls”) at its 


Hydroelectric Stations. 


Q11. In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must 
also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Faster pace


Average investment: $86M per year 


Bill impact*: 33 cents per month


Most reliable hydroelectric 
generation at the fastest pace;
good timing for major repairs


Higher investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


 Moderate Pace


Average investment: $72M per year 


Bill impact*: 27 cents per month


More reliable hydroelectric 
generation; repairs come at a 
reasonable time;
lower investment costs in the 
short-term than in the faster 
pace


Less reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Slower Pace


Average investment: $57M per year


Bill impact*: 22 cents per month


Lower investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


Least reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Don’t know


Overhauling Hydroelectric 


Stations Residential
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Moderate Pace”:


Overhauling Hydroelectric 


Stations 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the 
number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must also 
decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. 
Which approach would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


34%


35%


14%


18%


Faster Pace


Moderate Pace


Slower Pace


Don't know


34%


39%


33%


35%


35%


29%


40%


38%


39%


35%


21%


27%


36%


40%


39%


36%


22%


34%


30%


41%


34%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear
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Niagara Frequency Conversion 


Project


Options Pros Cons


 Convert both 
units now


Increase the amount of power that can be 
generated at the station;
access to unused capacity sooner, allowing 
more flexibility in the system while nuclear 
stations undergo refurbishment; 
additional power could help offset reduced 
production when Pickering Station is closed


Replacement costs of approximately 
$120 million would occur now, resulting 
in 10 cents more on a typical customer’s 
monthly bill.
The new power will be added while the 
provincial system may still have a surplus 
of power.


 Delay 
conversion of 
both units


Replacement costs would be deferred in 
the short-term.
Depending on the provincial demand for 
electricity in the early 2020s, the delayed 
approach may better align with the needs 
of the grid.


Potentially higher total replacement 
costs; less opportunity to offset energy 
production while nuclear stations 
undergo refurbishment; additional 
power may not be available to offset 
reduced production when Pickering 
Station is closed


 Don’t know


This is a project where the timing is flexible.


OPG’s Sir Adam Beck I Station was the first hydroelectric station at Niagara Falls. 


When the station started operating in 1922, North America’s electric grid ran at a frequency of 25 Hz. 


In the 1950s, the grid converted to the 60 Hz standard that is still used today. 


OPG converted most of the “units” at the Sir Adam Beck I station to the new standard, but kept two 


units on the old 25 Hz standard to power steel plants and other large industrial customers who 


continued to use the old frequency. The last of these customers were converted to the new standard 


in 2009. Since that time, the two 25 Hz units have been disconnected, because they are incompatible 


with the modern grid.


Q13. OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 


decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


While in previous years, there was no room in the 


transmission system for more 60 Hz power, the 


system has recently been expanded. OPG has to 


decide whether to proceed with the project now 


or later. Regardless of the timing, both units will 


be converted together, because there are savings 


associated with converting both at the same time.


Residential
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Convert Now”:


Niagara Frequency Conversion 


Project


OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the 
modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to decide when to 
do the work. Which of the following options do you 
prefer? [asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


56%


20%


23%


Convert Both Units Now


Delay Conversion of Both Units


Don't know


55%


56%


56%


56%


60%


52%


58%


65%


66%


52%


32%


51%


55%


61%


65%


53%


32%


65%


62%


56%


47%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear
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Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


What is Pickering Station?


Pickering Nuclear Generating Station is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, just east of Toronto. 


The station has served Ontario for almost five decades, and currently provides approximately 14% of 


the province’s electricity – enough to power a city of 1.5 million people. Pickering Station is also a 


major employer and contributes approximately $1.5 billion to Ontario’s GDP each year. 


Pickering Station will soon be reaching the end of its life and is scheduled to shut down in 2024. 


Making the Pickering Station site available for other uses


Pickering Station occupies a large, valuable site on the shores of Lake Ontario on the east side of the 


GTA, which encompasses approximately 500 acres of land and 250 acres of water lots. 


Repurposing Pickering


OPG has held a public consultation to 


gather information and ideas from 


the community to develop a long-


term plan for redeveloping available 


site lands during and after shutting 


down Pickering Station. 


After the station shuts down, the site will be returned to a state 


that allows it to be used for many different purposes. The 


current standard approach to get there takes about 45 years. 


OPG has done some research that indicates the total time to 


safely shut down a nuclear station could be reduced to about 


25 years. That would allow the site to be put back to use for 


other purposes sooner.


This public benefit would come at a cost though. Early OPG 


estimates suggest the cost of accelerated shut-down at 


Pickering Station would be about $500 million to $1.5 billion. 


This may result in a typical customer paying about $1 to $3 


more on their monthly bill over the remaining operating life of 


Pickering Station. 


What is involved in safely 


shutting down a nuclear site?
• De-energizing the nuclear systems 


and components


• Removing irradiated nuclear fuel 


and water from the reactor core


• Monitoring the site for 


approximately 30 years after 


removal to allow nuclear radiation 


fields to decay naturally


• Dismantling the reactor and 


removing radioactive components


• Safely demolishing the site 


structures
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Q
Segmentation 
Those not willing to pay more:


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until 
the end of Pickering Station’s operations, to reduce the 
shut-down period to approximately 25 years and have the 
land available for other purposes sooner?


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


16%


19%


25%


29%


11%


I would be willing to
pay up to $3 / $9


more on my monthly
bill for an…


I would be willing to
pay up to $2 / $6


more on my monthly
bill for an…


I would be willing to
pay up to $1 / $3


more on my monthly
bill for an…


I would not be willing
to pay more, even if


the standard approach
means it will take 5…


Don't know


I would be willing to pay up to $3 
more on my monthly bill for an 


accelerated approach, as long as the 
process is safe and other approvals are 
obtained


I would be willing to pay up to $2 
more on my monthly bill for an 


accelerated approach, as long as the 
process is safe and other approvals are 
obtained


I would be willing to pay up to $1 
more on my monthly bill for an 


accelerated approach, as long as the 
process is safe and other approvals are 
obtained


I would not be willing to pay 
more, even if the standard approach 


means it will take 45 years to have the 
land available for other purposes


24%


29%


29%


34%


33%


39%


27%


27%


22%


40%


25%


25%


33%


28%


29%


33%


27%


30%


32%


32%


25%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Don’t Know 


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses Residential


60%
would 


be 


willing 


to pay 


$1 or 


more
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What is the VRS?


This is one of the systems responsible for controlling the 


tritium emissions at the station.


The VRS requires improvement or replacement, as its 


efficiency and reliability are challenged by changing external 


factors, such as:


• Rising lake temperatures affect the system’s air-water


coolers, leading to higher radiation doses from tritium to


workers and higher tritium emissions to the environment.


However, both remain well within the regulatory limit.


• The Darlington Refurbishment Program requires the


presence of more personnel at the station than the VRS


was originally designed for.


• Some components within the VRS have no back-up, which


makes it impossible to maintain them without impacting


operations or emissions.


To address these challenges, OPG has two options. Both 


options deliver tritium levels well below the regulatory 


standard.


32


What does the VRS do?


• Recover water containing tritium to minimize losses


• Minimize radiation doses to workers in the reactor


• Minimize tritium emissions to the environment


Historic and Target Airborne Tritium 


Emissions at Darlington Station


2014 


2015


2016


2017


2018


2019-21


2026


This project is to improve the efficiency and reliability of the Vapour Recovery System (VRS) 


at Darlington Station. 


What is tritium?


Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen 


that is a by-product of nuclear power 


generation.


Darlington Station’s airborne tritium 


emissions are well within the regulatory 


limits (less than 1% of what is legally 


allowed).


Historically, the station has also 


performed better than average when 


compared to other nuclear plants with 


the same technology worldwide. 


Legend


Best performers (top 25 percent)


Worst performers (bottom 25 percent)


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Residential
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Q17. OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the 
system with a higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the 
top 25% of nuclear generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Improve existing 
VRS


Improve vapour removal capability 


of the VRS, leading to lower tritium 


levels in containment and 


confinement, lower doses to 


workers, and lower emissions to 


the environment


Improvement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 2 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill;
OPG’s performance results may 
not be as favourable as in OPG’s 
alternative option but will still be 
well below regulatory standards


 Replace VRS with a 
higher capacity 
system


Larger dryers can take more tritium 
out, resulting in even lower 
emissions and radiation compared 
to the above option;
OPG’s performance results will be 
more favorable compared to the 
above option and will continue to 
be well below the regulatory 
standards


Replacement costs of 
approximately $65 million, 
resulting in 4 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Don’t know


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Residential
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Replace VRS”:


OPG needs to decide whether to improve the 
existing system or replace the system with a higher 
capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be 
within the top 25% of nuclear generators with the 
same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you 
prefer? [asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


32%


43%


25%


Improve existing
VRS


Replace VRS with a
higher capacity


system


Don't know


42%


41%


40%


48%


49%


32%


46%


52%


52%


38%


23%


43%


45%


44%


46%


48%


26%


50%


46%


43%


35%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Residential
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This project is to replace the 19 air compressors used to supply compressed air at Darlington Station. 


The current compressors have been in-service for over 30 years and their current condition is rated as 


fair. 


The equipment manufacturer no longer makes parts for the model of compressor in use at Darlington 


Station. Eventually, OPG will have to replace all 19 compressors. However, the company has a choice in 


how quickly it does the replacement. 


The table below shows what compressed air is used for at Darlington Station and what happens if 


compressors fail.


35


Purpose What the system does Risks if compressors fail


Service Air This system supplies air-powered tools and 
hoists throughout the station.


Service air unavailability would impact the 
operation of tools and hoists needed to 
maintain station equipment. This could result 
in additional outages as back-up solutions are 
implemented. 


Breathing Air This system supplies air for worker protection 
from radioactive contamination in the 
reactor vault. Breathing air is used for air-
supplied masks for airborne contamination 
and for plastic suits, which protect against 
airborne, liquid and surface contamination.


Unavailability of breathing air compressors 
would restrict the ability of operators and 
maintenance personnel to work in areas of 
high contamination. This could result in 
impacts on production due to inability to 
operate or maintain equipment in these 
areas.


Instrument Air This system supplies very dry high pressure 
air that is used to operate valves in various 
systems throughout the station.


Instrument air unavailability would affect the 
operation of valves with important process 
and safety functions in the station. While 
these valves are designed to fail in their safe 
position upon loss of instrument air, 
increasing unreliability of the instrument air 
due to failure of compressors would result in 
operational upsets up to and including 
additional forced outages and costs.


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Residential
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Darlington Air Compressor Replacement


Q19. OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do you 
prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Proactively replace 
all 19 air 
compressors


Improved reliability of air 
compressors;
reduced probability of forced 
outages or extensions to planned 
outages;
reduced worker tritium doses;
reduced maintenance complexity 
by standardizing on one make and 
model of air compressor;
reduced spare parts inventory 
requirements by standardizing on 
one make and model of air 
compressor


Replacement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 2 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Acquire 4 spare air 
compressors 
initially and 
replace as in-
service 
compressors fail. 
Acquire and 
replace 
compressors until 
all 19 are replaced.


Initial costs of approximately $5 
million, resulting in no noticeable 
bill increase in the short run;
other replacements will be 
deferred to a later date


Added costs to replace 
compressors as they fail over time;
long-term costs likely higher, 
totalling up to $50 million;
increased chance of unplanned or 
extended planned outages;
potential impact on worker 
radiation doses;
potential risk that replacement 
parts will not be available later in 
replacement cycle, resulting in 
increased maintenance complexity 
and spare parts inventory 
requirements


 Don’t know


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Residential
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Q Segmentation 
Those who say “Proactively Replace”:


OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace 
all of the air compressors or purchase some spares 
and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which 
of the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


49%


31%


20%


Proactively replace all
19 air compressors


Acquire 4 spare air
compressors initially


and replace as in-
service compressors


fail. Acquire and
replace compressors


until all 19 are replaced


Don't know


48%


45%


52%


50%


50%


46%


50%


56%


58%


44%


29%


47%


50%


52%


54%


51%


32%


52%


54%


50%


44%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Residential
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Darlington Crane Group Project


This project is to refurbish the 20 major cranes at Darlington Station, with capacities up to 200,000 kg, 


that are used to support operations, maintenance and refurbishment activities. The function of these 


cranes is to safely lift and move material, equipment and irradiated fuel.


These cranes have been in-service since the 1980’s. A third party assessment of station cranes 


concluded that the cranes are in fair to poor condition and will require refurbishment to provide 


reliable service until the end of Darlington Station’s commercial service. 


Experience from other utilities indicates that major cranes such as these are refurbished when they 


have been in-service for 30 years.


The work involved with refurbishing the cranes includes:


• Controls upgrade including addition of remote pendant


• Inspection of rails


• Replacement of motors, gear boxes, brakes and wire ropes


Q27. OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 
Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Refurbish all 20 
major cranes


Ensure reliable operation to end of 
Darlington Station’s commercial 
service;
eliminate risk of mechanical failure 
that could result in dropped loads and 
damage to surrounding equipment;
ensure improved availability of 
replacement parts and manufacturer 
service support


Refurbishment costs of approximately 
$75 million, resulting in 5 cents more 
on a typical customer’s monthly bill


 Refurbish the 14 
critical cranes now 
and the other 6 later


Same as Option 1 for the 14 
refurbished cranes;
reduced immediate refurbishment 
costs of approximately $65 million 
($10 million lower than Option 1), 
resulting in 4 cents more on a typical 
customer’s monthly bill


Reliability of the 6 non-refurbished 
cranes is likely to decrease with time;
spare parts necessary to maintain the 
6 non-refurbished cranes may not be 
available in the future;
potential risk of damage to the facility 
if failure results in a load being 
dropped


 Don’t know
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Refurbish 14 now 
and 6 later”:


OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the 
cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. Which of 
the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


40%


41%


20%


Refurbish all 20 major
cranes


Refurbish the 14
critical cranes now and


the other 6 later


Don't know


36%


41%


42%


42%


43%


42%


47%


38%


41%


46%


21%


35%


39%


45%


43%


47%


25%


38%


43%


47%


36%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Darlington Crane Group Project Residential
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Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Efficiency Initiatives


OPG is also developing initiatives that will reduce costs and create efficiencies throughout the 


company. OPG expects that these investments will increase the reliability of its stations, improve 


safety, and allow it to plan its work more efficiently. 


Over the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG is considering investing between $30 million and $60 million on 


these initiatives. OPG expects that these investments will save or avoid $50 million to $100 million 


in costs. 


Increased use of data and innovative technology


• OPG is actively looking for areas where better data and innovative technological solutions can


deliver value for money. For example, OPG is in the process of creating a Monitoring & Diagnostic


Centre, which will use advanced sensors and data analysis to improve the performance and


reliability of OPG’s nuclear generating equipment.


• OPG is also planning to use new technologies to improve safety and efficiency at its nuclear


stations. As an example, OPG is testing a program to use drones to monitor the radiation levels


around its nuclear plants.


• In order to operate and maintain its hydroelectric stations in the most cost-effective manner, OPG is


looking to invest in technologies that would allow these stations to be monitored for safety and


maintenance requirements remotely and proactively identify maintenance needs.


OPG will only invest in technologies that would deliver value for money. OPG would only proceed 


with new technologies that are expected to more than pay for themselves. 


Q29. Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?


□ Option 1: OPG should make do with what it has and only replace technology as it breaks down


□ Option 2: OPG should only invest in new and innovative technologies if there is proof that these
technologies will lead to guaranteed savings


□ Option 3: OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest money in pilot projects in cases where no
previous evidence of guaranteed savings exists, but where the company sees a good chance that it
would lead to savings


□ Don’t know


Residential
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Option 2”:


Which of the following statements best reflects your 
own point of view?


[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


10%


51%


24%


15%


Option 1: OPG should
make do with what it
has and only replace


technology as it
breaks down


Option 2: OPG should
only invest in new


and innovative
technologies if there


is proof that these…


Option 3: OPG should
pursue Option 2 and
also invest money in


pilot projects in cases
where no previous…


Don't know


Option 3: 
Option 2 and also invest 
money in pilot projects


Option 1: 
Make do with what OPG has 
and only replace technology 
as it breaks down


Option 2: 
Only invest in new and 
innovative technologies if 
lead to guaranteed savings


Don’t Know 


48%


52%


53%


49%


47%


47%


58%


52%


55%


53%


26%


46%


48%


57%


54%


55%


35%


52%


55%


52%


46%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies Residential
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24%


51%


12%


2%


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very
unfavourable


43


Q


Favourable: 75%


Unfavourable: 14% 


Overall Impression of the Workbook


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable 
impression of the workbook?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (11%) not shown.


43


Segmentation 
Those who say “Favourable”:


74%


75%


78%


72%


78%


76%


79%


80%


87%


70%


42%


69%


74%


83%


85%


67%


54%


82%


80%


77%


66%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Residential
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Q


10%


78%


12%


Too little Just the right
amount


Too much


Volume of Information


Did OPG provide too much information, not 
enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=1,200]


Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Just the right amount”:


79%


79%


79%


75%


73%


68%


81%


83%


83%


71%


79%


76%


77%


81%


80%


74%


75%


77%


80%


76%


79%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


DK


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


Support for Nuclear


Residential
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Survey Methodology


2


About This Report


This report presents the results from the representative online 
survey that was conducted among business customers, as part 
of OPG’s 2019 customer engagement process. 


To provide context to how customer feedback was collected, this 
report contains the original workbook pages used in the survey.


Workbook Pages
Pages in this report that are taken from the online workbook are 
denoted by watermarks. Please note that some of these pages 
include graphs and charts; these do not represent data collected 
from the online survey, but were used to equip respondents with 
the facts and figures needed to provide informed opinions.


The workbook pages are shown in the order they were 
presented to respondents.


Results and Segmentation


The results are presented after the workbook page wherein a 
particular question was asked. 


This report shows the overall results and detailed results by 
electricity consumption class. It also breaks down a particular 
response of interest into key firmographic and psychographic 
categories. In this report, segmentation is provided for region, 
bill impact, business protection, and support for nuclear.


These categories were chosen to identify vulnerable customers 
who are particularly affected by environmental factors outside of 
OPG’s control, such as their financial well-being and confidence 
in regulatory agents. Attitudes towards nuclear power 
generation was included to account for pre-existing views.


Business


!
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Survey Methodology


3


Note: Graphs and tables may not always total 100% due to rounding values 


rather than any error in data. Sums are added before rounding 


numbers. Caution interpreting results with small n-sizes.


Online Survey Methodology


Field and Design


This report contains the findings from an Innovative Research 
Group (INNOVATIVE) online survey conducted amongst Ontario 
businesses between April 24th and 28th, 2019.


The survey was fielded among Ontarians who are responsible for 
electricity related issues in their organization (i.e. dealing with 
electrical utility companies, understanding and selecting 
electricity-related equipment, or managing electricity use). The 
sample was provided by Dynata, a leading online sample 
provider. 


INNOVATIVE provides each panelist with a unique URL via an 
email invitation so that only invited panel members are able to 
complete the survey, and panel members can only complete a 
particular survey once. Targets were set based on region and 
industry sector. The sample is then weighted by these 
characteristics.


This is a representative sample. However, since the online 
survey was not a random probability based sample, a margin of 
error cannot be calculated. It is not statistically valid to apply 
margins of error to most online samples.


Business
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Business Sample Validation


Targets for the small business sample were set based on region and industry sector. The sample was 


weighted to ensure it was representative across those known characteristics.


Region Target Unweighted N Weighted N


GTA 200 243 200


Rest of Ontario 200 167 200


Total 400 410 400


Industry Sector Target Unweighted N Weighted N


Business/Commerce 139 232 139


Public/Culture 144 90 144


Resources/Construction/ 
Manufacturing


117 84 117


Total 400 406 400


Business
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56%


54%


50%


Understand and select
electricity-related


equipment for business


Deal with electrical
utility companies


Manage electricity use
by company


Firmographics
Respondent Profile


4%


43%


52%


Large


Medium


Small
Small


(>$2K/mth)


Medium
($2K->$25K/mth)


Large*
($25K+/mth)


Electricity ConsumptionRole of Respondent


Region


27%


23%


29%


21%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/ West


North/ East


20%


25%


17%


23%


15%


1


2-5


6-49


50-999


1000+


Number of Employees


Business


*Note: Due to small sample size of large businesses 
(n=17) only n-sizes are reported for this group.


Don’t know (<1%) not shown
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24%


16%


53%


38%


12%


22%


8%


12%


4%


12%


Medium


Small


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree Don’t know / not sure


3 7 7 1Large


6


Total 
Agree


Q


19% 44% 19% 9% 8%All Respondents 64%


54%


77%


Electricity Consumption Classification


Small
(>$2K/mth)


Medium
($2K->$25K/mth)


Large
($25K+/mth)


n=9


Segmentation
Electricity Bill Has Major Impact on Finances


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
The cost of my organization’s electricity bill has a major impact on our bottom line and results 
in some important spending priorities and investments being put off?


[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Business
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Total 
Agreement


Q


14% 42% 23% 10% 10%All Respondents 57%


25%


5%


45%


39%


18%


28%


7%


14%


5%


14%


Medium


Small


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree Don’t know / not sure


44%


70%


Electricity Consumption Classification


Small
(>$2K/mth)


Medium
($2K->$25K/mth)


Large
($25K+/mth)


n=13


Segmentation
Businesses are Well Protected


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
Businesses are well-protected with respect to prices and the reliability and quality of electricity 
service in Ontario.
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Business


5 8 4
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2 10 3 2Large


8


Total 
Support


Q
Generally speaking, do you support or oppose nuclear as a way of generating electricity?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]Q


21% 44% 20% 5%10%All Respondents 64%


26%


17%


43%


43%


21%


20%


4%


5%


5%


15%


Medium


Small


Strongly support Somewhat support Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know / not sure


60%


70%


Electricity Consumption Classification


Small
(>$2K/mth)


Medium
($2K->$25K/mth)


Large
($25K+/mth)


n=12


Segmentation
Support for Nuclear Energy Business
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Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Business
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39%


17%


51%


66%


6%


9%


1%


3%


2%


4%


Large


Medium


Small


Strongly agree Somewhat agree


Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


DK


Q


28%


58%


8%
2% 3%


Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat
Disagree


Strongly Disagree Don't know


Agree: 86%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of the electricity system work together.
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


34%


29%


24%


23%


53%


24%


25%


35%


23%


5%


35%


20%


2%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who “Strongly Agree”:Total 


Agree


84%


90%


n=13


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Business


Results by Electricity Consumption
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How much does electricity 


generation cost me?


How much does OPG’s energy cost compared to others?


The electricity OPG generates costs you about 40% less than the average price paid to other generators 
in the province.


7.1 7.5


11.3
12.6


2018 2019-2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


Who sets electricity rates?


The Ontario Energy Board sets the prices that OPG can charge its customers for most of the electricity it 


generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity generator in Ontario. For the other generators, 


electricity prices are set in their contracts. 


OPG’s share


Distribution


& Transmission


Regulatory Charges


HST (less 8% provincial rebate)


Other 


Electricity 


Generation


20%


39%


3%5%


33%


How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical small business customer:


• About half of the monthly electricity 


bill goes to pay for power generation.


• Historically, 20% of the monthly electricity bill 


goes to pay for OPG’s power generation. 


However, OPG’s share entirely depends on 


consumption and can be higher or lower in 


any given month.


• The rest of the bill goes to pay for other 


generators, transmission companies, 


distribution companies, regulatory agencies, 


and government taxes. 


Business
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38%


8%


51%


34%


11%


57%


Large


Medium


Small


Very familiar


Somewhat familiar


Not familiar at all


Q
Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your organization’s 
electricity bill that goes to OPG? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


34%


21%


16%


16%


47%


22%


12%


34%


8%


3%


28%


15%


1%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Very Familiar”:


Familiar


43%


89%


n=14


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


22%


42% 36%


Very familiar Somewhat familiar Not at all familiar


Familiar: 64%


How much does electricity 


generation cost me?


Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


Business


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Who is OPG?


• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the Province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the utility that was 


previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in North America with 


about 9,000 employees across the province.


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations play a 
significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington and Pickering Stations operate 
continuously to meet the minimum level of 
power demand for the province while emitting 
virtually no air pollution. 


OPG began the refurbishment of Darlington 
Station in October 2016. The Darlington 
Refurbishment is a ten-year mega project that 
will extend the station’s life by about another 30 
years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that OPG 
produces comes from hydroelectric facilities 
located across the province. 


This renewable resource has fueled Ontario’s 
economic growth since the beginning of the 20th 
century and it remains an important contributor 
of clean, low-cost power in the province. 


OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources:


Business
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32%


17%


52%


61%


12%


12%


1%


5%


2%


5%


Large


Medium


Small


Strongly agree Somewhat agree


Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


DK


Q


24%


56%


13%
3% 4%


Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat
Disagree


Strongly Disagree Don't know


Agree: 81%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I have a general understanding of who OPG is. 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


32%


21%


20%


22%


38%


24%


21%


31%


17%


9%


32%


14%


1%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who “Strongly Agree”:Total 


Agree


78%


84%


n=12


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Who is OPG? Business


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Building OPG’s Plan


The purpose of this consultation is to get your input as OPG prepares its plan. 


This plan must satisfy OPG’s mandate as stated in the Memorandum of Agreement with the Province.


The goals in OPG’s plan must follow the policy direction set by Ontario’s Ministry of Energy. This 


includes OPG’s role in Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan. 


As required by the Ontario Energy Board, OPG must also consider the views of customers like you as it 


develops its plan. 


How does OPG consider customers’ views in its plan?


OPG has developed a five phase approach to gathering and responding to customer feedback: 


1. Identify customer priorities: In 2018 OPG asked customers from across Ontario 
about their needs and priorities for electricity generation.


2. Use customer feedback to guide development of plan: Key findings from 
the initial customer engagement informed the planning process.


3. Collect customer feedback on specific decisions


Now OPG is returning to customers to get feedback on specific business choices it 
needs to make.


4. Preparing the detailed plan: Prepare detailed plan based on customer feedback.


5. Submit the plan to the Ontario Energy Board: File the plan, this workbook, and a 
summary report with the OEB where it will be examined by the OEB, consumer advocates, 
and other independent parties in a public hearing on OPG’s regulated prices.


✔


✔


You are here


Business
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23%


17%


63%


54%


6%


10%


3%


3%


6%


16%


Large


Medium


Small


Definitely right approach Probably right approach


Probably wrong approach Definitely wrong approach


Not Sure/Don't Know


Q


19%


58%


8% 3%
11%


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong approach


Definitely the
wrong approach


Don't know/
Not Sure


Right Approach: 78%


Q


76%


83%


77%


75%


86%


84%


74%


90%


69%


41%


88%


72%


29%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Right Approach”:Total 


Agree


71%


85%


n=15


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Building OPG’s Plan


Does this seem like the right approach or the wrong approach to building OPG’s plan? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Business


3 12 2


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Q


Building OPG’s Plan


Is there anything in particular you would change about this approach or any other 
comments you would like to make?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


12%


7%


7%


5%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


5%


52%


Good approach/positive/customer consultation
necessary


Publish results of customer feedback/
transparency/show intention to use feedback


Lower the prices/delivery charges


More focus on clean/renewable
energy/environmental concerns


Customer don't know enough to make
informed decisions/too complex


This is an insincere attempt


Public hearings/consultations


More feedback necessary/from experts


Cost-effective efficiency practices


Take action


Government influence-negative


Other


Don't Know/None/Missing


Business
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Where does the money go?


Hydro
43%


8%
39%


10%


The efficient and cost-effective operation of its facilities is one of OPG’s key objectives established by 


government. OPG is also mandated to operate its generating assets safely and in accordance with all 


applicable safety and environmental regulations and standards. Any profits are either reinvested in the 


business or paid out to the Province of Ontario. 


OPG manages separate budgets for hydroelectric and nuclear generation. The cost of OPG’s Hydro 


business is $1.3 billion per year. The nuclear business costs a total of $3.2 billion per year.


OPG Budget


Nuclear


25%


75%43%


18%13%


26%


Maintenance
Spending required to keep the existing stations and equipment working at the current level, 


including both normal daily costs and project investments.


Value 


Enhancing


Spending that would allow OPG to get more out of existing stations (e.g. refurbishment of 


Darlington Station), by reducing costs, improving efficiency, or increasing the amount of 


power generated. 


Operating 


Expenses


Ongoing costs to run the business (e.g. nuclear and hydroelectric station operations, security, 


engineering, radiation protection services, and support functions such as leased real estate, 


IT services, finance, human resources, and procurement). More people are needed to run 


nuclear than hydroelectric stations, so operating expenses represent a larger share of the 


nuclear budget.


Taxes, Fuel, 


and Other


Income tax, property tax, corporate insurance, water usage taxes and uranium costs, as well 


as cost of nuclear station shutdown and handling and disposal of used nuclear fuels and 


other nuclear waste.


Business
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2 10 5


78%


81%


87%


70%


87%


85%


77%


92%


68%


47%


88%


72%


41%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


24%


13%


61%


62%


9%


14%


3%


5%


3%


6%


Large


Medium


Small


Strongly agree Somewhat agree


Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


DK


Q


18%


62%


13%
4% 4%


Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat
Disagree


Strongly Disagree Don't know


Agree: 79%


Where does the money go?


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
I have a general understanding of how OPG spends the rates my organization pays. 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Segmentation: 
Those who “Strongly/Somewhat Agree”:Total 


Agree


76%


85%


n=12


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business
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56%


67%


54%


40%


57%


63%


52%


75%


29%


26%


67%


42%


5%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Q


15%


40%


22%
10% 5% 9%


Very satisfied Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied not
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 55%


Satisfaction with OPG


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario’s electricity system, 
how satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Satisfied”:Satisfied


76%


85%


n=11


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Dissatisfied: 15%


Business


4 7 6


21%


9%


49%


32%


16%


26%


9%


12%


3%


6%


2%


15%


Large


Medium


Small


Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neither satisfied not dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don't Know


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Q


Suggestions for Improvement


Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for you? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]Q


23%


7%


5%


4%


4%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


4%


44%


Reduce the rates/costs


Reduce operating costs (salaries of upper
management)


Move away from nuclear generation


Good approach/positive/satisfied


Too complex/more explanation/information
necessary


More investment in infrastructure/research


More hydro generation


Transparency


Improve service reliability/efficiency


More renewable energy
generation/environmental concerns


Other


Don't Know / None / Missing
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Rate Smoothing Options


Scenario Bill increase Interest cost





Scenario A: 
High level of 
smoothing


Produces the steadiest bills.
Highest total interest costs 
(approx. $500M higher than Scenario B and 
approx. $1B higher than Scenario C).





Scenario B: 
Medium 
level of 
smoothing


Produces steadier bills than Scenario 
C, but less steady bills than Scenario A


Total interest costs that are approx. $500M 
less than Scenario A, but approx. $500M 
higher than Scenario C.





Scenario C: 
Low level of 
smoothing


Produces higher bills in the 2020s, but 
lower bills in the 2030s. 


Lowest total interest costs of the three 
scenarios (approx. $500M lower than 
Scenario B and approx. $1B lower than 
Scenario A).


 Don’t know


Although it takes years of construction before a major 


generating station is ready to produce electricity, 


consumers only pay for those costs once a station is 


completed and operating. This can create “spikes” in 


electricity prices. To avoid those spikes, OPG is legally 


required to propose some form of “rate smoothing” in 


its next application to the OEB.


OPG wants to hear from you how much rate smoothing 


you would like to see—a little or a lot?


Q9. Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?


This smoothing only 
applies to OPG’s share of 
the bill, based on a period 
of time until 2036. The 
typical customer bill is 
based on a typical small 
business monthly 
consumption (2,500kWh) 
and on the OEB “Bill 
Calculator” for estimating 
monthly electricity bills. 


What does rate smoothing mean?


Rate-smoothing spreads costs over a longer period, 


avoiding spikes in electricity rates in particular years. 


OPG can smooth-out increases in its rates by 


borrowing money to pay for some costs, instead of 


collecting the cost from customers. However, OPG 


must pay interest on that borrowed money, which is 


eventually paid through electricity prices. 


The basic trade-off is: Would you prefer paying more now, but less over time? Or less now, but more overall?


The chart below shows three example rate smoothing scenarios:


Business
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51%


54%


38%


37%


35%


48%


57%


53%


39%


21%


45%


53%


24%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


27%


23%


53%


37%


13%


19%


7%


21%


Large


Medium


Small


Scenario A: High level of smoothing
Scenario B: Medium level of smoothing
Scenario C: Low level of smoothing
Don't know


Q


25%


45%


16% 14%


Scenario A:
High level of
smoothing


Scenario B:
Medium level of


smoothing


Scenario C:
Low level of
smoothing


Don't know


Rate Smoothing Options


Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]Q


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Scenario B”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business


3 11 3
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How does OPG typically invest in its Hydroelectric Stations?


Every year, OPG invests in maintaining its Hydroelectric Stations across the province. 


It also invests to increase the amount of electricity produced at some existing hydroelectric stations. 


When making investment decisions, OPG has certain options but needs to remember some basic facts:


• Hydroelectric stations use water to generate very low-cost, low-emissions electricity. If these facilities 


aren’t operating, other, more expensive or less clean generation methods may be needed.


• Hydroelectric generation equipment consists of large, custom-made parts. Ordering and installing 


replacement parts requires significant lead time. 


• Ontario currently has an energy surplus. However, the province is likely to need more power in about 


5 years. 


• That means, increasing the capacity of existing hydroelectric stations is not absolutely necessary in the 


short term. However, because the system is currently not strained, now could be a good time to do 


the work on long-term projects that require hydroelectric stations to shut down while the work is 


underway.


• Doing the work sooner, rather than later, would reduce the risk of equipment failure and make the 


total cost more predictable, and possibly lower. However, doing the work now would also mean 


making major investments now and raising rates rather than delaying the costs.


For the 2020-2026 period, OPG must make decisions about the timing and pace of investments in its 


Hydroelectric Stations.


27


Investing in OPG’s Hydroelectric 


Stations Business
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OPG must periodically take its Hydroelectric Stations out of service to do major maintenance and 


repair work. Whenever OPG takes its generators off-line, it is called an “outage.” Outages can be 


planned in advance, or they can happen because of unexpected equipment issues. 


The graph below shows how often OPG has had to take generators off-line unexpectedly. When OPG 


has to do unplanned maintenance work, it is generally more expensive than work that is planned in 


advance.


As shown in this graph, the frequency of 


these unplanned outages has been 


increasing at OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


since 2014. 


OPG believes it can reverse this trend and 


restore these outages to historic levels by 


increasing the pace of major maintenance 


projects (called “overhauls”) at its 


Hydroelectric Stations. 


Q11. In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must 
also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Faster pace


Average investment: $86M per year 


Bill impact*: $1.02 cents per month


Most reliable hydroelectric 
generation at the fastest pace;
good timing for major repairs


Higher investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


 Moderate Pace


Average investment: $72M per year 


Bill impact*: 85 cents per month


More reliable hydroelectric 
generation; repairs come at a 
reasonable time;
lower investment costs in the 
short-term than in the faster 
pace


Less reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Slower Pace


Average investment: $57M per year


Bill impact*: 68 cents per month


Lower investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


Least reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Don’t know


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations Business
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54%


47%


39%


33%


35%


51%


46%


52%


37%


16%


45%


54%


11%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


24%


37%


55%


34%


16%


8%


6%


22%


Large


Medium


Small


Faster Pace Moderate Pace


Slower Pace Don't know


Q


31%
44%


12% 14%


Faster Pace Moderate Pace Slower Pace Don't know


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each 
year. OPG must also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach 
would you prefer? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Moderate Pace”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business


5 9 2 1


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Niagara Frequency Conversion 


Project


Options Pros Cons


 Convert both 
units now


Increase the amount of power that can be 
generated at the station;
access to unused capacity sooner, allowing 
more flexibility in the system while nuclear 
stations undergo refurbishment; 
additional power could help offset reduced 
production when Pickering Station is closed


Replacement costs of approximately 
$120 million would occur now, resulting 
in 25 cents more on a typical customer’s 
monthly bill.
The new power will be added while the 
provincial system may still have a surplus 
of power.


 Delay 
conversion of 
both units


Replacement costs would be deferred in 
the short-term.
Depending on the provincial demand for 
electricity in the early 2020s, the delayed 
approach may better align with the needs 
of the grid.


Potentially higher total replacement 
costs; less opportunity to offset energy 
production while nuclear stations 
undergo refurbishment; additional 
power may not be available to offset 
reduced production when Pickering 
Station is closed


 Don’t know


This is a project where the timing is flexible.


OPG’s Sir Adam Beck I Station was the first hydroelectric station at Niagara Falls. 


When the station started operating in 1922, North America’s electric grid ran at a frequency of 25 Hz. 


In the 1950s, the grid converted to the 60 Hz standard that is still used today. 


OPG converted most of the “units” at the Sir Adam Beck I station to the new standard, but kept two 


units on the old 25 Hz standard to power steel plants and other large industrial customers who 


continued to use the old frequency. The last of these customers were converted to the new standard 


in 2009. Since that time, the two 25 Hz units have been disconnected, because they are incompatible 


with the modern grid.


Q13. OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 


decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


While in previous years, there was no room in the 


transmission system for more 60 Hz power, the 


system has recently been expanded. OPG has to 


decide whether to proceed with the project now 


or later. Regardless of the timing, both units will 


be converted together, because there are savings 


associated with converting both at the same time.


Business
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55%


61%


35%


16%


9%


23%


Large


Medium


Small


Convert both units now


Delay conversion of both units


Don’t know


Q
OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 
decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


57%


51%


63%


62%


70%


60%


61%


60%


62%


37%


67%


52%


19%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Convert Now”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


58%


25%
16%


Convert both
units now


Delay conversion of
both units


Don’t know


Niagara Frequency Conversion 


Project Business


10 8
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Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


What is Pickering Station?


Pickering Nuclear Generating Station is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, just east of Toronto. 


The station has served Ontario for almost five decades, and currently provides approximately 14% of 


the province’s electricity – enough to power a city of 1.5 million people. Pickering Station is also a 


major employer and contributes approximately $1.5 billion to Ontario’s GDP each year. 


Pickering Station will soon be reaching the end of its life and is scheduled to shut down in 2024. 


Making the Pickering Station site available for other uses


Pickering Station occupies a large, valuable site on the shores of Lake Ontario on the east side of the 


GTA, which encompasses approximately 500 acres of land and 250 acres of water lots. 


Repurposing Pickering


OPG has held a public consultation to 


gather information and ideas from 


the community to develop a long-


term plan for redeveloping available 


site lands during and after shutting 


down Pickering Station. 


After the station shuts down, the site will be returned to a state 


that allows it to be used for many different purposes. The 


current standard approach to get there takes about 45 years. 


OPG has done some research that indicates the total time to 


safely shut down a nuclear station could be reduced to about 


25 years. That would allow the site to be put back to use for 


other purposes sooner.


This public benefit would come at a cost though. Early OPG 


estimates suggest the cost of accelerated shut-down at 


Pickering Station would be about $500 million to $1.5 billion. 


This may result in a typical customer paying about $3 to $9 


more on their monthly bill over the remaining operating life of 


Pickering Station. 


What is involved in safely 


shutting down a nuclear site?
• De-energizing the nuclear systems 


and components


• Removing irradiated nuclear fuel 


and water from the reactor core


• Monitoring the site for 


approximately 30 years after 


removal to allow nuclear radiation 


fields to decay naturally


• Dismantling the reactor and 


removing radioactive components


• Safely demolishing the site 


structures


Business
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Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Q15. Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until the end of 
Pickering Station’s operations, to reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 
years and have the land available for other purposes sooner?


□ I would be willing to pay up to $9 more on my monthly bill for an accelerated 
approach, as long as the process is safe and other approvals are obtained.


□ I would be willing to pay up to $6 more on my monthly bill for an accelerated 
approach, as long as the process is safe and other approvals are obtained.


□ I would be willing to pay up to $3 more on my monthly bill for an accelerated 
approach, as long as the process is safe and other approvals are obtained.


□ I would not be willing to pay more, even if the standard approach means it will take 
45 years to have the land available for other purposes.


□ Don’t know


Business
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3 5 2 7


30%


38%


28%


39%


42%


26%


42%


26%


47%


27%


32%


34%


38%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


15%


7%


28%


10%


26%


28%


25%


40%


7%


15%


Large


Medium


Small


Willing to pay up to $9 more


Willing to pay up to $6 more


Willing to pay up to $3 more


Not willing to pay more


Don't know


Q


11% 19% 26% 33%
11%


Willing to pay
up to $9 more


Willing to pay
up to $6 more


Willing to pay
up to $3 more


Not willing to
pay more


Don't know


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until the end of Pickering Station’s 
operations, to reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 years and have the land 
available for other purposes sooner? 
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


Segmentation: 
Those not willing to pay more:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business


Results by Electricity Consumption


56% are willing to pay $3 or more
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What is the VRS?


This is one of the systems responsible for controlling the 


tritium emissions at the station.


The VRS requires improvement or replacement, as its 


efficiency and reliability are challenged by changing external 


factors, such as:


• Rising lake temperatures affect the system’s air-water 


coolers, leading to higher radiation doses from tritium to 


workers and higher tritium emissions to the environment. 


However, both remain well within the regulatory limit.


• The Darlington Refurbishment Program requires the 


presence of more personnel at the station than the VRS 


was originally designed for. 


• Some components within the VRS have no back-up, which 


makes it impossible to maintain them without impacting 


operations or emissions.


To address these challenges, OPG has two options. Both 


options deliver tritium levels well below the regulatory 


standard.


35


What does the VRS do?


• Recover water containing tritium to minimize losses


• Minimize radiation doses to workers in the reactor


• Minimize tritium emissions to the environment


Historic and Target Airborne Tritium 


Emissions at Darlington Station


2014 


2015


2016


2017


2018


2019-21


2026


This project is to improve the efficiency and reliability of the Vapour Recovery System (VRS) 


at Darlington Station. 


What is tritium?


Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen 


that is a by-product of nuclear power 


generation.


Darlington Station’s airborne tritium 


emissions are well within the regulatory 


limits (less than 1% of what is legally 


allowed).


Historically, the station has also 


performed better than average when 


compared to other nuclear plants with 


the same technology worldwide. 


Legend


Best performers (top 25 percent)


Worst performers (bottom 25 percent)


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Business
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Q17. OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the 
system with a higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the 
top 25% of nuclear generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Improve existing 
VRS


Improve vapour removal capability 


of the VRS, leading to lower tritium 


levels in containment and 


confinement, lower doses to 


workers, and lower emissions to 


the environment


Improvement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 6 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill;
OPG’s performance results may 
not be as favourable as in OPG’s 
alternative option but will still be 
well below regulatory standards


 Replace VRS with a 
higher capacity 
system


Larger dryers can take more tritium 
out, resulting in even lower 
emissions and radiation compared 
to the above option;
OPG’s performance results will be 
more favorable compared to the 
above option and will continue to 
be well below the regulatory 
standards


Replacement costs of 
approximately $65 million, 
resulting in 12 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Don’t know


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Business
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40%


33%


49%


42%


11%


25%


Large


Medium


Small


Improve existing VRS


Replace VRS with a higher capacity system


Don't know


Q
OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the system with a 
higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 25% of nuclear 
generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium emissions. Which of the 
following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


48%


51%


43%


40%


43%


43%


61%


51%


38%


39%


44%


59%


20%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Replace VRS”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


37%
45%


18%


Improve existing VRS Replace VRS with a
higher capacity system


Don't know


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Business


8 9


Results by Electricity Consumption


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 101 of 421







This project is to replace the 19 air compressors used to supply compressed air at Darlington Station. 


The current compressors have been in-service for over 30 years and their current condition is rated as 


fair. 


The equipment manufacturer no longer makes parts for the model of compressor in use at Darlington 


Station. Eventually, OPG will have to replace all 19 compressors. However, the company has a choice in 


how quickly it does the replacement. 


The table below shows what compressed air is used for at Darlington Station and what happens if 


compressors fail.


38


Purpose What the system does Risks if compressors fail


Service Air This system supplies air-powered tools and 
hoists throughout the station.


Service air unavailability would impact the 
operation of tools and hoists needed to 
maintain station equipment. This could result 
in additional outages as back-up solutions are 
implemented. 


Breathing Air This system supplies air for worker protection 
from radioactive contamination in the 
reactor vault. Breathing air is used for air-
supplied masks for airborne contamination 
and for plastic suits, which protect against 
airborne, liquid and surface contamination.


Unavailability of breathing air compressors 
would restrict the ability of operators and 
maintenance personnel to work in areas of 
high contamination. This could result in 
impacts on production due to inability to 
operate or maintain equipment in these 
areas.


Instrument Air This system supplies very dry high pressure 
air that is used to operate valves in various 
systems throughout the station.


Instrument air unavailability would affect the 
operation of valves with important process 
and safety functions in the station. While 
these valves are designed to fail in their safe 
position upon loss of instrument air, 
increasing unreliability of the instrument air 
due to failure of compressors would result in 
operational upsets up to and including 
additional forced outages and costs.


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Business
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Q19. OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do you 
prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Proactively replace 
all 19 air 
compressors


Improved reliability of air 
compressors;
reduced probability of forced 
outages or extensions to planned 
outages;
reduced worker tritium doses;
reduced maintenance complexity 
by standardizing on one make and 
model of air compressor;
reduced spare parts inventory 
requirements by standardizing on 
one make and model of air 
compressor


Replacement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 6 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Acquire 4 spare air 
compressors 
initially and 
replace as in-
service 
compressors fail. 
Acquire and 
replace 
compressors until 
all 19 are replaced.


Initial costs of approximately $5 
million, resulting in 1 cent more on 
a typical customer’s bill;
other replacements will be 
deferred to a later date


Added costs to replace 
compressors as they fail over time;
long-term costs likely higher, 
totalling up to $50 million;
increased chance of unplanned or 
extended planned outages;
potential impact on worker 
radiation doses;
potential risk that replacement 
parts will not be available later in 
replacement cycle, resulting in 
increased maintenance complexity 
and spare parts inventory 
requirements


 Don’t know


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Business


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 103 of 421







45%


42%


44%


36%


12%


22%


Large


Medium


Small


Proactively replace all 19 air compressors


Acquire 4 spare air compressors intially


Don't know


Q
OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do 
you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


43%


50%


44%


33%


45%


44%


47%


49%


38%


24%


49%


39%


17%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Proactively Replace”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


43% 40%


17%


Proactively replace all 19 air compressors Acquire 4 spare air compressors initially
and replace as in-service compressors fail.
Acquire and replace compressors until all


19 are replaced


Don't know


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Business


6 10 1


Proactively replace all 
19 air compressors


Acquire 4 spare air compressors 
initially and replace as in-service 


compressors fail. Acquire and 
replace compressors until all 19 


are replaced


Don’t Know


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Darlington Crane Group Project


This project is to refurbish the 20 major cranes at Darlington Station, with capacities up to 200,000 kg, 


that are used to support operations, maintenance and refurbishment activities. The function of these 


cranes is to safely lift and move material, equipment and irradiated fuel.


These cranes have been in-service since the 1980’s. A third party assessment of station cranes 


concluded that the cranes are in fair to poor condition and will require refurbishment to provide 


reliable service until the end of Darlington Station’s commercial service. 


Experience from other utilities indicates that major cranes such as these are refurbished when they 


have been in-service for 30 years.


The work involved with refurbishing the cranes includes:


• Controls upgrade including addition of remote pendant


• Inspection of rails


• Replacement of motors, gear boxes, brakes and wire ropes


Q27. OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 
Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Refurbish all 20 
major cranes


Ensure reliable operation to end of 
Darlington Station’s commercial 
service;
eliminate risk of mechanical failure 
that could result in dropped loads and 
damage to surrounding equipment;
ensure improved availability of 
replacement parts and manufacturer 
service support


Refurbishment costs of approximately 
$75 million, resulting in 14 cents more 
on a typical customer’s monthly bill


 Refurbish the 14 
critical cranes now 
and the other 6 later


Same as Option 1 for the 14 
refurbished cranes;
reduced immediate refurbishment 
costs of approximately $65 million 
($10 million lower than Option 1), 
resulting in 12 cents more on a typical 
customer’s monthly bill


Reliability of the 6 non-refurbished 
cranes is likely to decrease with time;
spare parts necessary to maintain the 
6 non-refurbished cranes may not be 
available in the future;
potential risk of damage to the facility 
if failure results in a load being 
dropped


 Don’t know


Business
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39%


34%


51%


41%


10%


25%


Large


Medium


Small


Refurbish all 20 major cranes


Refurbish the 14 critical cranes now


Don't know


Q
OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 
Which of the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]


Q


48%


49%


44%


45%


36%


54%


50%


51%


47%


18%


48%


56%


9%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Refurbish 14 now”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


36%
46%


18%


Refurbish all 20 major cranes Refurbish the 14 critical
cranes now and the


other 6 later


Don't know


Darlington Crane Group Project Business


6 11


Results by Electricity Consumption
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Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Efficiency Initiatives


OPG is also developing initiatives that will reduce costs and create efficiencies throughout the 


company. OPG expects that these investments will increase the reliability of its stations, improve 


safety, and allow it to plan its work more efficiently. 


Over the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG is considering investing between $30 million and $60 million on 


these initiatives. OPG expects that these investments will save or avoid $50 million to $100 million 


in costs. 


Increased use of data and innovative technology


• OPG is actively looking for areas where better data and innovative technological solutions can 


deliver value for money. For example, OPG is in the process of creating a Monitoring & Diagnostic 


Centre, which will use advanced sensors and data analysis to improve the performance and 


reliability of OPG’s nuclear generating equipment. 


• OPG is also planning to use new technologies to improve safety and efficiency at its nuclear 


stations. As an example, OPG is testing a program to use drones to monitor the radiation levels 


around its nuclear plants. 


• In order to operate and maintain its hydroelectric stations in the most cost-effective manner, OPG is 


looking to invest in technologies that would allow these stations to be monitored for safety and 


maintenance requirements remotely and proactively identify maintenance needs. 


OPG will only invest in technologies that would deliver value for money. OPG would only proceed 


with new technologies that are expected to more than pay for themselves. 


Q29. Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?


□ Option 1: OPG should make do with what it has and only replace technology as it breaks down


□ Option 2: OPG should only invest in new and innovative technologies if there is proof that these 
technologies will lead to guaranteed savings


□ Option 3: OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest money in pilot projects in cases where no 
previous evidence of guaranteed savings exists, but where the company sees a good chance that it 
would lead to savings


□ Don’t know


Business
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56%


67%


60%


55%


64%


62%


62%


63%


61%


36%


62%


67%


28%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/No Opinion


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


13%


9%


60%


59%


18%


20%


9%


13%


Large


Medium


Small


Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Don't know


Q


11%


60%


19%
11%


Option 1: OPG should make do with what it has and only replace technology as it breaks
down


Option 2: OPG should only invest in new and innovative technologies if there is proof
that these technologies will lead


Option 3: OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest money in pilot projects in cases
where no previous evidence of guar


Don't know


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]Q


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Option 2”:


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business


2 12 3 1


Option 3: 
Option 2 and also 


invest money in pilot 
projects


Option 1: 
Make do with what 
OPG has and only 


replace technology as it 
breaks down


Option 2: 
Only invest in new and 


innovative 
technologies if lead to 


guaranteed savings


Don’t Know 


Results by Electricity Consumption
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5 8 4


71%


82%


80%


75%


82%


87%


73%


90%


67%


38%


89%


67%


29%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


26%


12%


56%


61%


9%


10%


5%


3%


4%


14%


Large


Medium


Small


Very favourable Somewhat favourable
Somewhat unfavourable Very unfavourable
Don't know


Q


19%


58%


10% 3% 9%


Very
Favourable


Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
Unfavourable


Very
Unfavourable


Don't Know


Overall Impression of the Workbook


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook?


[asked of all respondents, n=400]
Q


Segmentation: 
Those who say “Favourable”:


Results by Electricity 
Consumption


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


Business


Favourable: 77% Unfavourable: 14%
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20%


14%


75%


71%


5%


14%


Large


Medium


Small


Too little Just the right amount Too much


Q
Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=400]Q


75%


75%


78%


64%


68%


78%


75%


80%


65%


65%


76%


73%


60%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


Support


Oppose


DK/No Opinion


Segmentation: 
Those who  say “Right Amount”:


Results by Electricity 
Consumption


Region


Bill Impact


Businesses are Protected


Support for Nuclear


17%


74%


10%


Too little Just the right amount Too much


Volume of Information Business


2 15
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Survey Methodology


2


About This Report


This report presents the results from the voluntary online 
workbook that was open to residential and business customers, 
as part of OPG’s 2019 customer engagement process. 


To provide context to how customer feedback was collected, this 
report contains the original workbook pages used in the 
workbook.


Workbook Pages
Pages in this report that are taken from the online workbook are 
denoted by watermarks. Please note that some of these pages 
include graphs and charts; these do not represent data collected 
from the online workbook, but were used to equip respondents 
with the facts and figures needed to provide informed opinions. 
The workbook pages are shown in the order they were 
presented to respondents.


Results and Segmentation
The results are presented after the workbook page wherein a 
particular question was asked. 


This report shows the overall results and breaks down a 
particular response of interest into key demographic and 
psychographic categories. 


For residential customers, segmentation is provided for region, 
bill impact, LEAP qualification, consumer protection, and 
relationship to energy sector. These categories were chosen to 
identify vulnerable customers who are particularly affected by 
environmental factors outside of OPG’s control, such as their 
financial well-being and confidence in regulatory agents.


For business customers, due the smaller sample size, only the 
overall results are provided.


!
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Survey Methodology


3


Note: Graphs and tables may not always total 100% due to rounding values rather than 


any error in data.  Sums are added before rounding numbers.  Caution interpreting 


results with small n-sizes.


Online Workbook Methodology


Ontario Power Generation (OPG) commissioned INNOVATIVE to develop an 
online workbook to provide all customers with an opportunity to learn 
more about OPG and to tell OPG what their priorities should be moving 
forward.


Field Dates & Completes


The Online Workbook was accessible to Ontario residents and businesses 
from April 6th to May 6th, 2019. A total of 4,390 participants completed the 
workbook, as follows:


Promoting the Online Workbook


To make the workbook accessible to as many people as possible it was 
promoted through a variety of channels including:


• Ontario Power Generation corporate website promotions;


• Social media promotion on Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn;


• Print promotion in local newspapers across Ontario.


Validating Responses


Because the survey was posted publicly, the sample was also screened for 
respondents who were not seriously answering the questions. This was 
done by analyzing the content of open ended responses, and responses 
deemed invalid were removed from the final sample.


Despite the large number of responses, this is a sample of 
volunteers and not a systematic sample of Ontarians. The responses 
in this report provided important direction as we finalized the 
online panel survey. However, these results cannot be generalized to 
the broader public. 


Residential
N=4,288


Business
N=102
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Residential Workbook
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Demographics
Respondent Profile


8%


10%


9%


9%


46%


1%


18%


Less than $28,000


$28,001 - $39,000


$39,001 - $48,000


$48,001 - $52,000


More than $52,000


Don’t know / not sure


Refused/Prefer not to say


Household Income


13%


54%


16% 11%
6%


1 2 3 4 5+


24%


23%


30%


24%


<$100


$100-$150


>$150


Don't know/not sure


Region


5


Household Size


LEAP Qualification


10%


25%


46%


1%


18%


LEAP Qualified


Income <$52K,
not Leap Qualified


Income >$52K,
not LEAP Qualified


Don't know/Not sure


Refused/
Prefer not to say


Bill Size


9%


13%


30%


36%


12%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/ West


East


North


6% 5%


90%


Employed by OPG Employed in 
energy sector


No employment 
affiliation


OPG/ Energy Sector Employment


in Immediate Family


Residential
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6


9%


21%


40%


33%


24%


23%


21%


21%


Consumers are well-protected with
respect to prices and the reliability and
quality of electricity service in Ontario


My electricity bill has a major impact on
my finances and requires I do without


other important priorities


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know/No opinion


Total 
Agree


49%


54%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
[asked of all residential respondents, n=4,288]Q


Segmentation Residential
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8


Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Residential


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System
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Q


53%


41%


4% 2%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 93%


51%


64%


51%


53%


47%


46%


50%


58%


59%


48%


33%


44%


46%


60%


76%


75%


50%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of the 
electricity system work together.
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%)  not shown.


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Residential


Segmentation 
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Click here if you want to learn more about 
the other 80% of your bill. 


How much does OPG’s energy cost compared to others?


The electricity OPG generates costs you about 40% less than the average price paid to other generators 
in the province.


7.1 7.5


11.3
12.6


2018 2019-2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


Who sets electricity rates?


The Ontario Energy Board sets the prices that OPG can charge its customers for most of the electricity it 


generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity generator in Ontario. For the other generators, 


electricity prices are set in their contracts. 


20%


43%


3%5%


30%


OPG’s share


How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical residential customer:


• About half of the monthly electricity 


bill goes to pay for power generation.


• Historically, 20% of the monthly electricity bill 


goes to pay for OPG’s power generation. 


However, OPG’s share entirely depends on 


consumption and can be higher or lower in 


any given month.


• The rest of the bill goes to pay for other 


generators, transmission companies, 


distribution companies, regulatory agencies, 


and government taxes. 


Distribution


& Transmission


Regulatory Charges


HST (less 8% provincial rebate)


Other 


Electricity 


Generation


How much does electricity 


generation cost me? Residential
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Q


17%


44%
40%


Very familiar Somewhat
familiar


Not at all familiar


Familiar: 60%


Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the 
percentage of your electricity bill that goes to OPG?


[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


How much does electricity 


generation cost me? Residential


Segmentation 
Those who say “Very Familiar”:Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


15%


23%


15%


16%


17%


21%


15%


16%


17%


18%


3%


13%


14%


19%


42%


32%


15%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the Province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the utility that was 


previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in North America with 


about 9,000 employees across the province.


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations play a 
significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington and Pickering Stations operate 
continuously to meet the minimum level of 
power demand for the province while emitting 
virtually no air pollution. 


OPG began the refurbishment of Darlington 
Station in October 2016. The Darlington 
Refurbishment is a ten-year mega project that 
will extend the station’s life by about another 30 
years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that OPG 
produces comes from hydroelectric facilities 
located across the province. 


This renewable resource has fueled Ontario’s 
economic growth since the beginning of the 20th 
century and it remains an important contributor 
of clean, low-cost power in the province. 


Click here to learn more about:
• How OPG deals with nuclear waste
• The Darlington Refurbishment
• Why refurbish as opposed to other forms of 


generation?


Click here to learn more about:
• How hydroelectric power generation works
• Water safety
• Environmental impacts


OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources:


ResidentialWho is OPG?
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Q


49%
46%


3% 1%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 95%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 


I have a general understanding of who OPG is.
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%)  not shown.


Who is OPG?


Segmentation 
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


49%


59%


45%


50%


44%


45%


44%


54%


54%


46%


27%


40%


42%


57%


81%


70%


46%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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The purpose of this consultation is to get your input as OPG prepares its plan. 


This plan must satisfy OPG’s mandate as stated in the Memorandum of Agreement with the Province.


The goals in OPG’s plan must follow the policy direction set by Ontario’s Ministry of Energy. This 


includes OPG’s role in Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan. 


As required by the Ontario Energy Board, OPG must also consider the views of customers like you as it 


develops its plan. 


How does OPG consider customers’ views in its plan?


OPG has developed a five phase approach to gathering and responding to customer feedback: 


1. Identify customer priorities: In 2018 OPG asked customers from across Ontario 
about their needs and priorities for electricity generation.


2. Use customer feedback to guide development of plan: Key findings from 
the initial customer engagement informed the planning process.


3. Collect customer feedback on specific decisions


Now OPG is returning to customers to get feedback on specific business choices it 
needs to make.


4. Preparing the detailed plan: Prepare detailed plan based on customer feedback.


5. Submit the plan to the Ontario Energy Board: File the plan, this workbook, and a 
summary report with the OEB where it will be examined by the OEB, consumer advocates, 
and other independent parties in a public hearing on OPG’s regulated prices.


✔


✔


You are here


ResidentialBuilding OPG’s Plan
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Q


24%


59%


5% 2%


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong


approach


Definitely the
wrong


approach


Right Approach: 84%


Building OPG’s Plan


Does this seem like the right approach or the 
wrong approach to building OPG’s plan?


[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) and ‘Not sure’ (7%) not shown.


Residential


Segmentation 
Those who say “Definitely Right Approach”:


19%


31%


24%


25%


21%


23%


25%


25%


32%


18%


12%


21%


25%


26%


35%


31%


24%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Building OPG’s Plan


Is there anything in particular you would change about this approach or any other comments 
you would like to make?


[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]


Q


6%


6%


6%


5%


4%


4%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


73%


Cost-effective efficiency practices


Customer don't know enough to make
informed decisions


More focus on clean/renewable
energy/environmental concerns


Lower the prices/delivery charges


Public hearings/consultations


Publish results of customer
feedback/transparency/show intention to…


Biased/missing information


Government influence-negative


This is an insincere attempt


More focus on nuclear power


Other


None


Did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Hydro
43%


8%
39%


10%


The efficient and cost-effective operation of its facilities is one of OPG’s key objectives established by 


government. OPG is also mandated to operate its generating assets safely and in accordance with all 


applicable safety and environmental regulations and standards. Any profits are either reinvested in the 


business or paid out to the Province of Ontario. 


OPG manages separate budgets for hydroelectric and nuclear generation. The cost of OPG’s Hydro 


business is $1.3 billion per year. The nuclear business costs a total of $3.2 billion per year.


OPG Budget


Nuclear


25%


75%43%


18%13%


26%


Maintenance
Spending required to keep the existing stations and equipment working at the current level, 


including both normal daily costs and project investments.


Value 


Enhancing


Spending that would allow OPG to get more out of existing stations (e.g. refurbishment of 


Darlington Station), by reducing costs, improving efficiency, or increasing the amount of 


power generated. 


Operating 


Expenses


Ongoing costs to run the business (e.g. nuclear and hydroelectric station operations, security, 


engineering, radiation protection services, and support functions such as leased real estate, 


IT services, finance, human resources, and procurement). More people are needed to run 


nuclear than hydroelectric stations, so operating expenses represent a larger share of the 


nuclear budget.


Taxes, Fuel, 


and Other


Income tax, property tax, corporate insurance, water usage taxes and uranium costs, as well 


as cost of nuclear station shutdown and handling and disposal of used nuclear fuels and 


other nuclear waste.


ResidentialWhere does the money go?
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Q


29%


57%


8%
4%


Strongly Agree Somewhat
Agree


Somewhat
Disagree


Strongly
Disagree


Agree: 86%


Segmentation 
Those who “Strongly Agree”:


Where does the money go?


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 


I have a general understanding of how OPG 
spends the rates I pay.


[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%)  not shown.


Residential


30%


38%


28%


29%


22%


25%


25%


34%


36%


24%


20%


26%


25%


35%


47%


38%


28%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to energy sector


Region
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Satisfied”:


Satisfaction with OPG


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and 
how it fits into Ontario’s electricity system, how 
satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


18%


36%


17%


12%
8%


10%


Very
satisfied


Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied


nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 54%


Dissatisfied: 20%


Residential


53%


62%


52%


54%


52%


31%


54%


65%


73%


36%


41%


43%


54%


60%


78%


66%


52%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Suggestions for Improvement


Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for [you/your organization]? 
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


10%


9%


9%


7%


6%


4%


3%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


64%


Improve service reliability/efficiency


Reduce the rates/costs


Reduce operating costs (salaries of upper
management)


Transparency


More renewable energy generation


Move away from nuclear generation


More wind/solar generation


More hydro generation


More nuclear generation


Eliminate green energy/wind and solar
projects


Other


None


Did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Scenario Bill increase Interest cost





Scenario A: 
High level of 
smoothing


Produces the steadiest bills.
Highest total interest costs 
(approx. $500M higher than Scenario B and 
approx. $1B higher than Scenario C).





Scenario B: 
Medium 
level of 
smoothing


Produces steadier bills than Scenario 
C, but less steady bills than Scenario A


Total interest costs that are approx. $500M 
less than Scenario A, but approx. $500M 
higher than Scenario C.





Scenario C: 
Low level of 
smoothing


Produces higher bills in the 2020s, but 
lower bills in the 2030s. 


Lowest total interest costs of the three 
scenarios (approx. $500M lower than 
Scenario B and approx. $1B lower than 
Scenario A).


 Don’t know


Although it takes years of construction before a major 


generating station is ready to produce electricity, 


consumers only pay for those costs once a station is 


completed and operating. This can create “spikes” in 


electricity prices. To avoid those spikes, OPG is legally 


required to propose some form of “rate smoothing” in 


its next application to the OEB.


OPG wants to hear from you how much rate smoothing 


you would like to see—a little or a lot?


Q9. Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?


This smoothing only 
applies to OPG’s share of 
the bill, based on a period 
of time until 2036. The 
typical customer bill is 
based on a typical 
household monthly 
consumption (750kWh) 
and on the OEB “Bill 
Calculator” for estimating 
monthly electricity bills. 


What does rate smoothing mean?


Rate-smoothing spreads costs over a longer period, 


avoiding spikes in electricity rates in particular years. 


OPG can smooth-out increases in its rates by 


borrowing money to pay for some costs, instead of 


collecting the cost from customers. However, OPG 


must pay interest on that borrowed money, which is 


eventually paid through electricity prices. 


The basic trade-off is: Would you prefer paying more now, but less over time? Or less now, but more overall?


The chart below shows three example rate smoothing scenarios:


ResidentialRate Smoothing Options
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Q Segmentation 
Those who say “Scenario B”:


Rate Smoothing Options


Which of the rate smoothing options presented 
above would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


26%


36%


25%


13%


Scenario A: High level
of smoothing


Scenario B: Medium
level of smoothing


Scenario C: Low level
of smoothing


Don't know


29%


41%


36%


36%


37%


25%


40%


38%


41%


33%


24%


34%


38%


37%


39%


36%


36%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Rate Smoothing Options


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


9%


5%


5%


4%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


73%


OPG should be responsible for financing the
projects


Customers need more transparency/more
information


Whatever keeps the rates lower


Lowest interest costs


OPG should improve energy projects/sources
(general)


Keep prices steady


Don't trust OPG/prices won't come down


Dislike all options


Seniors issues/age affects preference


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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For the 2020-2026 period, OPG must make decisions about the timing and pace of investments in its 


Hydroelectric Stations.


26


Investing in OPG’s Hydroelectric 


Stations Residential


How does OPG typically invest in its Hydroelectric Stations?


Every year, OPG invests in maintaining its Hydroelectric Stations across the province. 


It also invests to increase the amount of electricity produced at some existing hydroelectric stations. 


When making investment decisions, OPG has certain options but needs to remember some basic facts:


• Hydroelectric stations use water to generate very low-cost, low-emissions electricity. If these facilities 


aren’t operating, other, more expensive or less clean generation methods may be needed.


• Hydroelectric generation equipment consists of large, custom-made parts. Ordering and installing 


replacement parts requires significant lead time. 


• Ontario currently has an energy surplus. However, the province is likely to need more power in about 


5 years. Click here to learn more.


• That means, increasing the capacity of existing hydroelectric stations is not absolutely necessary in the 


short term. However, because the system is currently not strained, now could be a good time to do 


the work on long-term projects that require hydroelectric stations to shut down while the work is 


underway.


• Doing the work sooner, rather than later, would reduce the risk of equipment failure and make the 


total cost more predictable, and possibly lower. However, doing the work now would also mean 


making major investments now and raising rates rather than delaying the costs.
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OPG must periodically take its Hydroelectric Stations out of service to do major maintenance and 


repair work. Whenever OPG takes its generators off-line, it is called an “outage.” Outages can be 


planned in advance, or they can happen because of unexpected equipment issues. 


The graph below shows how often OPG has had to take generators off-line unexpectedly. When OPG 


has to do unplanned maintenance work, it is generally more expensive than work that is planned in 


advance.


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations


As shown in this graph, the frequency of 


these unplanned outages has been 


increasing at OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


since 2014. 


OPG believes it can reverse this trend and 


restore these outages to historic levels by 


increasing the pace of major maintenance 


projects (called “overhauls”) at its 


Hydroelectric Stations. 


Q11. In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must 
also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Faster pace


Average investment: $86M per year 


Bill impact*: 33 cents per month


Most reliable hydroelectric 
generation at the fastest pace;
good timing for major repairs


Higher investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


 Moderate Pace


Average investment: $72M per year 


Bill impact*: 27 cents per month


More reliable hydroelectric 
generation; repairs come at a 
reasonable time;
lower investment costs in the 
short-term than in the faster 
pace


Less reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Slower Pace


Average investment: $57M per year


Bill impact*: 22 cents per month


Lower investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


Least reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Don’t know


ResidentialOverhauling Hydroelectric Stations 
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Faster Pace”:


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the 
number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must also 
decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. 
Which approach would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


58%


26%


8%


9%


Faster Pace


Moderate Pace


Slower Pace


Don't know


63%


61%


56%


59%


52%


38%


54%


71%


66%


50%


58%


46%


54%


66%


51%


65%


58%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


4%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


4%


76%


Manage surplus better to manage
maintenance/planned outages


Costs unacceptable/concerns rates won't revert
back


Find efficiencies/improve financial
management/reduce salaries


Lack of long-term planning/operational
mismanagement


Invest in nuclear/renewable energy/diversify


Need more information


Biased presentation/leading questions/data
questionable


Costs are acceptable


Adopt lowest cost approach/conservative
investment/delay


No further investment in nuclear/green energy


Against hydro investment/environmental
concerns


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Options Pros Cons


 Convert both 
units now


Increase the amount of power that can be 
generated at the station;
access to unused capacity sooner, allowing 
more flexibility in the system while nuclear 
stations undergo refurbishment; 
additional power could help offset reduced 
production when Pickering Station is closed


Replacement costs of approximately 
$120 million would occur now, resulting 
in 10 cents more on a typical customer’s 
monthly bill.
The new power will be added while the 
provincial system may still have a surplus 
of power.


 Delay 
conversion of 
both units


Replacement costs would be deferred in 
the short-term.
Depending on the provincial demand for 
electricity in the early 2020s, the delayed 
approach may better align with the needs 
of the grid.


Potentially higher total replacement 
costs; less opportunity to offset energy 
production while nuclear stations 
undergo refurbishment; additional 
power may not be available to offset 
reduced production when Pickering 
Station is closed


 Don’t know


Niagara Frequency Conversion Project


This is a project where the timing is flexible.


OPG’s Sir Adam Beck I Station was the first hydroelectric station at Niagara Falls. 


When the station started operating in 1922, North America’s electric grid ran at a frequency of 25 Hz. 


In the 1950s, the grid converted to the 60 Hz standard that is still used today. 


OPG converted most of the “units” at the Sir Adam Beck I station to the new standard, but kept two 


units on the old 25 Hz standard to power steel plants and other large industrial customers who 


continued to use the old frequency. The last of these customers were converted to the new standard 


in 2009. Since that time, the two 25 Hz units have been disconnected, because they are incompatible 


with the modern grid.


Q13. OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 


decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


While in previous years, there was no room in the 


transmission system for more 60 Hz power, the 


system has recently been expanded. OPG has to 


decide whether to proceed with the project now 


or later.


Residential


Niagara Frequency 


Conversion Project
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Q


Niagara Frequency 


Conversion Project


OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the 
modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to decide when to 
do the work. Which of the following options do you 
prefer? [asked of all respondents,  n=4,288]


Q


74%


15%


11%


Convert Both Units
Now


Delay Conversion
of Both Units


Don't know


Residential


Segmentation 
Those who say “Convert Now”:


75%


78%


74%


74%


69%


60%


75%


81%


81%


67%


72%


67%


75%


79%


75%


75%


74%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Niagara Frequency 


Conversion Project


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


7%


4%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


0%


1%


79%


Good investment/invest now to save in future


Increase hydroelectric capacity/no more
nuclear/green energy


Problems caused by mismanagement/poor
decisions


Adopt lowest cost approach/delay/convert
one at a time


Address issues of surplus power


Need more information/not qualified to make
decision


Reduce rates


Invest profits/borrow/not paid for by
consumers/local issue


Invest in renewable energy/environmental
concerns


Biased/leading questions/data questionable


Why is there no middle option?


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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What is Pickering Station?


Pickering Nuclear Generating Station is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, just east of Toronto. 


The station has served Ontario for almost five decades, and currently provides approximately 14% of 


the province’s electricity – enough to power a city of 1.5 million people. Pickering Station is also a 


major employer and contributes approximately $1.5 billion to Ontario’s GDP each year. 


Pickering Station will soon be reaching the end of its life and is scheduled to shut down in 2024. 


Making the Pickering Station site available for other uses


Pickering Station occupies a large, valuable site on the shores of Lake Ontario on the east side of the 


GTA, which encompasses approximately 500 acres of land and 250 acres of water lots. 


Repurposing Pickering


OPG has held a public consultation to 


gather information and ideas from 


the community to develop a long-


term plan for redeveloping available 


site lands during and after shutting 


down Pickering Station. 


To learn more, click here.


After the station shuts down, the site will be returned to a state 


that allows it to be used for many different purposes. The 


current standard approach to get there takes about 45 years. 


OPG has done some research that indicates the total time to 


safely shut down a nuclear station could be reduced to about 


25 years. That would allow the site to be put back to use for 


other purposes sooner.


This public benefit would come at a cost though. Early OPG 


estimates suggest the cost of accelerated shut-down at 


Pickering Station would be about $500 million to $1.5 billion. 


This may result in a typical customer paying about $1 to $3 


more on their monthly bill over the remaining operating life of 


Pickering Station. 


What is involved in safely 


shutting down a nuclear site?
• De-energizing the nuclear systems 


and components


• Removing irradiated nuclear fuel 


and water from the reactor core


• Monitoring the site for 


approximately 30 years after 


removal to allow nuclear radiation 


fields to decay naturally


• Dismantling the reactor and 


removing radioactive components


• Safely demolishing the site 


structures


Residential


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses
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Willing 
to pay 
more: 


41% 


34


Q
Segmentation 
Those not willing to pay more:


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly 
bill until the end of Pickering Station’s operations, to 
reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 
years and have the land available for other purposes 
sooner?


[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


16%


9%


16%


51%


8%


I would be willing to
pay up to $3/$9 more


on my monthly bill…


I would be willing to
pay up to $2/$6 more


on my monthly bill…


I would be willing to
pay up to $1/$3 more


on my monthly bill…


I would not be willing
to pay more, even if


the standard…


Don't knowDon’t know


I would be willing to pay up to 
$2 more on my monthly bill for 
an accelerated approach, as long 
as the process is safe and other 
approvals are obtained


I would be willing to pay up to 
$1 more on my monthly bill for 
an accelerated approach, as long 
as the process is safe and other 
approvals are obtained


I would not be willing to pay 
more, even if the standard 
approach means it will take 45 
years to have the land available 
for other purposes


I would be willing to pay up to 
$3 more on my monthly bill for 
an accelerated approach, as long 
as the process is safe and other 
approvals are obtained


42%


48%


52%


52%


53%


64%


51%


45%


43%


61%


40%


47%


46%


52%


51%


50%


51%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


5%


5%


3%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


76%


Refurbish existing/replace with new nuclear facility


Rates are high enough/consumers should not pay for a
local issue


No rush/what are the benefits of the accelerated
process?


Dependant on land use/value


Decommission safely/with respect to environment


Issue due to financial mismanagement


Invest in renewable energy/no more nuclear


Shut down ASAP/higher costs acceptable


Long term plans/concerns/what will be done over this
25/45-year period?


Accelerated process to benefit potential land
developers


Insufficient information to answer the question


Nuclear waste disposal concerns


Find efficiencies/cut back wages/executive salaries


Plans to replace lost power/capacity


Biased survey/leading questions/data questionable


Repurpose facility for green energy/research


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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What is the VRS?


This is one of the systems responsible for controlling the 


tritium emissions at the station.


The VRS requires improvement or replacement, as its 


efficiency and reliability are challenged by changing external 


factors, such as:


• Rising lake temperatures affect the system’s air-water 


coolers, leading to higher radiation doses from tritium to 


workers and higher tritium emissions to the environment. 


However, both remain well within the regulatory limit.


• The Darlington Refurbishment Program requires the 


presence of more personnel at the station than the VRS 


was originally designed for. 


• Some components within the VRS have no back-up, which 


makes it impossible to maintain them without impacting 


operations or emissions.


To address these challenges, OPG has two options. Both 


options deliver tritium levels well below the regulatory 


standard.


36


What does the VRS do?


• Recover water containing tritium to minimize losses


• Minimize radiation doses to workers in the reactor


• Minimize tritium emissions to the environment


Historic and Target Airborne Tritium 


Emissions at Darlington Station


2014 


2015


2016


2017


2018


2019-21


2026


This project is to improve the efficiency and reliability of the Vapour Recovery System (VRS) 


at Darlington Station. 


What is tritium?


Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen 


that is a by-product of nuclear power 


generation.


Darlington Station’s airborne tritium 


emissions are well within the regulatory 


limits (less than 1% of what is legally 


allowed).


Historically, the station has also 


performed better than average when 


compared to other nuclear plants with 


the same technology worldwide. 


Legend


Best performers (top 25 percent)


Worst performers (bottom 25 percent)


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Residential
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Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


Options Pros Cons


 Improve existing 
VRS


Improve vapour removal capability 


of the VRS, leading to lower tritium 


levels in containment and 


confinement, lower doses to 


workers, and lower emissions to 


the environment


Improvement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 2 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill;
OPG’s performance results may 
not be as favourable as in OPG’s 
alternative option but will still be 
well below regulatory standards


 Replace VRS with a 
higher capacity 
system


Larger dryers can take more tritium 
out, resulting in even lower 
emissions and radiation compared 
to the above option;
OPG’s performance results will be 
more favorable compared to the 
above option and will continue to 
be well below the regulatory 
standards


Replacement costs of 
approximately $65 million, 
resulting in 4 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Don’t know


Q17. OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the 
system with a higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 
25% of nuclear generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you prefer?


Residential
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Q Segmentation 
Those who say “Replace VRS…”:


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


OPG needs to decide whether to improve the 
existing system or replace the system with a higher 
capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be 
within the top 25% of nuclear generators with the 
same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you 
prefer? [asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


31%


53%


16%


Improve existing
VRS


Replace VRS with a
higher capacity


system


Don't know


58%


57%


54%


50%


50%


42%


49%


60%


60%


45%


52%


47%


52%


57%


58%


53%


53%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


5%


4%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


0%


0%


1%


83%


Safety/environmental protection first/cost
acceptable


Decommission Darlington/no further investment in
nuclear energy


Need more information/not qualified to make
decision


Find efficiencies/improve financial management


Cost unacceptable/against raising rates


Focus on long-term planning/foresight


Invest in renewable energy


Survey input irrelevant/data questionable


Further investment in nuclear plants/energy
necessary


Emissions/tritium levels acceptable/not an issue


Issues due to poor management


Invest in hydro energy


Can tritium be used as a commodity?


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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This project is to replace the 19 air compressors used to supply compressed air at Darlington Station. 


The current compressors have been in-service for over 30 years and their current condition is rated as 


fair. 


The equipment manufacturer no longer makes parts for the model of compressor in use at Darlington 


Station. Eventually, OPG will have to replace all 19 compressors. However, the company has a choice in 


how quickly it does the replacement. 


The table below shows what compressed air is used for at Darlington Station and what happens if 


compressors fail.


40


Purpose What the system does Risks if compressors fail


Service Air This system supplies air-powered tools and 
hoists throughout the station.


Service air unavailability would impact the 
operation of tools and hoists needed to 
maintain station equipment. This could result 
in additional outages as back-up solutions are 
implemented. 


Breathing Air This system supplies air for worker protection 
from radioactive contamination in the 
reactor vault. Breathing air is used for air-
supplied masks for airborne contamination 
and for plastic suits, which protect against 
airborne, liquid and surface contamination.


Unavailability of breathing air compressors 
would restrict the ability of operators and 
maintenance personnel to work in areas of 
high contamination. This could result in 
impacts on production due to inability to 
operate or maintain equipment in these 
areas.


Instrument Air This system supplies very dry high pressure 
air that is used to operate valves in various 
systems throughout the station.


Instrument air unavailability would affect the 
operation of valves with important process 
and safety functions in the station. While 
these valves are designed to fail in their safe 
position upon loss of instrument air, 
increasing unreliability of the instrument air 
due to failure of compressors would result in 
operational upsets up to and including 
additional forced outages and costs.


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Residential
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Q19. OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do you 
prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Proactively replace 
all 19 air 
compressors


Improved reliability of air 
compressors;
reduced probability of forced 
outages or extensions to planned 
outages;
reduced worker tritium doses;
reduced maintenance complexity 
by standardizing on one make and 
model of air compressor;
reduced spare parts inventory 
requirements by standardizing on 
one make and model of air 
compressor


Replacement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 2 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Acquire 4 spare air 
compressors 
initially and 
replace as in-
service 
compressors fail. 
Acquire and 
replace 
compressors until 
all 19 are replaced.


Initial costs of approximately $5 
million, resulting in no noticeable 
bill increase in the short run; other 
replacements will be deferred to a 
later date


Added costs to replace 
compressors as they fail over time;
long-term costs likely higher, 
totalling up to $50 million;
increased chance of unplanned or 
extended planned outages;
potential impact on worker 
radiation doses;
potential risk that replacement 
parts will not be available later in 
replacement cycle, resulting in 
increased maintenance complexity 
and spare parts inventory 
requirements


 Don’t know


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Residential
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Q


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement


OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace 
all of the air compressors or purchase some spares 
and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which 
of the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


53%


33%


13%


Proactively replace all 19
air compressors


Acquire 4 spare air
compressors initially and


replace as in-service
compressors fail. Acquire
and replace compressors
until all 19 are replaced.


Don't know


Residential


Segmentation 
Those who say “Proactively Replace”:


61%


58%


53%


53%


45%


39%


50%


62%


61%


46%


53%


49%


51%


58%


59%


54%


53%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


86%


Safety first/refurbish all/cost acceptable


Issue due to poor management/deferred
maintenance


Refurbish as needed/critical parts/phased
repairs


Decommission Darlington/no further
investment


Cost unacceptable/consumer should not be
responsible


Stop all nuclear generation/switch to
alternative/renewable energy


Not qualified to make this decision/for the
experts


Find efficiencies/improve financial
management/cut salaries


Biased survey/responses will be ignored


More info/financial info necessary


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Darlington Crane Group Project


This project is to refurbish the 20 major cranes at Darlington Station, with capacities up to 200,000 kg, 


that are used to support operations, maintenance and refurbishment activities. The function of these 


cranes is to safely lift and move material, equipment and irradiated fuel.


These cranes have been in-service since the 1980’s. A third party assessment of station cranes 


concluded that the cranes are in fair to poor condition and will require refurbishment to provide 


reliable service until the end of Darlington Station’s commercial service. 


Experience from other utilities indicates that major cranes such as these are refurbished when they 


have been in-service for 30 years.


The work involved with refurbishing the cranes includes:


• Controls upgrade including addition of remote pendant


• Inspection of rails


• Replacement of motors, gear boxes, brakes and wire ropes


Q27. OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 
Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Refurbish all 20 
major cranes


Ensure reliable operation to end of 
Darlington Station’s commercial 
service;
eliminate risk of mechanical failure 
that could result in dropped loads and 
damage to surrounding equipment;
ensure improved availability of 
replacement parts and manufacturer 
service support


Refurbishment costs of approximately 
$75 million, resulting in 5 cents more 
on a typical customer’s monthly bill


 Refurbish the 14 
critical cranes now 
and the other 6 later


Same as Option 1 for the 14 
refurbished cranes;
reduced immediate refurbishment 
costs of approximately $65 million 
($10 million lower than Option 1), 
resulting in 4 cents more on a typical 
customer’s monthly bill


Reliability of the 6 non-refurbished 
cranes is likely to decrease with time;
spare parts necessary to maintain the 
6 non-refurbished cranes may not be 
available in the future;
potential risk of damage to the facility 
if failure results in a load being 
dropped


 Don’t know


Residential
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45


Q


48%


46%


40%


41%


33%


28%


36%


50%


48%


33%


44%


38%


41%


45%


43%


38%


41%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Segmentation 
Those who say “Refurbish all 20…”:


Darlington Crane Group Project


OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the 
cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. Which of 
the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


41%


44%


15%


Refurbish all 20 major
cranes


Refurbish the 14 critical
cranes now and the


other 6 later


Don't know


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Darlington Crane Group Project


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


Residential


5%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


84%


Proactively replace compressors/safety first/cost
acceptable


Find efficiencies/improve financial management


Decommission Darlington/no further investment


Issue due to poor management/deferred
maintenance


Cost unacceptable/nickel and diming consumers


Biased/leading question; missing information


Plan to replace all but not at once/purchase all
compressors in advance


Too complex/not qualified to answer/for the
experts to answer


Improve maintenance rather than replace with
new/conservative investment


Invest in renewable/alternative energy


Replace 4 initially, then as they fail over time


Other


None/did not answer


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 158 of 421







47


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Efficiency Initiatives


OPG is also developing initiatives that will reduce costs and create efficiencies throughout the 


company. OPG expects that these investments will increase the reliability of its stations, improve 


safety, and allow it to plan its work more efficiently. 


Over the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG is considering investing between $30 million and $60 million on 


these initiatives. OPG expects that these investments will save or avoid $50 million to $100 million 


in costs. 


Increased use of data and innovative technology


• OPG is actively looking for areas where better data and innovative technological solutions can 


deliver value for money. For example, OPG is in the process of creating a Monitoring & Diagnostic 


Centre, which will use advanced sensors and data analysis to improve the performance and 


reliability of OPG’s nuclear generating equipment. 


• OPG is also planning to use new technologies to improve safety and efficiency at its nuclear 


stations. As an example, OPG is testing a program to use drones to monitor the radiation levels 


around its nuclear plants. 


• In order to operate and maintain its hydroelectric stations in the most cost-effective manner, OPG is 


looking to invest in technologies that would allow these stations to be monitored for safety and 


maintenance requirements remotely and proactively identify maintenance needs. 


OPG will only invest in technologies that would deliver value for money. OPG would only proceed 


with new technologies that are expected to more than pay for themselves. 


Q29. Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?


□ Option 1: OPG should make do with what it has and only replace technology as it breaks down


□ Option 2: OPG should only invest in new and innovative technologies if there is proof that these 
technologies will lead to guaranteed savings


□ Option 3: OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest money in pilot projects in cases where no 
previous evidence of guaranteed savings exists, but where the company sees a good chance that it 
would lead to savings


□ Don’t know


Q30. Do you have any comments you wish to add?


Residential
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Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Option 2”:


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Which of the following statements best reflects your 
own point of view?


[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


5%


49%


39%


6%


Option 1: OPG should
make do with what it
has and only replace


technology as it
breaks down


Option 2: OPG should
only invest in new


and innovative
technologies if there


is proof that these…
Option 3: OPG should
pursue Option 2 and
also invest money in


pilot projects in cases
where no previous…


Don't know


Option 3: 
OPG should pursue Option 2 and also 
invest money in pilot projects in cases 
where no previous evidence of 
guaranteed savings exists, but where the 
company sees a good chance that it would 
lead to savings


Option 1: 
OPG should make do with what it has 
and only replace technology as it 
breaks down


Option 2: 
OPG should only invest in new and 
innovative technologies if there is 
proof that these technologies will lead 
to guaranteed savings


Don’t know


Residential


37%


49%


51%


48%


53%


53%


55%


42%


46%


54%


39%


46%


52%


46%


46%


54%


49%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


3%


86%


Invest in new/innovative technology


Invest only in proven technologies/guaranteed
savings/fiscal restraint


Invest in green/alternative energy


Invest with profits/within budget/not the
consumer/pass on savings


Move away from nuclear technology


Biased/survey results will be ignored/don't
trust


Improve financial management/cut salaries


Survey too long/complicated/not qualified


Any decisions should be cost effective/cost
benefit analysis


Due to poor management/deferred
maintenance planning


Efficiency/technical innovation should be a
priority/in-house


Pilot projects should be monitored/only a
chance of savings


Other


None/did not answer


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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29%


53%


9%
6%


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very
unfavourable


51


Q


Favourable: 82%


Unfavourable: 15% 


Overall Impression of the 


Workbook


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable 
impression of the workbook?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


51


Segmentation 
Those who say “Favourable”:


Residential


79%


84%


82%


82%


79%


62%


84%


90%


93%


70%


76%


73%


85%


87%


87%


84%


81%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


18%


74%


8%


Too little Just the right
amount


Too much


Volume of Information


Did OPG provide too much information, not 
enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=4,288]


Q
Segmentation 
Those who say “Just the right amount”:


72%


77%


74%


75%


71%


61%


74%


81%


85%


64%


68%


67%


76%


78%


83%


84%


73%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


East


North


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Residential


Bill Impact


Customers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Region


Relationship to energy sector
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Q


4%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


2%


1%


78%


Renewable energy investments/discussion


More transparency of poor
management/foresight/deferred maintenance


What is being done to reduce consumer costs?


More transparency of operating costs/profits/executive
salaries


Biased/leading questions/cannot offer real feedback


More financial information/provide costs/figures


Plans for more nuclear plants/investment


Too complex/general public cannot answer these
questions


Buy excess power/don't undersell power


Plans to move away from nuclear energy/avoid further
investment


Environmental impact/assessments


Show cumulative impact of all decisions/how much the
overall plan costs


Government involvement/regulation/no privatization


Further hydro investment


For safety/financial sense, costs/investments are
acceptable


Other


None


Did not answer


Outstanding Questions


Do you have any questions about OPG you would still like answered?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Q


10%


4%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


2%


0%


Same/by email/online survey


Suggestions (not related to
question)


No value in surveys/don't waste
money/biased


Too much information/too
complex


Provide more information on
surveys


In person/town hall meetings


Increase awareness/use social
media


Other


None/did not answer


Suggestions for 


Future Consultations 


How would you prefer to participate in future consultations?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=4,288]Q


Residential


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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80%


78%


71%


Understand and select electricity-related
equipment for your business


Manage electricity use by your company


Deal with electrical utility companies


Firmographics
Respondent Profile


52%


3%


13%


3%


2%


8%


6%


4%


10%


Less than $2,000


$2,000 to less than $2,500


$2,500 to less than $5,000


$5,000 to less than $7,500


$7,500 to less than $10,000


$10,000 to less than $25,000


$25,000 or more


Don't know


Refused / Prefer not to say


Organization’s Bill Size


Involvement in Electricity-Related Matters Within Organization


Business
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Segmentation


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
[asked of all small business respondents, n=102]


5%


39%


42%


28%


25%


14%


23%


16%


Businesses are well-protected with respect to
prices and the reliability and quality of electricity


service in Ontario.


The cost of my organization’s electricity bill has a 
major impact on our bottom line and results in 


some important spending priorities and 
investments being put off.


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know/No opinion


Total Agree


68%


47%


Q


Business
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Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in Ontario’s Electricity 


System Business
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Q


64%


30%


5%
1%


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Agree: 94%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of the electricity system work together.
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in the Electricity System Business
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How much does OPG’s energy cost compared to others?


The electricity OPG generates costs you about 40% less than the average price paid to other generators 
in the province.


7.1 7.5


11.3
12.6


2018 2019-2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


Who sets electricity rates?


The Ontario Energy Board sets the prices that OPG can charge its customers for most of the electricity it 


generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity generator in Ontario. For the other generators, 


electricity prices are set in their contracts. 


Note: Residential Workbook example shown. See Appendix for example from Small Business Workbook.


How much does electricity 


generation cost me?


Click here if you want to learn more about 
the other 80% of your bill. 


20%


39%


3%5%


33%


OPG’s share


How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical small business customer:


• About half of the monthly electricity 


bill goes to pay for power generation.


• Historically, 20% of the monthly electricity bill 


goes to pay for OPG’s power generation. 


However, OPG’s share entirely depends on 


consumption and can be higher or lower in 


any given month.


• The rest of the bill goes to pay for other 


generators, transmission companies, 


distribution companies, regulatory agencies, 


and government taxes. 


Distribution


& Transmission


Regulatory Charges


HST (less 8% provincial rebate)


Other 


Electricity 


Generation


Business
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Q


27%


48%


25%


Very familiar Somewhat familiar Not at all familiar


Familiar: 75%


Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your organization’s 
electricity bill that goes to OPG?


[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


How much does electricity 


generation cost me? Business
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• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the Province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the utility that was 


previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in North America with 


about 9,000 employees across the province.


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations play a 
significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington and Pickering Stations operate 
continuously to meet the minimum level of 
power demand for the province while emitting 
virtually no air pollution. 


OPG began the refurbishment of Darlington 
Station in October 2016. The Darlington 
Refurbishment is a ten-year mega project that 
will extend the station’s life by about another 30 
years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that OPG 
produces comes from hydroelectric facilities 
located across the province. 


This renewable resource has fueled Ontario’s 
economic growth since the beginning of the 20th 
century and it remains an important contributor 
of clean, low-cost power in the province. 


Click here to learn more about:
• How OPG deals with nuclear waste
• The Darlington Refurbishment
• Why refurbish as opposed to other forms of 


generation?


Click here to learn more about:
• How hydroelectric power generation works
• Water safety
• Environmental impacts


OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources:


Who is OPG? Business
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Q


60%


35%


3% 2%


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Agree: 95%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I have a general understanding of who OPG is.
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


Who is OPG? Business
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Building OPG’s Plan


The purpose of this consultation is to get your input as OPG prepares its plan. 


This plan must satisfy OPG’s mandate as stated in the Memorandum of Agreement with the Province.


The goals in OPG’s plan must follow the policy direction set by Ontario’s Ministry of Energy. This 


includes OPG’s role in Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan. 


As required by the Ontario Energy Board, OPG must also consider the views of customers like you as it 


develops its plan. 


How does OPG consider customers’ views in its plan?


OPG has developed a five phase approach to gathering and responding to customer feedback: 


1. Identify customer priorities: In 2018 OPG asked customers from across Ontario 
about their needs and priorities for electricity generation.


2. Use customer feedback to guide development of plan: Key findings from 
the initial customer engagement informed the planning process.


3. Collect customer feedback on specific decisions


Now OPG is returning to customers to get feedback on specific business choices it 
needs to make.


4. Preparing the detailed plan: Prepare detailed plan based on customer feedback.


5. Submit the plan to the Ontario Energy Board: File the plan, this workbook, and a 
summary report with the OEB where it will be examined by the OEB, consumer advocates, 
and other independent parties in a public hearing on OPG’s regulated prices.


✔


✔


You are here


Business
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Q


25%


54%


6% 4%


Definitely the right
approach


Probably the right
approach


Probably the wrong
approach


Definitely the wrong
approach


Right Approach: 78%


Building OPG’s Plan


Does this seem like the right approach or the wrong approach to building OPG’s plan?


[asked of all respondents, n=102]
Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) and ‘Not sure’ (9%) not shown.


Business
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Q


Building OPG’s Plan


Is there anything in particular you would change about this approach or any other comments 
you would like to make?


[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]


Q


11%


8%


8%


6%


6%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


65%


More focus on clean/renewable
energy/environmental concerns


Cost-effective efficiency practices


Customer don't know enough to make informed
decisions


Public hearings/consultations


Lower the prices/delivery charges


This is an insincere attempt


Biased/missing information


Publish results of customer feedback/show
intention to use feedback


Government influence-negative


More focus on nuclear power


Other


None


Did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Where does the money go?


Hydro
43%


8%
39%


10%


The efficient and cost-effective operation of its facilities is one of OPG’s key objectives established by 


government. OPG is also mandated to operate its generating assets safely and in accordance with all 


applicable safety and environmental regulations and standards. Any profits are either reinvested in the 


business or paid out to the Province of Ontario. 


OPG manages separate budgets for hydroelectric and nuclear generation. The cost of OPG’s Hydro 


business is $1.3 billion per year. The nuclear business costs a total of $3.2 billion per year.


OPG Budget


Nuclear


25%


75%43%


18%13%


26%


Maintenance
Spending required to keep the existing stations and equipment working at the current level, 


including both normal daily costs and project investments.


Value 


Enhancing


Spending that would allow OPG to get more out of existing stations (e.g. refurbishment of 


Darlington Station), by reducing costs, improving efficiency, or increasing the amount of 


power generated. 


Operating 


Expenses


Ongoing costs to run the business (e.g. nuclear and hydroelectric station operations, security, 


engineering, radiation protection services, and support functions such as leased real estate, 


IT services, finance, human resources, and procurement). More people are needed to run 


nuclear than hydroelectric stations, so operating expenses represent a larger share of the 


nuclear budget.


Taxes, Fuel, 


and Other


Income tax, property tax, corporate insurance, water usage taxes and uranium costs, as well 


as cost of nuclear station shutdown and handling and disposal of used nuclear fuels and 


other nuclear waste.


Business
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Q


31%


53%


7% 6%


Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree


Agree: 84%


Where does the money go?


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I have a general understanding of how OPG spends the rates my organization pays.


[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%)  not shown.


Business
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Q


Satisfaction with OPG


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario’s electricity 
system, how satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


16%


30%


19%


13%


19%


4%


Very satisfied Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 46% Dissatisfied: 31%


Business
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Q


Suggestions for Improvement


Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for [you/your organization]? 
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


15%


14%


12%


9%


6%


5%


4%


2%


2%


1%


1%


58%


More renewable energy generation


Improve service reliability/efficiency


Reduce the rates/costs


Transparency


Reduce operating costs (salaries of upper
management)


Move away from nuclear generation


More wind/solar generation


More hydro generation


More nuclear generation


Eliminate green energy/wind and solar
projects


None


Did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Rate Smoothing Options


Scenario Bill increase Interest cost





Scenario A: 
High level of 
smoothing


Produces the steadiest bills.
Highest total interest costs 
(approx. $500M higher than Scenario B and 
approx. $1B higher than Scenario C).





Scenario B: 
Medium 
level of 
smoothing


Produces steadier bills than Scenario 
C, but less steady bills than Scenario A


Total interest costs that are approx. $500M 
less than Scenario A, but approx. $500M 
higher than Scenario C.





Scenario C: 
Low level of 
smoothing


Produces higher bills in the 2020s, but 
lower bills in the 2030s. 


Lowest total interest costs of the three 
scenarios (approx. $500M lower than 
Scenario B and approx. $1B lower than 
Scenario A).


 Don’t know


Although it takes years of construction before a major 


generating station is ready to produce electricity, 


consumers only pay for those costs once a station is 


completed and operating. This can create “spikes” in 


electricity prices. To avoid those spikes, OPG is legally 


required to propose some form of “rate smoothing” in 


its next application to the OEB.


OPG wants to hear from you how much rate smoothing 


you would like to see—a little or a lot?


Q9. Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?


This smoothing only 
applies to OPG’s share of 
the bill, based on a period 
of time until 2036. The 
typical customer bill is 
based on a typical small 
business monthly 
consumption (2,500kWh) 
and on the OEB “Bill 
Calculator” for estimating 
monthly electricity bills. 


What does rate smoothing mean?


Rate-smoothing spreads costs over a longer period, 


avoiding spikes in electricity rates in particular years. 


OPG can smooth-out increases in its rates by 


borrowing money to pay for some costs, instead of 


collecting the cost from customers. However, OPG 


must pay interest on that borrowed money, which is 


eventually paid through electricity prices. 


The basic trade-off is: Would you prefer paying more now, but less over time? Or less now, but more overall?


The chart below shows three example rate smoothing scenarios:


Business
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Q


Rate Smoothing Options


Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]Q


22%


30%


31%


17%


Scenario A:
High level of smoothing


Scenario B:
Medium level of smoothing


Scenario C:
Low level of smoothing


Don't know


Business
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Q


Rate Smoothing Options


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


9%


7%


7%


6%


6%


4%


6%


65%


OPG should be responsible for financing the
projects


Keep prices steady


OPG should improve energy projects/sources
(general)


Customers need more transparency/more
information


Don't trust OPG/prices won't come down


Lowest interest costs


Other


None/did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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For the 2020-2026 period, OPG must make decisions about the timing and pace of investments in its 


Hydroelectric Stations.


77


Investing in OPG’s Hydroelectric 


Stations Business


How does OPG typically invest in its Hydroelectric Stations?


Every year, OPG invests in maintaining its Hydroelectric Stations across the province. 


It also invests to increase the amount of electricity produced at some existing hydroelectric stations. 


When making investment decisions, OPG has certain options but needs to remember some basic facts:


• Hydroelectric stations use water to generate very low-cost, low-emissions electricity. If these facilities 


aren’t operating, other, more expensive or less clean generation methods may be needed.


• Hydroelectric generation equipment consists of large, custom-made parts. Ordering and installing 


replacement parts requires significant lead time. 


• Ontario currently has an energy surplus. However, the province is likely to need more power in about 


5 years. Click here to learn more.


• That means, increasing the capacity of existing hydroelectric stations is not absolutely necessary in the 


short term. However, because the system is currently not strained, now could be a good time to do 


the work on long-term projects that require hydroelectric stations to shut down while the work is 


underway.


• Doing the work sooner, rather than later, would reduce the risk of equipment failure and make the 


total cost more predictable, and possibly lower. However, doing the work now would also mean 


making major investments now and raising rates rather than delaying the costs.
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Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations


OPG must periodically take its Hydroelectric Stations out of service to do major maintenance and 


repair work. Whenever OPG takes its generators off-line, it is called an “outage.” Outages can be 


planned in advance, or they can happen because of unexpected equipment issues. 


The graph below shows how often OPG has had to take generators off-line unexpectedly. When OPG 


has to do unplanned maintenance work, it is generally more expensive than work that is planned in 


advance.


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations


As shown in this graph, the frequency of 


these unplanned outages has been 


increasing at OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


since 2014. 


OPG believes it can reverse this trend and 


restore these outages to historic levels by 


increasing the pace of major maintenance 


projects (called “overhauls”) at its 


Hydroelectric Stations. 


Q11. In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must 
also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Faster pace


Average investment: $86M per year 


Bill impact*: $1.02 per month


Most reliable hydroelectric 
generation at the fastest pace;
good timing for major repairs


Higher investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


 Moderate Pace


Average investment: $72M per year 


Bill impact*: 85 cents per month


More reliable hydroelectric 
generation; repairs come at a 
reasonable time;
lower investment costs in the 
short-term than in the faster 
pace


Less reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Slower Pace


Average investment: $57M per year


Bill impact*: 68 cents per month


Lower investment costs in the 
short-term than other 
approaches


Least reliable hydroelectric 
generation; lower investment 
in overhauls will lead to higher 
costs and bills in the future


 Don’t know


Business
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Q


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. 
OPG must also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would 
you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


69%


15%


6%


11%


Faster Pace


Moderate Pace


Slower Pace


Don't know


Business
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Q


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


10%


6%


5%


4%


4%


3%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


71%


Reliability important/hydro investment
necessary/preferred


Manage surplus better to manage
maintenance/planned outages


Costs unacceptable/concerns rates won't revert
back


Costs are acceptable


Invest in nuclear/renewable energy/diversify


Biased presentation/leading questions/data
questionable


Lack of long-term planning/operational
mismanagement


No further investment in nuclear/green energy


Adopt lowest cost approach/conservative
investment/delay


Need more information


Purchase excess hydro/more economical than
overhauls


Find efficiencies/improve financial
management/reduce salaries


Negative government interference/involvement


Other


Did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Niagara Frequency 


Conversion Project


Options Pros Cons


 Convert both 
units now


Increase the amount of power that can be 
generated at the station;
access to unused capacity sooner, allowing 
more flexibility in the system while nuclear 
stations undergo refurbishment; 
additional power could help offset reduced 
production when Pickering Station is closed


Replacement costs of approximately 
$120 million would occur now, resulting 
in 25 cents more on a typical customer’s 
monthly bill.
The new power will be added while the 
provincial system may still have a surplus 
of power.


 Delay 
conversion of 
both units


Replacement costs would be deferred in 
the short-term.
Depending on the provincial demand for 
electricity in the early 2020s, the delayed 
approach may better align with the needs 
of the grid.


Potentially higher total replacement 
costs; less opportunity to offset energy 
production while nuclear stations 
undergo refurbishment; additional 
power may not be available to offset 
reduced production when Pickering 
Station is closed


 Don’t know


This is a project where the timing is flexible.


OPG’s Sir Adam Beck I Station was the first hydroelectric station at Niagara Falls. 


When the station started operating in 1922, North America’s electric grid ran at a frequency of 25 Hz. 


In the 1950s, the grid converted to the 60 Hz standard that is still used today. 


OPG converted most of the “units” at the Sir Adam Beck I station to the new standard, but kept two 


units on the old 25 Hz standard to power steel plants and other large industrial customers who 


continued to use the old frequency. The last of these customers were converted to the new standard 


in 2009. Since that time, the two 25 Hz units have been disconnected, because they are incompatible 


with the modern grid.


Q13. OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 


decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


While in previous years, there was no room in the 


transmission system for more 60 Hz power, the 


system has recently been expanded. OPG has to 


decide whether to proceed with the project now 


or later.


Business
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Q


Niagara Frequency


Conversion Project


OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the 
modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to decide when to 
do the work. Which of the following options do you 
prefer? [asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


82%


10%


8%


Convert Both Units Now


Delay Conversion of Both
Units


Don't know


Business
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Q


Niagara Frequency


Conversion Project


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


6%


5%


4%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


2%


81%


Good investment/invest now to save in future


Increase hydroelectric capacity/no more
nuclear/green energy


Need more information/not qualified to make
decision


Address issues of surplus power


Adopt lowest cost approach/delay/convert
one at a time


Biased/leading questions/data questionable


Invest in renewable energy/environmental
concerns


Invest profits/borrow/not paid for by
consumers/local issue


Problems caused by mismanagement/poor
decisions


Reduce rates


Other


Did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


What is Pickering Station?


Pickering Nuclear Generating Station is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, just east of Toronto. 


The station has served Ontario for almost five decades, and currently provides approximately 14% of 


the province’s electricity – enough to power a city of 1.5 million people. Pickering Station is also a 


major employer and contributes approximately $1.5 billion to Ontario’s GDP each year. 


Pickering Station will soon be reaching the end of its life and is scheduled to shut down in 2024. 


Making the Pickering Station site available for other uses


Pickering Station occupies a large, valuable site on the shores of Lake Ontario on the east side of the 


GTA, which encompasses approximately 500 acres of land and 250 acres of water lots. 


Repurposing Pickering


OPG has held a public consultation to 


gather information and ideas from 


the community to develop a long-


term plan for redeveloping available 


site lands during and after shutting 


down Pickering Station. 


To learn more, click here.


After the station shuts down, the site will be returned to a state 


that allows it to be used for many different purposes. The 


current standard approach to get there takes about 45 years. 


OPG has done some research that indicates the total time to 


safely shut down a nuclear station could be reduced to about 


25 years. That would allow the site to be put back to use for 


other purposes sooner.


This public benefit would come at a cost though. Early OPG 


estimates suggest the cost of accelerated shut-down at 


Pickering Station would be about $500 million to $1.5 billion. 


This may result in a typical customer paying about $3 to $9 


more on their monthly bill over the remaining operating life of 


Pickering Station. 


What is involved in safely 


shutting down a nuclear site?
• De-energizing the nuclear systems 


and components


• Removing irradiated nuclear fuel 


and water from the reactor core


• Monitoring the site for 


approximately 30 years after 


removal to allow nuclear radiation 


fields to decay naturally


• Dismantling the reactor and 


removing radioactive components


• Safely demolishing the site 


structures


Business
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Q


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until the end of Pickering Station’s 
operations, to reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 years and have the land 
available for other purposes sooner?


[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


7%


3%


16%


59%


16%


I would be willing to pay up
to $3/$9 more on my


monthly bill for an…


I would be willing to pay up
to $2/$6 more on my


monthly bill for an…


I would be willing to pay up
to $1/$3 more on my


monthly bill for an…


I would not be willing to
pay more, even if the


standard approach means…


Don't knowDon’t know


I would be willing to pay up to $6 more 
on my monthly bill for an accelerated 


approach, as long as the process is safe 
and other approvals are obtained


I would be willing to pay up to $3 more 
on my monthly bill for an accelerated 


approach, as long as the process is safe 
and other approvals are obtained


I would not be willing to pay more, even 
if the standard approach means it will 


take 45 years to have the land available 
for other purposes


I would be willing to pay up to $9 more on 
my monthly bill for an accelerated 


approach, as long as the process is safe 
and other approvals are obtained


Business


Willing 
to pay 
more: 


25% 
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Q


Making the Pickering Station Site 


Available for Other Uses


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


9%


7%


5%


4%


3%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


2%


67%


Decommission safely/with respect to environment


Refurbish existing/replace with new nuclear facility


Invest in renewable energy/no more nuclear


No rush/what are the benefits of the accelerated
process?


Dependant on land use/value


Plans to replace lost power/capacity


Repurpose facility for green energy/research


Accelerated process to benefit potential land
developers


Insufficient information to answer the question


Rates are high enough/consumers should not pay for a
local issue


Biased survey/leading questions/data questionable


Find efficiencies/cut back wages/executive salaries


Issue due to financial mismanagement


Long term plans/concerns/what will be done over this
25/45-year period?


Nuclear waste disposal concerns


Shut down ASAP/higher costs acceptable


Other


None/did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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What is the VRS?


This is one of the systems responsible for controlling the 


tritium emissions at the station.


The VRS requires improvement or replacement, as its 


efficiency and reliability are challenged by changing external 


factors, such as:


• Rising lake temperatures affect the system’s air-water 


coolers, leading to higher radiation doses from tritium to 


workers and higher tritium emissions to the environment. 


However, both remain well within the regulatory limit.


• The Darlington Refurbishment Program requires the 


presence of more personnel at the station than the VRS 


was originally designed for. 


• Some components within the VRS have no back-up, which 


makes it impossible to maintain them without impacting 


operations or emissions.


To address these challenges, OPG has two options. Both 


options deliver tritium levels well below the regulatory 


standard.
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What does the VRS do?


• Recover water containing tritium to minimize losses


• Minimize radiation doses to workers in the reactor


• Minimize tritium emissions to the environment


Historic and Target Airborne Tritium 


Emissions at Darlington Station


2014 


2015


2016


2017


2018


2019-21


2026


This project is to improve the efficiency and reliability of the Vapour Recovery System (VRS) 


at Darlington Station. 


What is tritium?


Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen 


that is a by-product of nuclear power 


generation.


Darlington Station’s airborne tritium 


emissions are well within the regulatory 


limits (less than 1% of what is legally 


allowed).


Historically, the station has also 


performed better than average when 


compared to other nuclear plants with 


the same technology worldwide. 


Legend


Best performers (top 25 percent)


Worst performers (bottom 25 percent)


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement Business
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Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


Options Pros Cons


 Improve existing 
VRS


Improve vapour removal capability 


of the VRS, leading to lower tritium 


levels in containment and 


confinement, lower doses to 


workers, and lower emissions to 


the environment


Improvement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 6 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill;
OPG’s performance results may 
not be as favourable as in OPG’s 
alternative option but will still be 
well below regulatory standards


 Replace VRS with a 
higher capacity 
system


Larger dryers can take more tritium 
out, resulting in even lower 
emissions and radiation compared 
to the above option;
OPG’s performance results will be 
more favorable compared to the 
above option and will continue to 
be well below the regulatory 
standards


Replacement costs of 
approximately $65 million, 
resulting in 12 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Don’t know


Q17. OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the 
system with a higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 
25% of nuclear generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium 
emissions. Which of the following options do you prefer?


Business
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Q


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the system with a 
higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 25% of nuclear 
generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium emissions. Which of the 
following options do you prefer? 
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


38%


40%


22%


Improve existing VRS


Replace VRS with a higher
capacity system


Don't know


Business
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Q


Darlington Vapour Recovery 


System Improvement


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


13%


9%


5%


5%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


2%


69%


Decommission Darlington/no further investment in
nuclear energy


Safety/environmental protection first/cost
acceptable


Find efficiencies/improve financial management


Invest in renewable energy


Focus on long-term planning/foresight


Need more information/not qualified to make
decision


Survey input irrelevant/data questionable


Cost unacceptable/against raising rates


Emissions/tritium levels acceptable/not an issue


Further investment in nuclear plants/energy
necessary


Issues due to poor management


Other


None/did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 202 of 421







This project is to replace the 19 air compressors used to supply compressed air at Darlington Station. 


The current compressors have been in-service for over 30 years and their current condition is rated as 


fair. 


The equipment manufacturer no longer makes parts for the model of compressor in use at Darlington 


Station. Eventually, OPG will have to replace all 19 compressors. However, the company has a choice in 


how quickly it does the replacement. 


The table below shows what compressed air is used for at Darlington Station and what happens if 


compressors fail.
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Purpose What the system does Risks if compressors fail


Service Air This system supplies air-powered tools and 
hoists throughout the station.


Service air unavailability would impact the 
operation of tools and hoists needed to 
maintain station equipment. This could result 
in additional outages as back-up solutions are 
implemented. 


Breathing Air This system supplies air for worker protection 
from radioactive contamination in the 
reactor vault. Breathing air is used for air-
supplied masks for airborne contamination 
and for plastic suits, which protect against 
airborne, liquid and surface contamination.


Unavailability of breathing air compressors 
would restrict the ability of operators and 
maintenance personnel to work in areas of 
high contamination. This could result in 
impacts on production due to inability to 
operate or maintain equipment in these 
areas.


Instrument Air This system supplies very dry high pressure 
air that is used to operate valves in various 
systems throughout the station.


Instrument air unavailability would affect the 
operation of valves with important process 
and safety functions in the station. While 
these valves are designed to fail in their safe 
position upon loss of instrument air, 
increasing unreliability of the instrument air 
due to failure of compressors would result in 
operational upsets up to and including 
additional forced outages and costs.


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Business
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Q19. OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do you 
prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Proactively replace 
all 19 air 
compressors


Improved reliability of air 
compressors;
reduced probability of forced 
outages or extensions to planned 
outages;
reduced worker tritium doses;
reduced maintenance complexity 
by standardizing on one make and 
model of air compressor;
reduced spare parts inventory 
requirements by standardizing on 
one make and model of air 
compressor


Replacement costs of 
approximately $30 million, 
resulting in 6 cents more on a 
typical customer’s monthly bill


 Acquire 4 spare air 
compressors 
initially and 
replace as in-
service 
compressors fail. 
Acquire and 
replace 
compressors until 
all 19 are replaced.


Initial costs of approximately $5 
million, resulting in 1 cent more on 
a typical customer’s bill; other 
replacements will be deferred to a 
later date


Added costs to replace 
compressors as they fail over time;
long-term costs likely higher, 
totalling up to $50 million;
increased chance of unplanned or 
extended planned outages;
potential impact on worker 
radiation doses;
potential risk that replacement 
parts will not be available later in 
replacement cycle, resulting in 
increased maintenance complexity 
and spare parts inventory 
requirements


 Don’t know


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement Business
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Q


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement


OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 
some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do 
you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


49%


32%


19%


Proactively replace all 19 air
compressors


Acquire 4 spare air compressors initially
and replace as in-service compressors
fail. Acquire and replace compressors


until all 19 are replaced.


Don't know


Business
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Q


Darlington Air Compressor 


Replacement


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


11%


11%


6%


4%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


71%


Decommission Darlington/no further investment


Proactively replace compressors/safety first/cost
acceptable


Invest in renewable/alternative energy


Find efficiencies/improve financial management


Improve maintenance rather than replace with
new/conservative investment


Biased/leading question; missing information


Issue due to poor management/deferred
maintenance


Cost unacceptable/nickel and diming consumers


Not providing enough information


Plan to replace all but not at once/purchase all
compressors in advance


Replace 4 initially, then as they fail over time


Too complex/not qualified to answer/for the
experts to answer


Did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Darlington Crane Group Project


This project is to refurbish the 20 major cranes at Darlington Station, with capacities up to 200,000 kg, 


that are used to support operations, maintenance and refurbishment activities. The function of these 


cranes is to safely lift and move material, equipment and irradiated fuel.


These cranes have been in-service since the 1980’s. A third party assessment of station cranes 


concluded that the cranes are in fair to poor condition and will require refurbishment to provide 


reliable service until the end of Darlington Station’s commercial service. 


Experience from other utilities indicates that major cranes such as these are refurbished when they 


have been in-service for 30 years.


The work involved with refurbishing the cranes includes:


• Controls upgrade including addition of remote pendant


• Inspection of rails


• Replacement of motors, gear boxes, brakes and wire ropes


Q27. OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 
Which of the following options do you prefer?


Options Pros Cons


 Refurbish all 20 
major cranes


Ensure reliable operation to end of 
Darlington Station’s commercial 
service;
eliminate risk of mechanical failure 
that could result in dropped loads and 
damage to surrounding equipment;
ensure improved availability of 
replacement parts and manufacturer 
service support


Refurbishment costs of approximately 
$75 million, resulting in 14 cents more 
on a typical customer’s monthly bill


 Refurbish the 14 
critical cranes now 
and the other 6 later


Same as Option 1 for the 14 
refurbished cranes;
reduced immediate refurbishment 
costs of approximately $65 million 
($10 million lower than Option 1), 
resulting in 12 cents more on a typical 
customer’s monthly bill


Reliability of the 6 non-refurbished 
cranes is likely to decrease with time;
spare parts necessary to maintain the 
6 non-refurbished cranes may not be 
available in the future;
potential risk of damage to the facility 
if failure results in a load being 
dropped


 Don’t know


Business
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Q


Darlington Crane Group Project


OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical 
ones. Which of the following options do you prefer?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


36%


44%


20%


Refurbish all 20 major cranes


Refurbish the 14 critical cranes
now and the other 6 later


Don't know


Business
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Q


Darlington Crane Group Project


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


Business


10%


6%


5%


4%


2%


2%


1%


1%


3%


71%


Safety first/refurbish all/cost acceptable


Stop all nuclear generation/switch to
alternative/renewable energy


Issue due to poor management/deferred
maintenance


Decommission Darlington/no further
investment


Not qualified to make this decision/for the
experts


Refurbish as needed/critical parts/phased
repairs


Biased survey/responses will be ignored


Cost unacceptable/consumer should not be
responsible


Other


None/did not answer


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Efficiency Initiatives


OPG is also developing initiatives that will reduce costs and create efficiencies throughout the 


company. OPG expects that these investments will increase the reliability of its stations, improve 


safety, and allow it to plan its work more efficiently. 


Over the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG is considering investing between $30 million and $60 million on 


these initiatives. OPG expects that these investments will save or avoid $50 million to $100 million 


in costs. 


Increased use of data and innovative technology


• OPG is actively looking for areas where better data and innovative technological solutions can 


deliver value for money. For example, OPG is in the process of creating a Monitoring & Diagnostic 


Centre, which will use advanced sensors and data analysis to improve the performance and 


reliability of OPG’s nuclear generating equipment. 


• OPG is also planning to use new technologies to improve safety and efficiency at its nuclear 


stations. As an example, OPG is testing a program to use drones to monitor the radiation levels 


around its nuclear plants. 


• In order to operate and maintain its hydroelectric stations in the most cost-effective manner, OPG is 


looking to invest in technologies that would allow these stations to be monitored for safety and 


maintenance requirements remotely and proactively identify maintenance needs. 


OPG will only invest in technologies that would deliver value for money. OPG would only proceed 


with new technologies that are expected to more than pay for themselves. 


Q29. Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?


□ Option 1: OPG should make do with what it has and only replace technology as it breaks down


□ Option 2: OPG should only invest in new and innovative technologies if there is proof that these 
technologies will lead to guaranteed savings


□ Option 3: OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest money in pilot projects in cases where no 
previous evidence of guaranteed savings exists, but where the company sees a good chance that it 
would lead to savings


□ Don’t know


Q30. Do you have any comments you wish to add?


Business
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Q


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view?


[asked of all respondents, n=102]
Q


7%


44%


41%


8%


Option 1: OPG should make
do with what it has and only


replace technology as it
breaks down


Option 2: OPG should only
invest in new and innovative
technologies if there is proof
that these technologies will
lead to guaranteed savings


Option 3: OPG should pursue
Option 2 and also invest


money in pilot projects in
cases where no previous
evidence of guaranteed…


Don't know


Option 3: 
OPG should pursue Option 2 and also invest 
money in pilot projects in cases where no 
previous evidence of guaranteed savings 
exists, but where the company sees a good 
chance that it would lead to savings


Option 1: 
OPG should make do with what it has and 
only replace technology as it breaks down


Option 2: 
OPG should only invest in new and 
innovative technologies if there is proof 
that these technologies will lead to 
guaranteed savings


Don’t know


Business
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Q


Investing in Technology to Create 


Efficiencies


Do you have any comments you wish to add?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


8%


5%


5%


4%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


74%


Invest in new/innovative technology


Invest in green/alternative energy


Move away from nuclear technology


Safety first


Improve financial management/cut salaries


Invest only in proven technologies/guaranteed
savings/fiscal restraint


Survey too long/complicated/not qualified


Any decisions should be cost effective/cost
benefit analysis


Due to poor management/deferred maintenance
planning


Efficiency/technical innovation should be a
priority/in-house


Environmental impact should be considered


Invest with profits/within budget/not the
consumer/pass on savings


No further investment in green energy


Other


None/did not answer


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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26%


48%


13% 12%


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very unfavourable


102


Q


Favourable: 75%


Unfavourable: 25% 


Overall Impression of the Workbook


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.


102


Business
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Q


27%


66%


7%


Too little Just the right amount Too much


Volume of Information


Did OPG provide too much information, not 
enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=102]


Q


Business
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Q


7%


5%


5%


4%


4%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


2%


1%


69%


Renewable energy investments/discussion


More transparency of operating
costs/profits/executive salaries


Plans for more nuclear plants/investment


Biased/leading questions/cannot offer real feedback


Environmental impact/assessments


For safety/financial sense, costs/investments are
acceptable


Further hydro investment


Issue of nuclear waste/decommissioned nuclear
plants


More financial information/provide costs/figures


Refurbish the cranes/phase the work


Too complex/general public cannot answer these
questions


Buy excess power/don't undersell power


Government involvement/regulation/no privatization


Show cumulative impact of all decisions/how much
the overall plan costs


Other


None


Did not answer


Outstanding Questions


Do you have any questions about OPG you would still like answered?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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Q


14%


8%


7%


4%


3%


1%


1%


71%


Same/by email/online survey


In person/town hall meetings


Suggestions (not related to
question)


No value in surveys/don't waste
money/biased


Provide more information on
surveys


Too much information/too
complex


Other


Did not answer


Other includes:
“Live internet chat“


Suggestions for


Future Consultations 


How would you prefer to participate in future consultations?
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 responses coded, n=102]Q


Business


Note: Multiple responses are reported per respondent. 
Percentages may add up to over 100%.
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OPG.14 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 1 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Methodology 
A series of focus groups was held in April 2019 in different locations across Ontario (see table below 


for details). The primary goal of the groups was to explore specific decisions OPG has to make, and to 


understand the range of opinions on those decisions. In addition, customers were asked to provide 


feedback on the process and how they would like to be consulted in the future.   


Two evening groups were held in each of the four locations below. One group of residential customers 


and one group of small business customers was held in each location. Participants were recruited 


randomly over the phone and screened to ensure that they were OPG customers (residing in Ontario 


and responsible for paying their electricity bill). In addition, residential customers were also 


screened based on age, gender and employment status to ensure a good mix of participants. 


Date Location 
Focus Group 


Times 
Number of 


Participants 
Customer Type 


April 1st, 2019 London 
5:30pm-7:30pm 10 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 8 participants Residential 


April 2nd, 2019 Mississauga 
5:30pm-7:30pm 7 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 9 participants Residential 


April 3rd, 2019 Bowmanville 
5:30pm-7:30pm 4 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 7 participants Residential 


April 4th, 2019 Thunder Bay 
5:30pm-7:30pm 7 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 11 participants Residential 


The main tool used in these focus groups was a workbook consisting of two parts:  


• The first section was designed to provide enough background information about Ontario’s 


electricity system and OPG to allow participants to provide informed responses to the 


questions in the second section.  


• The second section—the core of the workbook—presented more specific information related 


to specific business planning decisions. Participants were asked to provide feedback by either 


choosing one of the proposed options and/or providing alternative answers and other 


feedback about the workbook    


Each group started with a period of individual work where participants completed the workbook on 


their own, ensuring that their responses were not influenced by other participants in the room.  


Participants were given as much time as needed to complete the workbook at their own pace. 


Once participants were done, a group discussion started with a conversation about their overall 


impression of the workbook and the amount of information it contained. The groups then went 


through the workbook page by page, paying specific attention to the pages involving choices. On each 


page they discussed both if they were able to answer the associated question with the information 


provided and also why they chose the option they did. Where time permitted it, groups ended with a 


discussion about how they would like to be consulted in the future and what other formats would 


work. 
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OPG.14 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 2 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Executive Summary 
The workbook worked. The majority of participants had a positive impression of the workbook 


and felt it struck the right balance of how much information was included. Most participants who 


did want more information agreed that they had enough information to answer the questions, even 


though they were still curious about questions outside the scope of OPG’s engagement. 


Once participants learned about OPG, they tended to be satisfied with OPG. Participants didn’t 


start with a deep understanding of who OPG is, but after reading through the background section, 


most participants said they were satisfied with the service they received. Most of the remaining 


participants were neutral, with only a few participants who said they were dissatisfied. 


Participants chose the middle ground on rate smoothing. The appeal of the middle ground 


scenario, the most common choice in all groups, was that it moderated both the rate impact and the 


total amount paid, while the other scenarios meant either a high initial cost or paying more over the 


long run. 


Participants were willing to accept rate increases for investments in generating facilities. On 


nearly all the decisions put in front of participants, the majority chose an option with a higher rate 


increase than the cheapest option. When multiple more expensive options were presented, 


participants were more split between the moderate option and the more expensive option. In most 


cases, participants agreed that it was worth a small increase on their electricity bill to get projects 


completed faster. 


Safety and reliability were key priorities. When participants were given the option to improve 


safety, most chose to do so even if it resulted in a larger bill increase. Similarly, participants were 


willing to pay more to improve the reliability of generating assets in the future. 


Participants were most likely to choose to spend more on specific projects when there were 


clear safety or reliability benefits. When the benefits of a rate increase were less clear, such as 


the future usage of Pickering, participants were more likely to say they would not support an 


increase without additional information. However, even in the case of the Pickering Station site, the 


majority of residential customers and many small business customers were willing to pay at least 


some additional amount for the accelerated pace. 


Hydroelectric generation is popular among both residential and business customers. On 


questions regarding OPG’s hydroelectric stations, customers were willing to pay more on their 


monthly bill to increase capacity and reliability, even if additional capacity is not immediately 


needed. Nuclear generation, on the other hand, is a more contentious form of electricity generation. 


Customers opposed to nuclear generation were more skeptical towards OPG and this customer 


engagement. That said, because safety and environmental impact were key concerns of theirs, they 


tended to support investing in nuclear projects, giving priority to incremental safety improvements 


over price. 
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Workbook Performance 
The workbook included multiple “diagnostics” questions designed to assess how well the workbook 


performs as a tool for providing background information and collecting customer feedback. The 


most direct evaluation questions were placed at the end of the workbook. However, throughout the 


Background Information section, participants were also asked various knowledge and 


comprehension questions that shed light on how well the workbook explained the basics.  


Final Diagnostics Section 


The results of the diagnostics questions show that, overall, the workbook performed well. Nearly all 


participants said they had a favourable impression of the workbook (either “very favourable” or 


“somewhat favourable”; see appendix for details). Only a few participants said they had a 


moderately unfavorable impression, indicating they were “somewhat unfavourable”, while no 


participants indicated their impression was “very unfavourable”.   


Overall Impression: Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Favourable 24 33 57 


Unfavourable 3 2 5 


Don’t know/Missing 1 0 1 


The workbook struck the right balance in terms of the volume of information. When asked, most 


participants felt the workbook contained the right amount of information, and very few indicated 


there was too little or too much information. When participants wanted more information, they 


mostly agreed that what they felt to be missing was not actually needed to answer the questions, 


even if they would still have wanted it included. 


Volume of Information: Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right amount? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Too little 3 5 8 


Just the right amount 21 23 44 


Too much 0 4 4 


Don’t know/Missing 4 3 7 


Background Information 


Most participants came to the groups with very little knowledge about Ontario’s electricity system 


or OPG, despite being responsible for electricity used in their home or business. Some participants 


had never even heard of OPG, while others had a fairly detailed understanding of both the 


electricity system and OPG. When asked about OPG’s share of the bill, most participants were 


unaware of how much of their electricity bill goes to pay for the power OPG generates.  
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Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your electricity bill that goes to OPG? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Familiar 8 7 15 


Unfamiliar 19 28 47 


Don’t know/Missing 1 0 1 


The background information provided in the first section of the workbook is intended to level the 


playing field among participants and to provide enough information to answer the questions on 


investment choices, thus allowing everyone to participate in the consultation in a meaningful way.  


The results of the comprehension and knowledge questions that were asked after each new topic 


show that this approach was successful. Most participants said the background worked well to set 


up the rest of the workbook. On questions of how well they understood topics after reading the 


background on them, nearly all participants felt they now had at least a general understanding. 


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? I generally understand how the 
various parts of the electricity system work together. 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Agree 25 29 54 


Disagree 2 4 6 


Don’t know/Missing 1 2 3 


 


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I have a general understanding of 
who OPG is. 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Agree 27 34 61 


Disagree 1 0 1 


Don’t know/Missing 0 1 1 


 


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I have a general understanding of 
how OPG spends the rates you pay. 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Agree 27 34 61 


Disagree 1 0 1 


Don’t know/Missing 0 1 1 
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Views on OPG and Engagement Process 


Satisfaction with OPG 


After reading through the background section, participants were asked about their overall 


impression of Ontario Power Generation. The results show that most participants were either 


satisfied with OPG’s performance or did not have a strong opinion; few had a negative view.  


The relatively large share of “neutrals”, especially among residential participants, reflects the low 


level of familiarity with OPG. In the ensuing discussion, these participants explained that they were 


simply too far removed from any direct contact with OPG to judge the generator’s performance.  


Now that you've read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario's electricity system, how satisfied are 
you with OPG's performance? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Satisfied 17 17 34 


Neutral 8 16 24 


Dissatisfied 2 1 3 


Don’t know/Missing 1 1 2 


This point was also evident in regional differences. In Bowmanville, most participants knew 


someone who worked for OPG and, therefore, had a more personal connection to the company 


beforehand. Most participants outside of the Bowmanville groups did not know who OPG was 


before the consultation. Consequently, they did not have strong opinions going into the 


engagement.  


When asked how OPG could do a better job for them, the two most common answers were to focus 


more on hydroelectric generation over nuclear, and to produce cheaper power. Several participants 


said that they were already content with the performance of OPG. 


“More investment in hydroelectric generation.” 


“More hydro, less nuclear.” 


 “Cheaper electricity.” 


“Return profits to those who pay for the energy.” 


 “No, I believe that OPG is a great asset to our homes/businesses based on the facts.” 


“Looks like they're on the right track.” 
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Views about the Engagement Process 
Participants were presented with information about how OPG builds its plan and how it 


incorporates customer feedback into the planning process. When asked whether this seems like the 


right or the wrong approach, nearly all participants agreed that it seems like the right approach; not 


a single participant felt it was the wrong approach, though some were unsure.   


Does this seem like the right approach or the wrong approach to building OPG's plan? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Right approach 26 33 59 


Wrong approach 0 0 0 


Not sure/Don’t know/Missing 2 2 4 


In the discussion, some participants had suggestions for improving the existing approach. Several 


participants wanted an additional step that would revisit customers and get more feedback from 


them before finalizing the plan. 


When asked how they wanted to be engaged in the future, most participants said that they 


preferred the same format—in-person discussion groups—or an online survey. None of the 


participants wanted to complete this survey over the phone, where they would not be able to see 


the visuals presented in the workbook.  
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Making Choices 
In the second part of the workbook, participants were asked for their views on specific decisions 


that OPG must make. Each example provided the background information necessary to make an 


informed decision before posing a question. During the discussion, participants were asked which 


option they chose, whether they had enough information to answer the question, and if they 


thought there were missing response options.  


Rate Smoothing 


When asked about their rate smoothing preferences, most participants chose scenario B, the option 


that offered a middle ground. Both scenario A and scenario C were chosen by a few participants but 


far fewer than chose the middle option. 


Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer? 


 
Small 


Business 
Residential Total 


Scenario A -  
Produce lower bills in the 20s, but higher bills in the 2030s 


3 5 8 


Scenario B -  
Moderate bill impact throughout 


20 24 44 


Scenario C -  
Produces higher bills in the 2020s, but lower bills in the 2030s 


4 5 9 


Don’t know/Missing  1 1 2 


The participants who selected Scenario A did so to keep prices down in the short term, but they had 


different reasons for making that decision. Some participants did not trust that prices would go 


down in the future and so preferred to keep them down in the short run. 


“Once the cost goes up it often never goes down.” 


Additionally, one participant expected to be bringing in more income later, so it would be more 


manageable to pay higher bills later than higher bills in the short term. Another participant noted 


that a fixed cost is easier to work with in a business. If the cost changes less frequently, it can be 


part of a long-term budgeting process. 


The appeal of Scenario B, the most common choice in all groups, is that it moderated both the rate 


impact and the total amount paid, while the other scenarios meant either a high initial cost or 


paying more over the long run. 


“Option B seems to be a sensible middle ground.” 


The most common reason why participants chose scenario C was to keep the overall amount they 


paid as low as possible in total.  Paying more upfront to reduce interest costs in the future was seen 


as the key benefit. 


“I would prefer no interest costs.” 
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A few participants specifically mentioned that they did not want to pass costs down to others in the 


future. 


“Don't leave payments and problems for the future generations.” 


One participant mentioned that, as she enters retirement, she would like the bill to go down and so 


she was willing to pay the extra amount in the present to save money later. 


“Personally, as someone in their mid-fifties, I would be worried about high electricity bills when 


I'm retired.” 


With regard to missing response options, one participant noted that it should theoretically be 


possible to completely smooth out the rates, which he would have preferred. However, most 


participants were able to select one of the three options provided that best fit their personal needs. 


Investing in OPG’s Hydroelectric Stations 


Overhauling Hydroelectric Stations 


With respect to OPG’s plan to overhaul its hydroelectric stations, participants were asked a pacing 


question. Participants were split between the moderate and faster paces, with the majority of small 


business customers opting for the moderate pace and the majority of residential customers 


choosing the faster pace. No participants selected the slower pace. 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. OPG must also 
decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would you prefer? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Faster pace 9 21 30 


Moderate pace 17 13 30 


Slower pace 0 0 0 


Don’t know/Missing 2 1 3 


Those who favoured the moderate approach did so for different reasons. Several participants 


gravitated towards the middle approach because they wanted a moderate option. Specifically, some 


of them wanted to balance out increasing costs with getting the project done and felt the slow pace 


would delay it too much. 


A few participants wanted to make use of the full life expectancy of the stations; by moderating the 


pace the stations would still be overhauled, but not before they had run their course. 


Others favoured the moderate pace approach, so that if there were a massive jump in technology, 


OPG would be able to make use of it. There was concern that if they did the overhauls too quickly, 


they would have no opportunity to take advantages of new technology. 


“We cannot foresee natural disasters, economics, etc. – a moderate pace makes most sense.” 


One participant wanted to go slowly to keep rates down in the hopes that would help Ontario be 


competitive. 
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Some participants preferred the faster pace approach because they felt it was the best option to be 


prepared for increases in demand in the future, and that since there is a current surplus, now was 


the best time to make those preparations. 


A few participants felt that being prepared for higher demand in the future is important in order to 


maintain reliability of supply. They felt that it is better to strain the system now when we have a 


surplus, rather than in the future when we will not. 


“Paying now for our future is better than waiting to pay something later so that we can enjoy 


dependable energy since we pay less in the long run.” 


“For such a nominal increase in monthly bills it seems prudent to opt for the more reliable 


generation.” 


“If the faster pace is 33 cents per month to get the most reliable hydroelectric generation that is 


the better option for only a little more.” 


A couple of participants wanted the faster pace in the hopes that it would reduce the reliance on 


nuclear power because they preferred hydroelectric as a power source. 


One participant mentioned concern that while the cost is low now, it won’t be so low in the future, 


so a faster pace is better. 


Two participants mentioned they wanted more options for this question.  One participant wanted 


the option to repair the stations instead of overhauling them, while the other wanted a middle 


ground between moderate and fast. 


Niagara Frequency Conversion Project 


Most participants preferred to convert both units now, rather than delay them, but a small number 


in both residential and small business groups said they wanted to delay conversion. 


OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to decide when to 
do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Convert both 20 24 44 


Delay conversion 6 7 13 


Don’t know/Missing 2 4 6 


A few participants just wanted to get it done for the sake of having it done, particularly because the 


cost of doing it now was so low. Some were also concerned that costs would increase in the future 


so doing it now was better. 


“$1.20 more a year –  of course it's worth it.” 


“It’s a minimal cost – best to be prepared, especially if our nuclear plants need work.” 


Several participants wanted to get the conversion done now so that it is in place for when demand 


increases in the future. In particular, a couple of participants mentioned the closing of Pickering 


Station as something that would require more generating capacity and felt that this could be used to 


fill that need. 
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One participant did not want to convert them now because we are already selling power to the 


states at cost so there is no value in getting extra generating assets online now. Likewise, some 


participants felt that since we have a surplus now there is no need to convert and it is better to wait 


until it is needed. 


“We currently have a surplus. Plan now for quick execution later”. 


One participant felt this was an area where the cheaper option could be taken to keep bills down for 


now when customers could really use it, and to allocate the money to more urgent areas. 


 “I believe a delay will allow us to save and use free money for more urgently need projects.” 


Several participants would have liked a middle option to convert only one unit now and the second 


one later so they could spread out the cost of conversion over a longer period. 


“There should be an option of converting one unit at a time.” 


“Why do both have to be done at once? Why not spread out the cost?” 


Several participants felt this page was one of the more technical and difficult to follow. Details 


about the number of hertz and the history of the turbines made it more challenging for some 


participants. 


Investing in OPG’s Nuclear Stations 


Making the Pickering Station site available for other uses 


A split between small business and residential customers emerged on how to deal with the 


Pickering Station site after the station shuts down in 2024. Both types of customers had a range of 


opinions – from being unwilling to spend any more to being willing to spend as much as it took. 


However more small business participants weren’t willing to accept any increase, while more 


residential participants were. 


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until the end of Pickering Station’s operations, to 
reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 years and have the land available for other purposes 


sooner? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Not willing to pay more 16 7 23 


Up to $3/$1 6 13 19 


Up to $6/$2 3 3 6 


Up to $9/$3 1 5 6 


Don’t know/Missing 2 7 9 


Note: The bill impact for small business customers would be $3/$6/$9, respectively for the three options. For 
residential customers, it would be $1/$2/$3.   


Several of the more nuclear-skeptic participants were suspicious that using an accelerated 


approach (taking 25 years) would be less safe than the standard approach, which takes 45 years. 


“The reason is the 25-year plan will not work as a predicted, money wasted.” 
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“You want to make sure that the land and water is safe - that would be my biggest concern - not 


fast forward still makes me a little uncomfortable.” 


Various participants liked the idea of making the land available for use sooner, but without knowing 


specifics of what the land would be used for, they were not willing to pay more than the bottom end 


of the scale. Similarly, many participants wanted more details on how the land would be used once 


it was reclaimed. For some uses they might be willing to pay more but for others, such as 


development into condos, they would not. A few participants particularly noted that they would be 


willing to pay for the accelerated approach if it meant they would be able to sell the land faster. 


“Unclear as to why I as a consumer would want the land re-purposed. Will I get a break on my bill 


when land sells?” 


“I would need more info first considering what the site would be used for instead before 


committing to paying additional on my hydro bill.” 


“If the Pickering Station can be used for something needed I would not mind paying more.” 


A couple of participants noted that they would no longer be around by the time either approach 


finished so the question was hard for them to answer. Some participants also felt that they were 


just too far away from the site for it to ever matter to them. 


“This doesn’t affect my business or is too far from my business to make any difference to me. I 
would say no.” 


A few participants felt that those who are getting the benefit should pay for it – specifically the city 


of Pickering. 


“Pickering should pay since they'll get tax and economic revenue sooner.” 


Participants who were willing to pay the most money for the recovery of Pickering felt that even 


three or nine dollars a month is not a huge added cost for them and saving that much is not worth it 


to leave land that could be used for something unavailable for 50 years. 


As noted above, many participants wanted more information on what the site would be used for, 


but this did not prevent them from answering the question. Some participants mentioned that they 


specifically chose a lower option because they were not clear on this question. 


Additionally, a few participants were not clear why Pickering was shutting down, despite the 


information provided in the workbook. 


“Why is Pickering being closed?” 


  


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 232 of 421







OPG.14 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 12 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Darlington Vapour Recovery System Improvement 


The majority of participants preferred the second option—replace the old VRS with a higher 


capacity system. This preference was more pronounced among residential than business 


customers, with the latter being more evenly split between improving the old system and replacing 


it. 


OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the system with a higher capacity 
system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 25% of nuclear generators with the same reactor 


technology for airborne tritium emissions. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Improve existing 11 12 23 


Replace with new 14 20 34 


Don’t know/Missing 3 3 6 


This was another page that was viewed as more technical and difficult to understand. Most 


participants were still able to answer the question, but a couple felt it went over their heads. The 


topic of the question was more abstract to many participants, as they did not know what a vapour 


recovery system is, but most used the information on the page to make an informed decision. 


“I don't understand any of the info about the nuclear station. I can offer no opinion.” 


Many participants were concerned about workers at the station and felt that the associated cost 


was a small price to pay for their safety. Participants were clear that tritium emissions from the 


station were already less than 1% of the legal maximum but felt that as long as there was any risk, it 


was worth reducing. A couple of participants pointed towards the fact that OPG is only projecting to 


be in the top 25% and they could still do better. 


“Cleaner air and people's health is worth paying more.” 


“The less emissions the better.” 


“Safety always first.” 


“Even at double the price, 12 cents is not going to be noticed by average customer - makes sense to 


do it right”. 


“It makes financial sense to go with a higher capacity system. There will be a bit more on our bills 


but lower emissions and radiation is better for the environment in the long run.” 


Some participants were satisfied with the below 1% of emission maximums and so did not want to 


spend extra money on the VRS. 


“The lifespan of the station matters. If it’s already in top 25% then, why spend more than double?” 


“Since we are currently at a surplus and currently in top 25% for airborne tritium it makes more 
sense to improve the current Darlington Station.” 


A small set of participants was concerned about new technology generally across several questions.  


They were skeptical that the new system would work better than the existing one. Additionally, one 


participant wanted to improve the old system rather than replace it because they felt that 


maintenance on old systems is generally cheaper than maintenance on new systems. 
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Darlington Air Compressor Replacement 


OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase some spares and 
replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Proactively replace all 19 14 22 36 


Acquire 4 spares 12 11 23 


Don’t know/Missing 2 2 4 


A few participants felt that the cost was very low, particularly compared to the costs for other 


projects like Pickering repurposing, and so it is a small price to pay. 


Several participants were worried about the danger of not proactively replacing the compressors. 


One felt that even asking questions of this nature about nuclear energy was concerning. 


“Common sense dictates that replacing all the air compressors makes the most sense. Forced 


outages can be dangerous.” 


“I am frightened that you are asking me these questions. We are talking about nuclear technology. 


We need 100% reliability.” 


“I'm a firm believer in doing any task proactively.” 


One participant thought it would be better not to have spares just sitting around. Replace them all 


now so that everything is in use. 


There was general concern from a few participants about the uncertainty of the future. One 


participant noted that there are no assurances that new compressors will be better, so spares are a 


better option. Another participant was unsure what the future would hold and so felt it was better 


to wait for now. 


Several participants wanted to use the whole life cycle of the existing units so felt that replacing 


them as they failed was the better way to handle the situation. 


“The current condition is fair. There’s no need to replace immediately. The cost is reasonable.” 


“I would prefer to pay only as required.” 


A few participants felt that there should be another option that was a mix of the two, where some 


compressors are replaced proactively but not all of them. 


“A mix is probably best. Proactively replace 2-4 per year for example.” 


“Why is it all or nothing?” 


  


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 234 of 421







OPG.14 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 14 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Darlington Crane Group Project 


This question was another pacing question. When asked whether OPG should refurbish all 20 


cranes at Darlington station or refurbish only a subset now and the rest later, most participants 


opted for refurbishing all 20 now. Like the previous question, residential customers were more 


open to spending more on refurbishment than business customers. 


OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. Which of the 
following options do you prefer? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Refurbish all 20 now 14 24 38 


Refurbish 14 now and 6 later 12 9 21 


Don’t know/Missing value 2 2 4 


Many participants felt that if they are at the end of their lifecycle, it is important to replace them all 


now. For some, this was because proactive work is generally better than reactive work. Others were 


more specifically concerned about safety of not refurbishing the other cranes. A few participants 


felt the cost was sufficiently low that if it was safer at all, it was worth replacing. 


“Best to be proactive.” 


“Safety is more important than one cent.” 


“The risk of dropping a load is too high.” 


Some participants were concerned that all the costs from the various choices were adding up to a 


more significant amount, and so they felt this was an opportunity to keep costs for consumers 


down. 


“There’s too much addition to consumer costs. Repairs and maintenance must be done, but not to 


affect the customer too much.” 


Participants who were generally wary of new technology felt that the new ones might not work as 


well as the old ones, therefore it is best to keep the old ones for as long as possible.  


In the discussion, participants were more open to refurbishing only the most critical when they got 


additional assurances that the failure of the remaining 6 cranes would not cause plant failure.  


However, many still felt that safety was the top priority, thus all should be refurbished now. 
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Investing in Technology to Create Efficiencies 


There is a general consensus among both business and residential participants that investing in 


new technology was the right decision, but they were more split on whether it was better to only 


invest when savings are guaranteed or if OPG should invest in pilot projects. For many it came 


down to a question of whether the risk of pilot projects was worth it. 


Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view? 


 Small Business Residential Total 


Never invest in new technology 1 0 1 


Invest only in new technology that is proven 15 22 37 


Invest in pilot projects without proven savings 7 11 18 


Don’t know/Missing value 5 2 7 


Several participants expressed concern that pilot projects won’t work out, meaning they will end up 


spending more money than they save on these initiatives. While they wanted to save money by 


using new technologies, they did not want to risk spending more than they saved in looking for 


something new. 


“Invest only if there is guaranteed savings.” 


“New tech is always being developed that can be more effective and could be changed up as it’s 


proven.” 


“It's nice to take risks but they can get very costly.” 


Several participants wanted OPG to be proactive and invest in new technologies. They felt that 


innovation is important, and someone has to pay for it. A few participants had already noted before 


this discussion that there was no mention of Research & Development throughout the workbook. 


“Innovation is something government industries should invest more in.” 


“Innovation or stagnation. Using new technologies is smart, and pilot projects to 'test the waters' 


makes sense.” 


A few participants wanted specific blends of only investing in new technology that is proven and 


investing in pilot projects. They wanted to be able to specify how much money could be spend on 


each. 


“A blended approach of new and pilot.”  
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Appendix: Detailed Results 
 
Overall Impression: Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook? 


 


 


Volume of Information: Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right 
amount? 


 


8


16


3


0 0
1


11


22


2


0 0 0


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very unfavourable Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


3


21


0 0


4
5


23


4


0


3


Too little Just the right amount Too much Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 237 of 421







OPG.14 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 17 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? I generally 
understand how the various parts of the electricity system work together. 


 


 


Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your electricity bill that 
goes to OPG? 


 


 


 


11


14


1 1
0


1


13


16


4


0


2


0


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat
disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know Missing value


Small Business Residential


0


8


19


1
0


7


28


0


Very familiar Somewhat familiar Not familiar at all Missing value


Small Business Residential
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I have a general 
understanding of who OPG is. 


 


 


Does this seem like the right approach or the wrong approach to building OPG's plan? 


 


 


 


14
13


1
0 0 0


14


20


0 0
1


0


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat
disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know Missing value


Small Business Residential


12


14


0 0


2


0 0


12


21


0 0


2


0 0


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong


approach


Definitely the
wrong


approach


Not sure Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I have a general 
understanding of how OPG spends the rates you pay. 


 


 


Now that you've read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario's electricity system, 
how satisfied are you with OPG's performance? 


 


 


  


11


15


0 0


2


0


11


19


1 1
2


1


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat
disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know Missing value


Small Business Residential


5


12


8


2


0
1


0


4


13


16


1
0 0


1


Very satisfied Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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Which of the rate smoothing options presented above would you prefer? 


 


 


In the 2020 to 2026 period, OPG plans to increase the number of overhauls it does each year. 


OPG must also decide on the right pace for that overhaul program. Which approach would 


you prefer? 


 


 


3


20


4


0
1


5


24


5


0
1


Scenario A - Produce
lower bills in the 20s,
but higher bills in the


2030s


Scenario B - Moderate
bill impact throughout


Scenario C - Produces
higher bills in the


2020s, but lower bills
in the 2030s


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


9


17


0


2


0


21


13


0 0
1


Faster pace Moderate pace Slower pace Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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OPG is planning to convert the two 25 Hz units to the modern 60 Hz standard, and it needs to 


decide when to do the work. Which of the following options do you prefer? 


 


 


Would you be willing to pay more on your monthly bill until the end of Pickering Station’s 


operations, to reduce the shut-down period to approximately 25 years and have the land 


available for other purposes sooner? 


 


 


20


6


1 1


24


7


3


1


Convert both units now Delay conversion of both
units


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


1


3


6


16


2


0


5


3


13


7
6


1


I would be willing to
pay up to $9/$3


more on my
organization's/my
monthly bill for an


accelerated
approach, as long as
the process is safe


and other approvals
are obtained


I would be willing to
pay up to $6/$2


more on my
organization's/my
monthly bill for an


accelerated
approach, as long as
the process is safe


and other approvals
are obtained


I would be willing to
pay up to $3/$1


more on my
organization's/my
monthly bill for an


accelerated
approach, as long as
the process is safe


and other approvals
are obtained


I would not be
willing to pay more,
even if the standard
approach means it


will take 45 years to
have the land


available for other
purposes


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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OPG needs to decide whether to improve the existing system or replace the system with a 


higher capacity system. In either case, OPG expects to be within the top 25% of nuclear 


generators with the same reactor technology for airborne tritium emissions. Which of the 


following options do you prefer? 


 


OPG needs to decide whether to proactively replace all of the air compressors or purchase 


some spares and replace as the existing compressors fail. Which of the following options do 


you prefer? 


 


11


14


3


0


12


20


3


0


Improve existing VRS Replace VRS with a higher
capacity system


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


14
12


2
0


22


11


2
0


Proactively replace all 19
air compressors


Acquire 4 spare air
compressors initially and


replace as in-service
compressors fail. Acquire
and replace compressors
until all 19 are replaced


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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OPG needs to decide whether to refurbish all of the cranes or only the 14 most critical ones. 


Which of the following options do you prefer? 


 


 


Which of the following statements best reflects your own point of view? 


 


 


14


12


2


0


24


9


2


0


Refurbish all 20 major
cranes


Refurbish the 14 critical
cranes now and the other 6


later


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential


1


15


7


3
2


0


22


11


1 1


OPG should never invest
in new techonology and
make do with what they


have


OPG should only invest
in new technologies if


there is proof that these
technologies will lead to


guaranteed savings


OPG should invest
money on pilot projects


in cases where no
previous evidence of
guaranteed savings


exists, but where the
company sees a good
chance that it would


lead to savings


Don’t know Missing value


Small Business Residential
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Survey Methodology


2


Note: Graphs and tables may not always total 100% due to rounding values rather than 


any error in data.  Sums are added before rounding numbers.  Caution interpreting 


results with small n-sizes.


Telephone Survey Methodology


Field and Design
These are the findings of two Innovative Research Group 
(INNOVATIVE) telephone surveys conducted amongst Ontario 
residents and small businesses between December 5th, 2018 and 
January 8th, 2019.


• The residential survey fielded from December 5th to 23rd, 2018 
amongst n=600 (unweighted n=603) randomly selected 
Ontarians. The final sample includes both landline (63%) and cell 
phone (37%) respondents, so that individuals who don't have a 
landline are represented. The margin of error is approximately 
±4.0%, 19 times out of 20.


• The small business survey fielded from December 7th, 201 to 
January 8th, 2019 amongst n=200 (no weights applied) randomly 
selected small business customers. The small business sample 
was provided by ASDE, a sample provider. The margin of error is 
approximately ±6.9%, 19 times out of 20.


INNOVATIVE conducted all interviews through its computer assisted 
telephone interviewing (CATI) system, using live callers.


This generalizable telephone survey used a stratified random 
sampling approach to set targets based on known characteristics of 
the population.


• The residential survey targets were set based on region, age, and 
gender. The sample is then weighted by these characteristics.


• The small business survey targets were set based on region and 
industry sector. Because the targets were met exactly, no weights 
were applied to the final sample.
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Region Target Unweighted N Weighted N


Toronto 129 102 129


West Metro Belt 70 66 70


North/East Metro Belt 65 61 65


Southwest 70 75 70


South Central 89 95 89


East 76 85 76


Central 60 67 60


North 41 52 41


Total 600 603 600


Residential Sample Validation


Targets for the residential sample were set based on region and age/gender. The sample was weighted to 


ensure it was representative across those known characteristics.


Age & Gender Target Unweighted N Weighted N


Male 18-34 46 51 46


Male 35-54 112 116 112


Male 55+ 131 136 131


Female 18-34 49 40 49


Female 35-54 120 111 120


Female 55+ 142 149 142


Total 600 603 600


Residential
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Small Business Sample Validation


Targets for the small business sample were set based on region and industry sector. Because these targets 


were met exactly, no weights were applied to the final sample.


Region Target Unweighted N


GTA 98 98


Rest of Ontario 102 102


Total 200 200


Age & Gender Target Unweighted N


Business/Commerce 69 69


Public/Culture 72 72


Resources/Construction/ 
Manufacturing


59 59


Total 200 200


Small Business
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Demographics
Respondent Profile


Household Income (After Tax)


Region


6


Household Size


LEAP Qualification


Bill Size


22%


22%


27%


29%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/ West


North/ East


3%


25%


20%


32%


<$50


$50- $100


$100-$150


>$150


Note: ‘Don’t know/Not sure’ (20%) not shown.


16%


36%


18% 15% 13%


1 2 3 4 5+


Note: ‘Refused’ (3%) not shown.


29%


27%


24%


<$52,000


$52,000-$100,000


$100,000+


Note: ‘Refused’ (17%), ‘Not sure’ (3%) not shown.


13%


16%


51%


LEAP Qualified


Not Qualified
(<$52k)


Not Qualified
(>$52k)


Note: ‘Refused’ (17%), ‘Not sure’ (3%) not shown.


Residential
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20%


38%


39%


23%


17%


17%


15%


18%


10%


3%


Customers are protected with
respect to prices and the reliability
and quality of electricty services in


Ontario.


The cost of my electricity bill has a
major impact on my finances and
requires I do without some other


important priorities.


Strongly agree Somewhat agree


Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Don't know/No opinion


Total 
Agree


59%


61%


Q


Segmentation


Now I’d like to ask you some general questions about the electricity system in Ontario. For each 
statement please tell me if you would strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or 
strongly disagree. If you don’t know enough to say or don’t have an opinion just let me know. 
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 251 of 421







Background Information


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 252 of 421







9


Q


15%


45%
41%


0%


Very familiar Somewhat
familiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 59%


64%


63%


52%


59%


54%


65%


62%


58%


66%


42%


49%


48%


67%


58%


60%


68%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Familiarity with OPG


Today, I’d like to talk to you about Ontario Power Generation.


How familiar are you with a company called Ontario Power Generation? Would you say you are 
very familiar, somewhat familiar, or not familiar at all?
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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I’d now like to talk with you about your 


electricity bill …


While your local distributor is responsible for 


collecting payment for the entire electricity bill, 


OPG receives about 20% of the typical residential 


customer’s bill for its portion of the generation.  


The rest of the bill goes to other power 


generation companies, transmission companies, 


distribution companies, the provincial 


government and regulatory agencies.


Q


“


”


OPG’s Share of the Bill 
Preamble


Residential
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Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


11


Q


5%


20%


74%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 25%


25%


20%


28%


25%


23%


29%


26%


26%


25%


17%


17%


23%


30%


26%


18%


35%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Before this survey, how familiar were you with the percentage of your electricity bill that goes to 
OPG?
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 255 of 421







12


Q


36%


33%


23%


25%


22%


10%


23%


25%


32%


25%


21%


24%


40%


41%


44%


49%


55%


65%


1%


1%


1%


2%


2%


1%


OPG is the largest electricity generating
company in Ontario.


OPG operates the Darlington and 
Pickering nuclear generating stations, two 


of the three nuclear stations in Ontario 
that provide half of the province’s 


electricity.


Over a third of the power OPG generates
comes from hydroelectric plants.


OPG is 100% owned by the provincial
government


OPG does not run the transmission lines
that you see overhead, it only runs


electricity generation stations


OPG employs more than 9000 employees
across Ontario.


Very familiar Somewhat familiar


Not at all familiar Don't know


Familiar


59%


58%


55%


49%


43%


34%


Note: The items are arranged in descending order of total “familiar”.


Knowledge of OPG
Overview


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey. 
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential
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Q


36%


23%


40%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 59%


69%


62%


52%


56%


55%


60%


65%


59%


61%


53%


49%


47%


68%


60%


59%


65%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Ontario’s Largest Electricity Generator


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey. 
OPG is the largest electricity generating company in Ontario.
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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33%


25%


41%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 58%


64%


59%


52%


58%


56%


60%


60%


55%


65%


50%


40%


44%


65%


56%


57%


65%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Nuclear Plants


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG operates the Darlington and Picker nuclear generating stations, two of the three nuclear 
stations in Ontario that provide half of the province’s electricity.
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Q


23%


32%


44%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 55%


58%


56%


52%


54%


53%


58%


56%


58%


55%


36%


43%


48%


62%


53%


58%


61%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Hydroelectric Plants


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
Over a third of the power OPG generates comes from hydroelectric plants.
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Q


25% 25%


49%


2%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 49%


57%


53%


48%


43%


43%


57%


51%


51%


50%


37%


38%


45%


56%


49%


52%


53%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Government Ownership


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG is 100% owned by the provincial government
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Q


22% 21%


55%


2%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 43%


42%


48%


41%


42%


38%


48%


47%


44%


48%


22%


32%


31%


49%


44%


45%


50%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Electricity Generator


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG does not run the transmission lines you see overhead, it only runs electricity generation 
stations
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Q


10%


24%


65%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 34%


41%


36%


31%


30%


28%


43%


37%


32%


39%


28%


21%


30%


38%


29%


33%


43%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Knowledge of OPG
Number of Employees


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG employees more than 9000 employees across Ontario
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Customer Needs 


& Preferences 
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Q


38%


44%


4% 6% 4% 4%


Very
satisfied


Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied


nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 82%


82%


83%


84%


78%


73%


88%


89%


88%


72%


71%


86%


81%


84%


87%


88%


75%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Satisfied”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Dissatisfied: 10%


Satisfaction with OPG


In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the services you receive from Ontario Power 
Generation? Would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or 
very dissatisfied?
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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Satisfaction with OPG
Why Satisfied?


54%


15%


5%


5%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


7%


3%


Reliable/available electricity/no issues


Price is too high


Unreliable/slow to restore


Price is reasonable/improving


Outages are resolved quickly


Don't know enough about OPG


Service is okay


Prefer renewable energy


Dissatisfied with management


Customer service - negative


Other


None


21


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Very satisfied’ or ‘Somewhat satisfied’ 
(n=490)


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Residential


Note: ‘Refused’ (2%) not shown.
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62%


18%


7%


4%


2%


9%


Price is too high


Unreliable/slow to restore


Dissatisfied with management


Customer service - negative


Don't know enough about OPG


Other


22


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Very dissatisfied’ or ‘Somewhat dissatisfied’ 
(n=59)


Satisfaction with OPG
Why Dissatisfied?


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Residential


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 266 of 421







30%


14%


8%


3%


2%


2%


13%


7%


13%


Don't know enough about OPG


Reliable/available electricity/no issues


Price is too high


Unreliable/slow to restore


Outages are resolved quickly


Service is okay


Other


None


Don't Know


23


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ or ‘Don’t know’ 
(n=51)


Satisfaction with OPG
Why Neutral?


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Residential


Note: ‘Refused’ (9%) not shown.
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24


Q


32%


39%


28%


31%


31%


40%


30%


33%


36%


20%


23%


26%


37%


32%


29%


41%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


5%


28%


66%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 32%


Awareness of the Long-Term Energy Plan


The Ontario government determines the energy mix for the province and forecasts long term 
demand for energy in the Long-Term Energy Plan. OPG is required by law to follow the direction 
set by the government in the Long-Term Energy Plan. 
Before this survey how familiar were you with the Long-Term Energy Plan?
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Bill Size
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25


90%


89%


86%


84%


80%


78%


75%


63%


49%


8%


9%


12%


13%


15%


20%


18%


31%


40%


2%


3%


5%


Ensuring safe and environmentally
responsible disposal of nuclear waste


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for
Ontario


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


Protecting generation stations against
physical and cyber threats and attacks


Producing low cost power


Minimizing OPG's impact on the
environment


Making positive contributions to Ontario's
economy


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Very important Somewhat important Not very important


Not important at all Don't know


Q


Outcome Priorities
Overview of Importance Ratings


While the government and regulators tell OPG what it must do, OPG has some choices to make in 
how it does those things. I am going to read you a list of possible outcomes that were developed 
based on earlier research conducted with people from all around Ontario. 
For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: The items are arranged in descending order of “very important”.
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26


Q


90%


8%


1% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 98% 


88%


91%


90%


91%


90%


84%


94%


92%


89%


86%


89%


89%


92%


90%


94%


87%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Nuclear Waste Management


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Ensuring safe and environmentally responsible disposal of nuclear waste
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.


Bill Size


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 270 of 421







27


Q


89%


9%


0% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 98% 


88%


91%


89%


89%


88%


85%


93%


89%


90%


87%


85%


87%


90%


88%


88%


88%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Operating Safely


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Operating in a safe manner
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.


Bill Size
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Q


86%


12%


1% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 98%


84%


89%


86%


85%


87%


86%


87%


88%


86%


78%


78%


86%


90%


86%


92%


87%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Reliable Production


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.


Bill Size
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29


Q


84%


13%


0% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 97% 


88%


89%


78%


83%


83%


81%


88%


83%


90%


73%


74%


78%


91%


82%


92%


86%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Transparency & Accountability


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Operating in a transparent and accountable manner
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) not shown.


Bill Size
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Q


80%


15%


2% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 95% 


85%


78%


75%


82%


77%


82%


83%


79%


80%


83%


82%


81%


80%


80%


81%


78%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Protecting Against Threats


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Protecting generation stations against physical and cyber threats and attacks
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Bill Size
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Q


78%


20%


1% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 98% 


68%


83%


81%


77%


91%


76%


65%


72%


89%


74%


82%


86%


73%


71%


78%


88%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Producing Low Cost Power


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Producing low cost power
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.


Bill Size
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Q


75%


18%


2% 2%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 94% 
75%


78%


74%


75%


75%


72%


78%


77%


73%


70%


72%


71%


77%


76%


79%


75%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Minimizing Environmental Impact


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Bill Size
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Q


63%


31%


3% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 93%
57%


65%


63%


65%


69%


59%


58%


62%


65%


61%


71%


62%


62%


58%


70%


62%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Ontario’s Economy


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Making positive contributions to Ontario’s economy
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Bill Size
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49%


40%


5% 3%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


34


Q


Important: 89% 


51%


47%


48%


49%


55%


44%


43%


48%


50%


49%


61%


52%


44%


45%


52%


51%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


<$100


$100-$150


$150+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Local Communities


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Making positive contributions to local communities in which OPG operates
[asked of all respondents, n=600]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Bill Size
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10%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


6%


6%


3%


1%


1%


1%


56%


4%


Alternative/renewable energy


Efficient operations


Nuclear-positive


Nuclear-negative


Stop selling power to the US


Do not privatize


Plan for the future


Buy power from other provinces


Other


Producing low-cost power


Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment


Operating in a safe manner


Making positive contributions to Ontario’s 
economy


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


None


Don't Know


35


Q


In addition to 56% 
saying “none”, 11% 


suggested a 
consideration that was 


listed as part of the 
choices.


Outcome Priorities
Additional Outcomes


Are there any other outcomes you feel OPG should be considering in developing its plans?
[asked of all respondents, n=600]Q


Residential


Note: ‘Refused’ (5%) not shown.
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36


24%


19%


14%


15%


11%


5%


5%


1%


2%


16%


16%


14%


14%


13%


7%


7%


4%


3%


9%


14%


12%


12%


10%


13%


9%


7%


5%


Producing low-cost power


Ensuring safe and environmentally
responsible disposal of nuclear waste


Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for
Ontario


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


Protecting generation stations against
physical and cyber threats and attacks


Making positive contributions to Ontario’s 
economy


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Most important Second most important Third most important


Top 3 Priority


50%


50%


41%


40%


33%


26%


21%


12%


9%


Q


Outcome Priorities
Ranking the Top Three


I am going to read you that list of outcomes again, and I would like you to tell me which one you 
feel should be OPG’s first priority. And which is the second most important? And which is the 
third most important?
[asked of all respondents, n=600; percentages are calculated based on the full sample]


Q


Residential


Note: ‘Don’t know’ not shown.
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Small Business Survey
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38


Role of Respondent


Do you personally do any of the following 
things in your organization?[Multiple 
mention]


Q


Firmographics
Respondent Profile


Bill Size


61%


55%


54%


25%


Manage electricity use by
your company


Deal with electrical utility
companies


Understand and select
electricity-related


equipment for your business


None of the above


Business Type


36%


35%


30%


Public/Culture


Business/Commerce


Resources/Constructi
on/ Manufacturing


69%


6%


6%


2%


1%


3%


4%


Less than $2,000


$2,000 to less than $2,500


$2,500 to less than $5,000


$5,000 to less than $7,500


$7,500 to less than $10,000


$10,000 to less than $25,000


$25,000 or more


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’/’Refused’ (11%) not shown.
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43%


20%


26%


35%


13%


13%


13%


19%


6%


14%


The cost of my organization's
electricity bill has a major


impact on our bottom line and
results in some important


spending priorities and
investments being put off


Businesses are protected with
respect to prices and the


reliability and quality of
electricity service in Ontario


Strongly agree Somewhat agree


Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Don't know/No opinion


Total 
Agree


55%


68%


Q


Segmentation


Now I’d like to ask you some general questions about the electricity system in Ontario. For each 
statement please tell me if you would strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or 
strongly disagree. If you don’t know enough to say or don’t have an opinion just let me know. 
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Familiarity with OPG


40


Q


17%


40%
44%


0%


Very familiar Somewhat
familiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 56%


49%


63%


55%


63%


60%


57%


59%


57%


57%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


Today, I’d like to talk to you about Ontario Power Generation. 


How familiar are you with a company called Ontario Power Generation? Would you say you are 
very familiar, somewhat familiar, or not familiar at all?
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Background Information
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OPG’s Share of the Bill
Preamble


42


I’d now like to talk with you about your 


organization’s electricity bill …


While your local distributor is responsible for 


collecting payment for the entire electricity bill, 


OPG receives about 20% of the typical small 


business customer’s bill for its portion of the 


generation.  The rest of the bill goes to other 


power generation companies, transmission 


companies, distribution companies, the 


provincial government and regulatory 


agencies.


Q


“


”


Small Business
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Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


43


Q


10%


20%


71%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 29%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


26%


32%


31%


27%


25%


28%


31%


28%


26%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


Before this survey, how familiar were you with the percentage of your electricity bill that goes to 
OPG?
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 287 of 421







Knowledge of OPG
Overview


44


Q


26%


29%


34%


31%


26%


11%


31%


27%


21%


23%


21%


21%


43%


45%


46%


47%


53%


68%


1%


1%


1%


1%


Over a third of the power OPG generates
comes from hydroelectric plants.


OPG operates the Darlington and 
Pickering nuclear generating stations, two 


of the three nuclear stations in Ontario 
that provide half of the province’s 


electricity.


OPG is the largest electricity generating
company in Ontario.


OPG is 100% owned by the provincial
government


OPG does not run the transmission lines
that you see overhead, it only runs


electricity generation stations


OPG employs more than 9000 employees
across Ontario.


Very familiar Somewhat familiar


Not at all familiar Don't know


Familiar


57%


55%


54%


53%


47%


32%


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey. 
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: The items are arranged in descending order of total “familiar”.
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Knowledge of OPG
Hydroelectric Plants


45


Q


26%
31%


43%


0%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 57%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


50%


64%


52%


67%


56%


59%


56%


55%


67%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
Over a third of the power OPG generates comes from hydroelectric plants.
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Knowledge of OPG
Nuclear Plants


46


Q


29% 27%


45%


0%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 55%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


52%


58%


52%


67%


54%


56%


52%


55%


60%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG operates the Darlington and Picker nuclear generating stations, two of the three nuclear 
stations in Ontario that provide half of the province’s electricity.
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Knowledge of OPG
Ontario’s Largest Electricty Generator


47


Q


34%


21%


46%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 54%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


42%


66%


51%


69%


48%


53%


56%


53%


60%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG is the largest electricity generating company in Ontario.
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Knowledge of OPG
Government Ownership


48


Q


31%


23%


47%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 53%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


50%


56%


45%


63%


54%


54%


53%


53%


55%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG is 100% owned by the provincial government
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Knowledge of OPG
Electricity Generator


49


Q


26%
21%


53%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 47%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


38%


55%


44%


53%


46%


44%


53%


47%


45%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG does not run the transmission lines you see overhead, it only runs electricity generation 
stations
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Knowledge of OPG
Number of Employees


50


Q


11%


21%


68%


1%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 32%


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


22%


40%


36%


29%


27%


28%


41%


30%


33%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


I am now going to read you a list of statements about OPG. After I read each statement, I’d like 
you to tell me how familiar you were with that statement before this survey.
OPG employees more than 9000 employees across Ontario
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Customer Needs 


& Preferences 
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Satisfaction with OPG


52


Q


38%
40%


4%
8% 6% 5%


Very
satisfied


Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied


nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Don't know


Satisfied: 78%


Segmentation
Those who say “Satisfied”:


Dissatisfied: 14%


83%


73%


69%


82%


87%


85%


58%


80%


74%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the services your organization receives from 
Ontario Power Generation? Would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat 
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Satisfaction with OPG
Why Satisfied?


45%


15%


6%


5%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


5%


8%


6%


Reliable/available electricity/no issues


Price is too high


Price is reasonable/improving


Unreliable/too many outages/slow to
restore


Outages are resolved quickly


Service is okay


Don't know enough about OPG


Dissatisfied with management
(operations, salaries)


Customer service/communication -
negative


Other


None


Don't Know


53


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Very satisfied’ or ‘Somewhat satisfied’ 
(n=155)


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Refused’ (1%) not shown.
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Satisfaction with OPG
Why Dissatisfied?


16


4


2


2


4


Price is too high


Unreliable/slow to restore


Customer service - negative


Dissatisfied with management


Other


54


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Very dissatisfied’ or ‘Somewhat dissatisfied’ 
(n=28*)


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Small Business


Note: N-sizes are reported due to small sample size.
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Satisfaction with OPG
Why Neutral?


4


1


1


1


1


4


1


4


Don't know enough about OPG


Reliable/available electricity/no issues


Unreliable/too many outages/slow to
restore


Price is too high


Service is okay


Other


None


Don't Know


55


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ or ‘Don’t know’ 
(n=17*)


Why do you feel this way?
[asked of all respondents]Q


Small Business


Note: N-sizes are reported due to small sample size.
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Familiarity with the Long-Term Energy Plan


56


Q


Segmentation
Those who say “Familiar”:


6%


25%


68%


2%


Very familiar Somewhat
failiar


Not familiar at
all


Don't know


Familiar: 31%


28%


33%


26%


29%


42%


28%


39%


30%


29%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant
Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


The Ontario government determines the energy mix for the province and forecasts long term 
demand for energy in the Long-Term Energy Plan. OPG is required by law to follow the direction 
set by the government in the Long-Term Energy Plan. 
Before this survey how familiar were you with the Long-Term Energy Plan?
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business
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Outcome Priorities
Overview of Importance Ratings


57


91%


88%


88%


86%


85%


84%


72%


62%


58%


6%


10%


8%


10%


13%


16%


21%


30%


28%


4%


3%


6%


4%


2%


6%


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Ensuring safe and environmentally responsible
disposal of nuclear waste


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


Producing low cost power


Protecting generation stations against physical
and cyber threats and attacks


Minimizing OPG's impact on the environment


Making positive contributions to Ontario's
economy


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Very important Somewhat important Not very important


Not important at all Don't know


Q
While the government and regulators tell OPG what it must do, OPG has some choices to make in 
how it does those things. I am going to read you a list of possible outcomes that were developed 
based on earlier research conducted with people from all around Ontario. For each of the 
following, please tell me how important it is to you.
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: The items are arranged in descending order of “very important”.
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Outcome Priorities
Operating Safely


58


Q


91%


6%
2% 2%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 97% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


89%


93%


92%


92%


87%


93%


88%


93%


90%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Operating in a safe manner
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Reliable Production


59


Q


88%


10%


1% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 98% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


89%


87%


94%


84%


85%


88%


89%


87%


98%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Nuclear Waste Management


60


Q


88%


8%


1% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 96%


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


91%


85%


88%


90%


92%


89%


88%


89%


86%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Ensuring safe and environmentally responsible disposal of nuclear waste
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Transparency & Accountability


61


Q


86%


10%


2% 2%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 96% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


83%


89%


91%


86%


81%


85%


91%


84%


93%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Operating in a transparent and accountable manner
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Producing Low Cost Power


62


Q


85%


13%


1% 2%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 97%


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


84%


85%


92%


88%


69%


83%


91%


83%


88%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Producing low cost power.
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Protecting Against Threats


63


Q


84%


16%


0% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 99% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


84%


83%


85%


82%


85%


86%


80%


83%


79%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Protecting generation stations against physical and cyber threats and attacks
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Minimizing Environmental Impact


64


Q


72%


21%


4% 4%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 92% 
Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


71%


72%


72%


65%


79%


72%


70%


75%


67%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Ontario’s Economy


65


Q


62%


30%


3% 2%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 92% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


64%


60%


69%


59%


52%


60%


67%


62%


62%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Making positive contributions to Ontario’s economy
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) not shown.
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Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Local Communities


66


Q


58%


28%


6% 6%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 86% 


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


63%


53%


66%


49%


52%


60%


56%


58%


55%


GTA


Rest of Ontario


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


>$2,000


$2,000+


Region


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


Bill Size


For each of the following, please tell me how important it is to you.
Making positive contributions to local communities in which OPG operates
[asked of all respondents, n=200]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 310 of 421







Outcomes Priorities
Additional Outcomes


5%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


3%


5%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


66%


4%


Alternative/renewable energy


Efficient operations


Plan for the future


Buy power from other provinces


Nuclear-negative


Stop selling power to the US


Do not privatize


Other


Producing low-cost power


Minimizing OPG’s impact on the environment


Ensuring safe and environmentally responsible
disposal of nuclear waste


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Operating in a safe manner


Making positive contributions to Ontario’s 
economy


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


None


Don't Know


67


Q


In addition to 66% 
saying “None”, 11% 


suggested a 
consideration which was 


discussed in the 
previous questions.


Are there any other outcomes you feel OPG should be considering in developing its plans?
[asked of all respondents, n=200]Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Refused’ (6%) not shown.


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 311 of 421







Outcome Priorities
Ranking the Top Three


68


35%


12%


13%


11%


7%


6%


3%


3%


1%


12%


18%


11%


16%


12%


6%


6%


3%


2%


9%


15%


12%


7%


9%


15%


8%


6%


1%


Producing low-cost power


Ensuring safe and environmentally
responsible disposal of nuclear waste


Minimizing OPG’s impact on the 
environment


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for
Ontario


Operating in a transparent and
accountable manner


Protecting generation stations against
physical and cyber threats and attacks


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Making positive contributions to Ontario’s 
economy


Most important Second most important Third most important


Top 3 Priority


56%


45%


36%


34%


28%


27%


17%


11%


4%


Q
I am going to read you that list of outcomes again, and I would like you to tell me which one you 
feel should be OPG’s first priority. And which is the second most important? And which is the 
third most important?
[asked of all respondents, n=200, percentages are calculated based on the full sample]


Q


Small Business


Note: ‘Don’t know’ not shown.
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Survey Methodology


2


Note: Graphs and tables may not always total 100% due to rounding values rather than 


any error in data.  Sums are added before rounding numbers.  Caution interpreting 


results with small n-sizes.


Online Workbook Methodology


Ontario Power Generation (OPG) commissioned INNOVATIVE to develop an 
online workbook to provide all customers with an opportunity to learn 
more about OPG and to tell OPG what their priorities should be moving 
forward.


Field Dates & Completes


The Online Workbook was accessible to Ontario residents and small 
businesses from November 18th to December 14th, 2018.


• A total of 2,862 residential respondents completed the survey.


• The number of small business completes was 75. 
Due to the small sample number of small business respondents, their 
results are displayed as frequencies, denoted by n-size, throughout the 
report.


Promoting the Online Workbook


To make the workbook accessible to as many people as possible it was 
promoted through a variety of channels including:


• Ontario Power Generation corporate website promotions;


• Social media promotion on Facebook.


Validating Responses


Because the survey was posted publicly, the sample was also screened for 
respondents who were not seriously answering the questions. This was 
done by analyzing the content of open ended responses, and responses 
deemed invalid were removed from the final sample.


Despite the large number of completes, this is a sample of 
volunteers and not a systematic sample on Ontarians. Their 
responses provided important direction as we finalized the random 
telephone survey. However, these results cannot be generalized to 
the broader public. 
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Residential Workbook
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Demographics
Respondent Profile


9%


12%


9%


9%


45%


7%


9%


Less than $28,000


$28,001 - $39,000


$39,001 - $48,000


$48,001 - $52,000


More than $52,000


Don’t know / not sure


Refused/Prefer not to say


Household Income


12%


53%


15% 11%
6% 2%


1 2 3 4 5+ Refused


2%


19%


24%


30%


22%


3%


<$50


$50-$100


$100-$150


>$150


Don't know/not sure


Refused


Region


4


Household Size


LEAP Qualification


12%


26%


45%


7%


9%


LEAP Qualified


Income <$52k, not Leap
Qualified


Income>$52k, not LEAP
Qualified


Don't know/Not sure


Refused/Prefer not to
say


Bill Size


7%


12%


29%


49%


3%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/ West


North/ East


Refused/Postal Code
Outside of Ontario


5% 4%


89%


2%
OPG worker/family


Energy sector
worker/family


General Public


Refused


Relationship to OPG/ Energy Sector


Residential
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5


4%


29%


31%


34%


31%


19%


28%


16%


Consumers are well-protected with
respect to prices and the reliability
and quality of electricity service in


Ontario


My electricity bill has a major
impact on my finances and
requires I do without other


important priorities


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know/No opinion Refused


Total 
Agree


35%


62%


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q


Segmentation


Residential
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Background Information
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7


Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in Ontario’s Electricity System


Residential
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8


Q


56%


38%


3% 1%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 94%


57%


61%


55%


57%


51%


56%


62%


63%


54%


45%


48%


51%


64%


77%


80%


55%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%)  not shown


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in Ontario’s Electricity System


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of the electricity system work together.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Residential
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Who is OPG?


• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the 
utility that was previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in 
North America with more than 9,000 employees across the Province.


• The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) sets the rates that OPG can charge its customers 
for most of the electricity it generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity 
generator in Ontario. For the other generators, electricity prices are set in their 
contracts.  


• OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources: 


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations (GS) 
play a significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington Nuclear GS and Pickering Nuclear 
GS operate continuously to meet the minimum 
level of power demand for the province while 
emitting virtually no air pollution. 


To maintain these stations, OPG began the 
refurbishment of Darlington Nuclear GS in 
October 2016. The refurbishment will extend 
the station’s life by another 30 years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that 
OPG produces comes from hydroelectric 
facilities. This renewable resource has 
fueled Ontario’s economic growth since 
the beginning of the 20th century and it 
remains an important contributor of clean, 
low-cost power in the province. 


This consultation 
is about that 
“regulated” 
electricity.


Ontario Power Generation (OPG)
Fast Facts


Residential
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Q


56%


39%


2% 1%


Strongly
agree


Somewhat
agree


Somewhat
disagree


Strongly
disagree


Agree: 96%


56%


64%


54%


57%


51%


55%


63%


63%


54%


43%


46%


50%


65%


89%


80%


54%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation 
Those who say “Strongly agree”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Understanding of OPG


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I have a general understanding of who OPG is.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (<1%)  not shown.
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How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical residential customer, about half of the monthly electricity bill goes to pay for power


generation. The cost of OPG’s power represents about 20% of a customer’s bill.


The rest of the bill goes to other generators, transmission companies, and distribution companies,


regulatory agencies, and government taxes.


How much does OPG’s energy 
cost compared to others?


The OEB sets the prices that OPG can 
charge its customers. 


The electricity OPG generates cost you 
about 40% less than the average price 
paid to other generators in the province.


6.6 7.4


11.4
12.5


2017 2018 -2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


20%
43%


3%5%


30%


HST
(less 8% provincial rebate)


Regulatory Charges


Delivery


Sample Residential Bill


Other 
Electricity 
Generation


Note: Graphs may not always total 100% due to rounding.


OPG’s 
Share


Monthly Hydro Bill
(Based on consumption of 750 kWh)


Account Number:
000 000 000 000 0000


Meter Number:
00000000


Your Electricity Charges


Electricity


Off-Peak @ 6.5 ₵/kWh 31.69


Mid-Peak @ 9.4 ₵/kWh 11.99


On-Peak @ 13.2 ₵/kWh 17.82


Delivery 52.21


Regulatory Charges 3.28


Total Electricity Charges $116.99


HST 15.21


8% Provincial Rebate* (-$9.36)


*The Ontario government is providing a rebate on your electricity costs 
equal to the provincial portion of the HST


Total Amount $122.84


How much does OPG’s 


electricity generation cost me?
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Familiarity with OPG’s Share of the Bill


12


Q


21%


40% 39%


Very familiar Somewhat
familiar


Not familiar at all


Familiar: 61%


23%


19%


21%


22%


25%


21%


18%


19%


24%


5%


19%


19%


23%


25%


32%


21%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very familiar”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your electricity bill that 
goes to OPG?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Residential
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Satisfaction with OPG


14


Q


16%


30%


25%


13% 12%


Very
satisfied


Somewhat
satisfied


Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very
dissatisfied


Satisfied: 46%
45%


59%


46%


44%


31%


46%


60%


69%


34%


36%


40%


44%


54%


79%


64%


44%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Satisfied”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Dissatisfied: 25%


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario’s electricity system, how 
satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.


Residential
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17%


13%


3%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


3%


8%


45%


Reliable/available electricity


Cost of energy


Not enough clarity in operations, energy sources


News media


Exorbitant salaries of management


Nuclear power issues


Environmental impact/conservation/pollution


Work(ed) for them/other utility


Negative - general


Focus on more efficient or greener tech


Positive - general


Personal research, investigation


Worked, or spoke with someone, in the industry/for
OPG


Eliminating green energy plans


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


15


Q


Satisfaction with OPG
Judgement Criteria


How do you know if OPG is doing a good job for you or not?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Satisfaction with OPG
Suggestions for Improvement


12%


7%


5%


5%


4%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


0%


5%


2%


45%


Lower prices/delivery rates


Alternative energy


Efficient management/reduce overhead costs


More transparency/education


Cost efficiency


Phase out nuclear power/nuclear waste management


Keep and build more power plants


Issues with wind/solar


Protect environment/reduce pollution


Eliminate time of use pricing


More local generation


Stop privatization


Reliable service


Stop selling to US for cheap


Provide more power


Buy out private power operators


Buy power from Quebec


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


16


Q
Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for you? 
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q


Residential
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Outcome Priorities
Overview of Importance Ratings


17


90%


89%


88%


77%


75%


64%


57%


36%


34%


8%


10%


10%


19%


19%


27%


31%


38%


32%


3%


4%


7%


8%


17%


17%


3%


3%


7%


14%


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for
Ontario


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


Producing low cost power


Protecting generation stations against
physical and cyber threats and attacks


Producing clean energy that is free of smog
and carbon emissions


Making positive contributions to Ontario's
economy


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Maintaining a strong relationship with
Indigenous peoples


Very important Somewhat important Not very important


Not important at all Don't know


Q
When the OEB assesses OPG’s business plan, it will ask OPG what outcomes matter to customers 
and how the business plan delivers on those outcomes. Below is a list of outcomes created from 
earlier customer input. For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to 
[you/your organization].
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q
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Q


90%


8%


1% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 99% 


94%


94%


89%


90%


87%


92%


92%


93%


88%


97%


88%


90%


91%


95%


96%


90%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Operating Safely


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Operating in a safe manner.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.


Residential
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Q


89%


10%


1% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 99% 


90%


91%


86%


90%


90%


91%


86%


90%


88%


91%


88%


90%


89%


88%


89%


89%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Reliable Production


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.


Residential
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Q


88%


10%


1% 0%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 99% 


88%


87%


88%


89%


92%


90%


84%


86%


90%


90%


90%


89%


87%


78%


85%


89%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation 
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Transparency & Accountability


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Operating in a transparent and accountable manner.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.


Residential
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Q


77%


19%


3%
1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 96%


57%


80%


77%


79%


94%


84%


55%


63%


86%


67%


84%


81%


71%


84%


75%


76%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Producing Low Cost Power


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Producing low cost power.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q
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Q


75%


19%


4% 1%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 94% 


70%


77%


76%


75%


74%


76%


74%


79%


73%


70%


72%


76%


74%


74%


81%


75%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Protecting Against Threats


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Protecting generation stations against physical and cyber threats and attacks.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (1%) not shown.
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Q


64%


27%


7%
3%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 90%
75%


67%


62%


62%


52%


59%


78%


77%


54%


84%


64%


61%


65%


61%


68%


64%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Clean Energy


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Producing clean energy that is free of smog and carbon emissions.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (0%) not shown.


Residential


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 336 of 421







24


Q


57%


31%


8%
3%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 87% 56%


60%


56%


56%


61%


59%


50%


57%


56%


53%


63%


56%


55%


77%


68%


55%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Ontario’s Economy


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Making positive contributions to Ontario’s economy
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) not shown.
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Q


36% 38%


17%


7%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 74% 


40%


34%


36%


36%


42%


37%


30%


38%


35%


36%


45%


36%


32%


50%


39%


35%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Contributing to Local Communities


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Making positive contributions to local communities in which OPG operates.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (2%) not shown.
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Q


34%
32%


17%
14%


Very
important


Somewhat
important


Not very
important


Not important
at all


Important: 66% 


47%


34%


32%


34%


35%


31%


36%


41%


29%


45%


48%


34%


31%


28%


34%


35%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very important”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Outcome Priorities
Indigenous Relations


For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to [you/your organization]. 
Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous peoples.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (3%) not shown.
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The list above may not include all the outcomes that matter to you. Are there any 
other important priorities that OPG should be focusing on that weren’t included in 
the list above? If so, please list what you think is missing below.
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 answers allowed, n=2,862]


Q


10%


8%


7%


5%


3%


3%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


16%


0%


60%


Producing low-cost power


Alternative/renewable energy (nuclear, solar, water)


Efficient operations and costs


Nuclear issues (risks, waste, phasing out)


Operating in a transparent and accountable manner


Producing clean energy free of smog and carbon emissions


Protect the environment/climate change


Support local, independent and off-grid power


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Stop selling energy cheaper outside Ontario


Nuclear-positive


Anti green energy/wind/solar


Operating in a safe manner


Keep it public/stop privatization


Remove delivery fees


Jobs


Savings/incentives for efficiency


Produce more power/hydro


Operate without political interference


Research and development/new technologies


Plan for the future demand


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


Q


Outcome Priorities
Additional Outcomes
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37%


16%


15%


10%


15%


16%


26%


12%


12%


8%


6%


2%


14%


11%


15%


12%


13%


15%


10%


4%


3%


14%


Producing low-cost power


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Producing clean energy that is free of smog and
carbon emissions


Operating in a safe manner


Operating in a transparet and accountable manner


Protecting generation stations against physical and
cyber threats and attacks


Making position contributions to Ontario's economy


Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous
peoples


Making position contributions to local communities
in which OPG operates


Other


Most important Second most important Third most important


Thinking again about the things OPG should be focussing on, please rank your/your 
organization’s top 3 priorities—where “1” would be the most important, “2” the 
second most important, and “3” the third most important.
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862, percentages are calculated based on the full sample]


Top 3 Priority


63%


57%


39%


35%


25%


18%


7%


5%


2%


43%


QQ


Outcome Priorities
Ranking the Top Three
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OPG’s nuclear business is in the process of refining its framework for assessing specific investment decisions. 


OPG is considering using the criteria listed in the table below. However, before implementing this framework, 


OPG would like to hear what you think about this approach. 


SAFETY


OPG lists the safety of the public, its staff and its contractors as a priority. To achieve its 
goal for safety, OPG considers the following types of safety risks:  
• Conventional safety risk – the risk of workplace safety hazards and injuries.
• Nuclear safety risk – risk of unplanned reactor shutdowns or unsafe shutdown 


conditions. 
• Radiological safety risk – the risk of unplanned radiation exposure or contamination to 


station personnel and the public.


GENERATION 
RELIABILITY


For OPG, generation reliability is about getting the most out of a power plant. The less 
down-time a power plant has, the more “reliable” it is.
Generation reliability is highest when OPG can:
• Maximize the hours that a plant is producing power or
• Minimize the hours spent on equipment repairs or unplanned events that reduce its 


ability to produce that power.


REGULATORY


OPG‘s operations are subject to extensive laws and regulations that are enforced by 
various bodies such as the OEB, Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission and the IESO.


Collectively, these institutions set out many of the constraints within which OPG is 
permitted to operate its facilities and manage its business.


REPUTATION & 
SOCIAL LICENCE


OPG considers input from the public and its employees in operating its generation stations 
and conducting business. 


This includes considerations of public safety and corporate citizenship, environmental 
stewardship, transparency, community engagement, and Indigenous relations.


FINANCIAL


OPG’s financial priority is to achieve a consistent level of strong financial performance that 
allows the company to make investments in its generation facilities to meet operational 
needs and reduce equipment damage, creating a profit for the Province of Ontario through 
increasing revenue and reducing costs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL 
STEWARDSHIP


Electricity generation can have an impact on biodiversity. 


OPG’s operations and facilities must work within environmental requirements that include 
protection of land, water, air, living organisms and natural systems. 


SECURITY


OPG also considers two types of security risks:


• Cyber security risk – threats to networks, computers, programs and data from attack, 
damage or unauthorized access. 


• Physical security risk – threats to generating stations and personnel. 


Nuclear Priorities
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30


Q


16%


43% 41%


Yes No Don`t know


25%


18%


15%


15%


16%


14%


18%


14%


17%


18%


15%


16%


17%


9%


18%


16%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation 
Those who say “Yes”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Nuclear Priorities


Is there anything missing from this list?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Q


12%


11%


9%


8%


8%


7%


7%


5%


5%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


9%


5%


Nuclear waste disposal


Moving towards alternative energy sources


Lower costs


Financial


Moving away from nuclear


Environmental Stewardship


Reputation & Social Licence


Safety


Should not be for profit


Generation Reliability


Commitment to employees


Research, development and plans for future


Provide or support consumer generation


Increase nuclear capacity


Investment in educating the public


Security


Other


Refused


Amongst those who answered: ‘Yes’ there are missing priorities 
(n=453)


Nuclear Priorities


Is there anything missing from this list? 
[asked only of respondents who said “yes, there are missing priorities”, n=453]Q
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20%


25%


21%


19%


15%


19%


25%


30%


14%


17%


16%


16%


25%


40%


30%


19%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


32


Q


20%


60%


5% 3%


12%


Definitely
the right
approach


Probably the
right


approach


Probably the
wrong


approach


Definitely
the wrong
approach


Don't know


Right approach: 80% 


Wrong approach: 8% 


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Definitely the right 
approach”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Nuclear Priorities


Do you think this is the right or the wrong approach?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Operational Excellence at OPG means the safe and environmentally responsible 
generation of reliable and cost-effective electricity from the company’s 
generating stations through a highly trained and engaged workforce.


OPG uses measures such as how much energy it produces in total, and the 
amount of electricity generated by a nuclear plan relative to the maximum 
potential to assess Operational Excellence.


Project Excellence at OPG means being an industry leader in project 
management capability and performance. As part of the commitment to 
project excellence, OPG continues to enhance and streamline its approach to 
project planning and execution, with the goal of delivering all projects safely, on 
time, on budget, and with high quality.


OPG measures Project Excellence by comparing budgeted to actual cost and 
time, as well as other indicators. 


Financial Strength at OPG means achieving a consistent level of strong financial 
performance that delivers a profit to the Province of Ontario and positioning 
the company for future growth. 


OPG uses measures such as return on equity and earnings before tax to 
measure Financial Strength.


Social Licence at OPG means holding the company accountable to the public 
and its employees, and focusing on maintaining the people’s trust. OPG is 
committed to maintaining high standards of public safety and corporate 
citizenship, including environmental stewardship, transparency, community 
engagement, and Indigenous relations.


OPG uses indicators such as workplace injury frequency to measure employee 
safety, which is part of its Social Licence.


OPG uses a company-wide approach to achieve the goals outlined on the previous pages. At the highest 


level, OPG works to achieve the four core values listed below. OPG calls these values its “Strategic 


Imperatives.” These four values guide all of the decisions that OPG makes. Each year, OPG uses targeted 


initiatives to achieve more specific goals that fall under the four Strategic Imperatives. OPG would like to 


hear what you think about this approach and the values in it. 


Strategic Imperatives
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34


Q


13%


42%
45%


Yes No Don`t know


18%


12%


13%


14%


15%


12%


14%


10%


16%


13%


14%


14%


14%


8%


4%


14%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Yes”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Strategic Imperatives


Is there anything missing from this list?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Q


12%


11%


9%


7%


7%


6%


6%


6%


4%


4%


3%


2%


2%


1%


14%


5%


Environment/climate change


Social Licence


Cheap electricity


Nuclear energy (phasing it out)


Remove profit motive


Operational Excellence


Pursuit of alternative energy sources


Executive salaries


Project Excellence


Negative comments


Research and development/innovation


Political interference


Selling/buying power


Financial Strength


Other


Refused


Amongst those who answered: ‘Yes’ there are missing imperatives 
(n=385)


Strategic Imperatives


Is there anything missing from this list? 
[asked only of respondents who said “yes, there are missing priorities”, n=385]Q
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16%


22%


16%


16%


12%


16%


22%


25%


12%


13%


16%


13%


21%


40%


25%


15%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG Worker/Family


Energy Sector Worker/Family


General Public


36


Q


17%


57%


7%
3%


16%


Definitely
the right
approach


Probably the
right


approach


Probably the
wrong


approach


Definitely
the wrong
approach


Don't know


Right approach: 74% 


Wrong approach: 10% 


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Definitely the right 
approach”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Strategic Imperatives


Do you think this is the right or the wrong approach?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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21%


28%


22%


22%


14%


21%


31%


34%


15%


24%


19%


20%


28%


42%


30%


21%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


38


Q


22%


59%


11%


4%


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very
unfavourable


Favourable: 81%


Unfavourable: 14% 


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Very favourable”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Overall Impression of the Workbook


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (5%) not shown.
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Q


16%


78%


7%


Too little Just the right
amount


Too much


71%


77%


78%


78%


70%


81%


81%


86%


72%


76%


76%


78%


81%


91%


80%


77%


Toronto


Rest of GTA


South/West


North/East


Significant Impact


Impact


No Impact


Agree


Disagree


DK/Neutral


LEAP Qualified


<$52k - Not qualified


>$52k - Not qualified


OPG worker/family


Energy sector worker/family


General public


Region


Segmentation
Those who say “Just the right amount”:


Bill Impact


Consumers are Protected


LEAP Qualification


Relationship to OPG/the energy sector


Volume of Information


Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Q


8%


8%


8%


7%


6%


5%


5%


5%


4%


4%


4%


3%


3%


2%


18%


3%


7%


Not enough details/facts


Plans for alternative energy production


Employees/executives-salaries, numbers


Survey was too self-serving/leading


Nuclear (waste, costs)


Costs (why so high, how will they lower them)


Financial info/profits


Too much information/detail/reading


Long term plans/how they would be…


Honesty/transparency/accountability


Simplify information


Power generation methods and cost…


Environmental commitments/clean energy


OPG operations (structure, vision, costs)


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


Amongst those who answered: ‘Too little information’ 
(n=449)


Volume of Information
Too Little Information


What was missing?
[asked only of respondents who said “too little information”, n=449]Q
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Q


13%


8%


7%


5%


5%


5%


5%


5%


4%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


18%


6%


7%


Too much information/detail/reading


Simplify information


Costs (why so high, how will they lower them)


Financial info/profits (ie where is the money…


Survey was too self-serving/leading


OPG operations (structure, vision, costs)


Honesty/transparency/accountability


Power generation methods, perecentages, and…


Not enough details/facts


Long term plans/how they would be accomplished


Employees/executives-salaries, numbers


Environmental commitments/clean energy


Nuclear (waste, costs)


Information/plans for alternative energy production


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


Amongst those who answered: ‘Too much information’ 
(n=191)


Volume of Information
Too Much Information


What could have been cut?
[asked only of respondents who said “too much information”, n=191]Q
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Q


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


1%


0%


0%


0%


0%


6%


0%


74%


Nuclear energy issues


Renewables/transition to green energy plans


Why are the salaries so high/what are the pay scales?


What are the initiatives to reduce the costs?


Cost breakdowns, explanations and comparisons


Future/long-term plans


Why is it for profit


Transparency/accountability


Selling/buying power/rate charged for US vs Ontario?


Political interference


Why was it privatized?


Environment/climate change/reduce emissions


Financial performance/profits


Efficiencies to reduce waste, costs


Green energy/solar/wind-negative


Jobs-too many employees, hire canadians


Generation issues (over, under capacity)


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


Outstanding Questions


Do you have any questions about OPG you would still like answered?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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Q


11%


3%


2%


2%


1%


1%


0%


0%


5%


1%


73%


Same format (online survey)


By email


Provide more
information/clarification


In person/'town hall'
meetings/focus groups


In any way


By a less biased survey


Social media/Facebook


By mail


Other


Don't Know


None / Refused


Other includes:
“Shorter surveys”
“Phone me”
“Would like to see advertised 
better. “
“More objective questioning “


Suggestions for Future Consultations 


How would you prefer to participate in future consultations?
[asked of all respondents, n=2,862]Q
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
[asked of all respondents, n=75]


45


60


58


52


2


Understand and select
electricity-related


equipment for your…


Manage electricity use by
your company


Deal with electrical utility
companies


Refused


Do you personally do any of the following 
things in your organization? [Multiple 
mention]
[asked of all small business respondents, n=75]


Q


Firmographics & Segmentation
Respondent Profile


40


9


6


1


2


1


3


8


7


Less than $2,000


$2,000 to less than
$2,500


$2,500 to less than
$5,000


$5,000 to less than
$7,500


$7,500 to less than
$10,000


$10,000 to less than
$25,000


$25,000 or more


Don't know


Refused / Prefer not to
say


Bill Size


Small Business


3 


39 


16 


20 


20 


8 


31 


5 


Businesses are well-protected with respect to
prices and the reliability and quality of electricity


service in Ontario.


The cost of my organization’s electricity bill has a 
major impact on our bottom line and results in 


some important spending priorities and 
investments being put off.


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree


Strongly disagree Don't know/No opinion Refused


Total Agree


n=59


n=19


Q


Segmentation


Role of Respondent
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47


Ontario's electricity system is owned and operated by provincial, municipal, and private 
corporations across the province. It is made up of three key components: generation, 
transmission and distribution.


Transmission
Electricity travels across Ontario.


Once electricity is generated, it must be transported to urban 
and rural areas across the province. This happens by way of 
high voltage transmission lines that serve as highways for 
electricity. The province has more than 30,000 km of 
transmission lines.


Local Distribution
Delivering power to homes and businesses in your community.


Your local utility is responsible for the distribution of electricity. 
This local distribution system includes transformer stations of 
various sizes and designs that decrease the voltage of the 
electricity so it can be used in your home or business.


Generation
Where electricity comes from.


Ontario gets its electricity from a mix of energy sources. 
About half of our electricity comes from nuclear power. 
The remainder comes from a mix of hydroelectric, natural gas,
wind and solar.


Most of Ontario’s electricity generating stations are located in the southern part of 
the province close to where the demand for power is greatest. The majority of these 
power stations are owned and operated by OPG, a government owned company 
that generates about half of Ontario’s electricity. The other half comes from 
multiple generators who have contracts with the grid operator to provide power 
from a variety of sources. 


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in Ontario’s Electricity System


Small Business
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Q


47 


23 


3 2 


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Agree: n=70


Electricity 101
Understanding OPG’s Role in Ontario’s Electricity System


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I generally understand how the various parts of the electricity system work together.
[asked of  all respondents, n=75]


Q


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (n=0)  not shown


Small Business
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Who is OPG?


• Ontario Power Generation is owned by the province of Ontario. 


• It was established in 1999 to operate the electricity generation facilities of the 
utility that was previously known as Ontario Hydro.


• Today, OPG is one of the largest and most complex generating companies in 
North America with more than 9,000 employees across the Province.


• The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) sets the rates that OPG can charge its customers 
for most of the electricity it generates. OPG is the only “regulated” electricity 
generator in Ontario. For the other generators, electricity prices are set in their 
contracts.  


• OPG’s regulated electricity comes from two sources: 


Nuclear


OPG’s two nuclear generating stations (GS) 
play a significant role in Ontario’s energy mix. 
Darlington Nuclear GS and Pickering Nuclear 
GS operate continuously to meet the minimum 
level of power demand for the province while 
emitting virtually no air pollution. 


To maintain these stations, OPG began the 
refurbishment of Darlington Nuclear GS in 
October 2016. The refurbishment will extend 
the station’s life by another 30 years. 


Hydroelectric


More than one third of the electricity that 
OPG produces comes from hydroelectric 
facilities. This renewable resource has 
fueled Ontario’s economic growth since 
the beginning of the 20th century and it 
remains an important contributor of clean, 
low-cost power in the province. 


This consultation 
is about that 
“regulated” 
electricity.


Ontario Power Generation (OPG)
Fast Facts
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Q


Understanding of OPG


To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
I have a general understanding of who OPG is.
[asked of all respondents, n=75]


Q


46 


24 


5 
-


Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree


Agree: n=70


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (n=0)  not shown.


Small Business
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How much of my bill goes to OPG?


For the typical business/organization customer, between 40% and 60% of the monthly


electricity bill goes to pay for power generation, depending on actual consumption.


The cost of OPG’s power represents about 20% of a customer’s bill. The rest of the bill


goes to other generators, transmission companies, and distribution companies,


regulatory agencies, and government taxes.


How much does OPG’s energy 
cost compared to others?


The OEB sets the prices that OPG can 
charge its customers. 


The electricity OPG generates cost you 
about 40% less than the average price 
paid to other generators in the province.


6.6 7.4


11.4
12.5


2017 2018 -2021


OPG Other Generators


Average Ontario Generating Price (¢/kWh)


20%
39%


3%5%
33%


HST
(less 8% provincial rebate)


Regulatory Charges


Delivery


Other 
Electricity 
Generation


OPG’s 
Share


Electricity 
Generation


40 – 60%


Note: Graphs may not always total 100% due to rounding. 
This example is based on small business plans with time-of-use pricing. 


How much does OPG’s 


electricity generation cost me?
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Q


Familiarity with OPG’s Portion of the Bill


Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of [your/your organization’s] 
electricity bill that goes to OPG?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]


Q


20 


34 


21 


Very familiar Somewhat familiar Not familiar at all


Familiar: n=54


Small Business
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Customer Needs 


& Preferences 
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7 


18 


12 
17 


20 


Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied


Somewhat
dissatisfied


Very dissatisfied


54


Q


Satisfaction with OPG’s Performance


Now that you’ve read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario’s electricity system, how 
satisfied are you with OPG’s performance?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]


Q


Satisfied: n=25


Note: ‘Don’t know’ (n=1)  not shown.


Small Business


15 


6 


2 


2 


2 


2 


1 


1 


5 


39


Cost of energy


Reliable/available electricity


Environmental impact/conservation/pollution


Exorbitant salaries of management


Nuclear power issues


Not enough clarity in operations


Negative - general


Other


Don't know


None / Refused


How do you know if OPG is doing a good job for [you/your organization] or not?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q
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Q


Suggestions for Improvement


Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for [you/your organization]? 
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


11


7


6


4


2


2


2


2


1


1


1


1


4


31


Lower prices/delivery rates


Alternative energy


Efficient management/reduce overhead costs
(ie reduce salaries)


Cost efficiency


Protect environment/reduce pollution


Phase out nuclear power/nuclear waste
management


Stop privatization


Issues with wind/solar


More transparency/education


Keep and build more power plants


More local generation


Reliable service


Other


None / Refused


Small Business
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65


60


58 


58


47


36


34


28


19


9


12


15 


10


22


28


25


26


22


6


4


3


10


12


14


8


5


8


16


Operating in a transparent and accountable
manner


Operating in a safe manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Producing low cost power


Protecting generation stations against physical and
cyber threats and attacks


Producing clean energy that is free of smog and
carbon emissions


Making positive contributions to Ontario's
economy


Making positive contributions to local
communities in which OPG operates


Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous
peoples


Very important Somewhat important Not very important


Not important at all Don't know


Q


Rating Outcome Priorities
An Overview


When the OEB assesses OPG’s business plan, it will ask OPG what outcomes matter to customers 
and how the business plan delivers on those outcomes. Below is a list of outcomes created from 
earlier customer input. For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to 
[you/your organization].
[asked of all respondents, n=75]


Q


Small Business
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Q


Additional Priorities


The list above may not include all the outcomes that matter to you. Are there any other 
important priorities that OPG should be focusing on that weren’t included in the list above? If so, 
please list what you think is missing below.
[asked of all respondents, up to 3 answers allowed, n=75]


Q


19


8


5


4


4


3


2


2


2


2


2


2


2


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


6


40


Producing low-cost power


Alternative/renewable energy (nuclear, solar, water)


Anti green energy/wind/solar


Nuclear issues (risks, waste, phasing out)


Efficient operations and costs


Protect the environment/climate change


Remove delivery fees


Nuclear-positive


Operate without political interference


Decentralize power production/support independent power


Keep it public/stop privatization


Care about the public


Maintenance/upgrades


Produce more power/hydro


Get rid of time-of-use rates


Low-income/seniors' help


Jobs


Savings/incentives for efficiency


Education


Research and development/new technologies


Operating in a safe manner


Other


Refused


Small Business
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58


39


8


3


7


5


1


1


9


10 


19


9


7


6


3


2


1


2


13


3


12


15


5


7


6


3


5


1


14


Producing low-cost power


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Operating in a safe manner


Producing clean energy that is free of smog and
carbon emissions


Operating in a transparet and accountable manner


Protecting generation stations against physical and
cyber threats and attacks


Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous
peoples


Making position contributions to Ontario's
economy


Making position contributions to local communities
in which OPG operates


Other


Most important Second most important Third most important


Top 3 Priority


Q


Ranking Outcome Priorities


Thinking again about the things OPG should be focussing on, please rank your/your organization’s 
top 3 priorities—where “1” would be the most important, “2” the second most important, and 
“3” the third most important.
[asked of all respondents, showing all small business respondents who answered the question, n=75]


Q


52 


39 


27 


19 


18 


9 


6 


6 


4 


36


Small Business
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59


OPG’s nuclear business is in the process of refining its framework for assessing specific investment decisions. 


OPG is considering using the criteria listed in the table below. However, before implementing this framework, 


OPG would like to hear what you think about this approach. 


SAFETY


OPG lists the safety of the public, its staff and its contractors as a priority. To achieve its 
goal for safety, OPG considers the following types of safety risks:  
• Conventional safety risk – the risk of workplace safety hazards and injuries.
• Nuclear safety risk – risk of unplanned reactor shutdowns or unsafe shutdown 


conditions. 
• Radiological safety risk – the risk of unplanned radiation exposure or contamination to 


station personnel and the public.


GENERATION 
RELIABILITY


For OPG, generation reliability is about getting the most out of a power plant. The less 
down-time a power plant has, the more “reliable” it is.
Generation reliability is highest when OPG can:
• Maximize the hours that a plant is producing power or
• Minimize the hours spent on equipment repairs or unplanned events that reduce its 


ability to produce that power.


REGULATORY


OPG‘s operations are subject to extensive laws and regulations that are enforced by 
various bodies such as the OEB, Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission and the IESO.


Collectively, these institutions set out many of the constraints within which OPG is 
permitted to operate its facilities and manage its business.


REPUTATION & 
SOCIAL LICENCE


OPG considers input from the public and its employees in operating its generation stations 
and conducting business. 


This includes considerations of public safety and corporate citizenship, environmental 
stewardship, transparency, community engagement, and Indigenous relations.


FINANCIAL


OPG’s financial priority is to achieve a consistent level of strong financial performance that 
allows the company to make investments in its generation facilities to meet operational 
needs and reduce equipment damage, creating a profit for the Province of Ontario through 
increasing revenue and reducing costs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL 
STEWARDSHIP


Electricity generation can have an impact on biodiversity. 


OPG’s operations and facilities must work within environmental requirements that include 
protection of land, water, air, living organisms and natural systems. 


SECURITY


OPG also considers two types of security risks:


• Cyber security risk – threats to networks, computers, programs and data from attack, 
damage or unauthorized access. 


• Physical security risk – threats to generating stations and personnel. 


Nuclear Priorities


Small Business
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21 
28 26 


Yes No Don't know


Nuclear Priorities


60


Q
Is there anything missing from this list?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


Small Business


Is there anything missing from this list? 
[asked only of respondents who said “yes, there are missing priorities”, n=21]Q


5


4


3


2


2


1


2


1


1


Lower costs


Moving towards alternative/renewable energy
sources


Environmental Stewardship


Reputation & Social Licence


Financial


Generation Reliability


Other


Don't know


Refused
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Q


Nuclear Priorities


Do you think this is the right or the wrong approach?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


12 


37 


12 


5
9


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong approach


Definitely the
wrong approach


Don't know


Right approach: n=49


Wrong approach: n=17


Small Business
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Operational Excellence at OPG means the safe and environmentally responsible 
generation of reliable and cost-effective electricity from the company’s 
generating stations through a highly trained and engaged workforce.


OPG uses measures such as how much energy it produces in total, and the 
amount of electricity generated by a nuclear plan relative to the maximum 
potential to assess Operational Excellence.


Project Excellence at OPG means being an industry leader in project 
management capability and performance. As part of the commitment to 
project excellence, OPG continues to enhance and streamline its approach to 
project planning and execution, with the goal of delivering all projects safely, on 
time, on budget, and with high quality.


OPG measures Project Excellence by comparing budgeted to actual cost and 
time, as well as other indicators. 


Financial Strength at OPG means achieving a consistent level of strong financial 
performance that delivers a profit to the Province of Ontario and positioning 
the company for future growth. 


OPG uses measures such as return on equity and earnings before tax to 
measure Financial Strength.


Social Licence at OPG means holding the company accountable to the public 
and its employees, and focusing on maintaining the people’s trust. OPG is 
committed to maintaining high standards of public safety and corporate 
citizenship, including environmental stewardship, transparency, community 
engagement, and Indigenous relations.


OPG uses indicators such as workplace injury frequency to measure employee 
safety, which is part of its Social Licence.


OPG uses a company-wide approach to achieve the goals outlined on the previous pages. At the highest 


level, OPG works to achieve the four core values listed below. OPG calls these values its “Strategic 


Imperatives.” These four values guide all of the decisions that OPG makes. Each year, OPG uses targeted 


initiatives to achieve more specific goals that fall under the four Strategic Imperatives. OPG would like to 


hear what you think about this approach and the values in it. 


Strategic Imperatives


Small Business
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14 


32 29 


Yes No Don't know


Strategic Imperatives


63


Q
Is there anything missing from this list?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


Small Business


Is there anything missing from this list? 
[asked only of respondents who said “yes, there are missing priorities”, n=14]Q


5


3


1


1


1


1


1


1


Environment/climate change


Nuclear energy (phasing it out)


Operational Excellence


Project Excellence


Financial Strength


Social Licence


Negative comments


Other
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Q


Strategic Imperatives


Do you think this is the right or the wrong approach?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


13 


32 


10 
6


14


Definitely the
right approach


Probably the
right approach


Probably the
wrong approach


Definitely the
wrong approach


Don't know


Right approach: n=45


Wrong approach: n=16


Small Business
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Workbook Diagnostics
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66


Q


Overall Impression of the Workbook


16 


35 


17 


4 3


Very favourable Somewhat
favourable


Somewhat
unfavourable


Very
unfavourable


Don't know


Favourable: n=51


Unfavourable: n=21


Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


Small Business
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67


Q


Volume of Information


Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right amount?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


15 


54 


6 


Too little Just the right amount Too much


Small Business
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68


Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Too little information’ 
(n=15)


Volume of Information
Too Little Information


What was missing?
[asked only of respondents who said “too little information”, n=14]Q


Small Business


3


2


1


1


1


1


1


1


2


1


1


Honesty/transparency/accountability


Survey was too self-serving/leading


Environmental commitments/clean
energy


Employees/executives-salaries, numbers


Too much information/detail/reading


OPG operations (structure, vision, costs)


Not enough details/facts


Simplify information


Other


Don't Know


Refused
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Q


Amongst those who answered: ‘Too much information’ 
(n=6)


Volume of Information
Too Much Information


What could have been cut?
[asked only of respondents who said “too much information”, n=6]Q


Small Business


1


1


1


1


1


1


Long term plans/how they would be
accomplished


Employees/executives-salaries,
numbers


Too much information/detail/reading


Honesty/transparency/accountability


Survey was too self-serving/leading


Other
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70


Q


Outstanding Questions


Do you have any questions about OPG you would still like answered?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


Small Business


2


2


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


2


60


Sources of energy/renewables/transition
to green energy plans (wind/solar)


Nuclear energy issues (plans, waste,
phasing it out, costs)


Future/long-term plans


Cost breakdowns, explanations and
comparisons


Selling/buying power/rate charged for US
vs Ontario?


Why are the salaries so high/what are the
pay scales?


Why is it for profit


Transparency/accountability


Are all the plants being shut down/sold off
(and why)


Green energy/solar/wind-negative


Why are there not more hydro projects


Other


None / Refused
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5


4


2


1


1


1


7


1


53


Same format (online survey)


Provide more information/clarification


By email


In person/'town hall' meetings/focus
groups


Social media/Facebook


In any way


Other


Don't Know


Refused


71


Q


Suggestions for Future Consultations 


How would you prefer to participate in future consultations?
[asked of all respondents, n=75]Q


Small Business
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Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Methodology 
A series of focus groups were held in November 2018 in different locations throughout Ontario (see 


table below for details). The primary goal of the groups was to explore customer needs and the 


outcomes that matter to them, with regards to energy generation.  Customers were also asked to 


review a proposed Nuclear values framework and a set of Strategic Imperatives currently used by 


OPG.  Finally, customers were asked to provide feedback on the customer engagement process and 


to discuss how they would like to be consulted in the future.   


Two groups per night were held in each of the five locations below. The first group each night was 


comprised of small business customers, while the second group was comprised of residential 


customers. Participants were recruited randomly over the phone and screened to ensure that 


participants were OPG customers (residing in Ontario and responsible for paying their electricity 


bill). In addition, residential individuals were screened based on age, gender and employment 


status to ensure a good mix of participants. 


Date Location 
Focus Group 


Times 
Number of 
Participants 


Customer Type 


November 15, 2018 Ottawa 
5:30pm-7:30pm 6 participants Small business 


7:30pm-9:30pm 9 participants Residential 


November 16, 2018 North York 
5:30pm-7:30pm 8 participants Small business 


7:30pm-9:30pm 8 participants Residential 


November 19, 2018 Thunder Bay 
5:30pm-7:30pm 9 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 7 participants Residential 


November 21, 2018 London 
5:30pm-7:30pm 8 participants Small business 


8:00pm-10:00pm 8 participants Residential 


November 22, 2018 Mississauga 
5:30pm-7:30pm 6 participants Small business 


7:30pm-9:30pm 10 participants Residential 


Each group started with a broad discussion of energy and the different parts of the energy system.  


In response to a question about what it takes to make a light come on when a switch is turned, 


participants identified the key aspects of the electricity system and identified the companies that 


generate electricity in Ontario. Once OPG was identified, the moderator then proceeded to hand out 


workbooks containing information about the energy system, OPG in particular, and some of its 


current planning considerations. Participants worked through the workbooks individually, 


providing an opportunity to capture individual opinions before any group dynamic could affect 


views (digital versions of the workbooks used can be found in the Appendix).  


Once participants completed the workbooks, the groups went through the workbook page by page 


discussing the content and format of each page. 


Finally, after reviewing the material the groups discussed how effective the consultation was and 


potential changes or alternative formats that could allow them to provide input in a more effective 


way. 
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Executive Summary 


The workbook worked. 


Overall impressions of the workbook were favourable.  Most participants agreed that the workbook 


had the right amount of information in it. When asked how they would like to be consulted in the 


future, most residential and many business participants said that they would like to participate in 


the same format in the future. 


There is a steep learning curve for participants with no background knowledge. 


These groups reaffirmed the existing belief that knowledge of OPG and the broader energy system 


is limited. While a few participants did have a deep understanding of the sector, most only had 


surface level awareness and could not provide any details. This means that most participants need a 


substantial amount of background information provided to them before they can effectively 


participate. 


Participants wanted to be having a different conversation. 


Conversation often drifted towards issues outside the scope of the consultation and towards issues 


related to the Long-Term Energy Plan. Participants were eager to discuss transitioning towards 


renewable energy and away from nuclear and used open ended questions within the workbook to 


make this point. While in some groups a greater effort was made to differentiate between the topic 


of the consultation and the Long-Term Energy Plan, it required a substantial amount of time. 


Reliability is the top unaided expectation of OPG. 


When asked how they would know if OPG is doing a good job, many said that they judge it by 


whether or not the lights come on when they flick a switch. Several participants emphasized that it 


was best if they could forget about OPG because that would mean they have reliable power. 


Cost, reliability, and the environment were the clear top three priorities when ranked. 


While participants were most likely to say they valued reliability in unaided discussion, their 


preferences were more complex when given a set of options to choose from. Participants were 


asked both to rate (indicate how important each item is on its own) a list of outcomes developed 


from earlier research and a review of internal strategy documents, as well as to rank that same list 


(choose the most important among those items).  Most participants rated every item as at least 


somewhat important and most items were rated as very important.  However, when they had to 


rank their top three priorities, low cost and producing power free of smog and carbon emissions 


joined reliability at the top. In both business and residential groups, these three emerged as the 


most prominent choices.  
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General Awareness 
At the outset, participants did not know a lot about Ontario Power Generation. While in most 


groups at least one participant was able to come up with its name as a company that generates 


energy in Ontario unassisted, the majority of participants were not aware of it. Participants who 


had heard of OPG before only had general knowledge about it, including some participants who 


thought they knew something but were incorrect. 


Has anyone ever heard anything about OPG?  


“Possibly if it’s related to solar generation in Ontario.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“I didn’t really know much about them before I arrived.” (Female, Ottawa, Business) 


“They sponsor ads for dams.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“I can’t believe how totally ignorant I am about these things.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“I know that they have a facility on Mission Island” (Male, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“Pretty much OPG is the major producer of energy in Ontario.” (Male, Thunder bay, Business) 


“I’ve heard of them but I don’t know anything.” (Female, North York, Business) 


Participants were asked how familiar they were with how much of their electricity bill goes to OPG 


before reading about it in the workbook.  Only one participant across all the groups said they were 


very familiar, and the vast majority of participants were not at all familiar with how much they 


were paying OPG. 


However, after reading through the information in the workbook, participants indicated that they 


now had a general understanding of who OPG is. The intensity of this response was stronger among 


business participants than residential participants. This is perhaps because of a higher baseline 


understanding of OPG in the business groups going into the workbook exercise. 


Having read the workbooks, the majority of participants in both residential and business groups 


were satisfied with OPG.  However, residential participants were more satisfied than business 


participants, with the plurality of residential participants saying “somewhat satisfied”, while most 


business participants said “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied”. 
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Customer Needs  


Unaided Outcomes 


Participants generally judged OPG’s performance by its ability to satisfy a few core needs: reliable 


energy, affordable energy, and environmentally friendly energy. These three emerged as the most 


common responses when asked an open-ended question of how they know OPG is doing a good job 


or not. 


Most participants who said reliability was key said some variation of “As long as my lights turn on, 


I'm happy” [Workbook response] because to them, electricity generation was not something they 


wanted to think about. 


Participants who were concerned with price felt that “If the company is keeping prices down, they’re 


doing a good job” [Workbook response].  


Although transparency was only listed as a criterion by two participants when going through the 


workbook, the discussion suggested that transparency was key to credibly achieving the outcomes.  


One participant said “We kept going back to transparency that whole time. The cost, how do you 


decide how much we are paying?” [Workbook response] 


There were also several participants in each group who said that they would not know if OPG was 


doing a good job for them or not. They generally felt that they did not have enough information to 


make an informed decision and do not hear about OPG in their regular lives. 


Unfulfilled Needs 


When asked what OPG could do to better serve them, participants most frequently identified lower 


prices as their main concern, while reliability—the most important unaided outcome—was only 


mentioned by a few. This suggests that OPG is already doing an acceptable job at delivering their 


most central outcome.  


The greatest unmet need among residential participants was increased transparency and 


information, more so than business participants. Conversely, business participants were specifically 


interested in cost efficiency and improving service for existing prices. 


Rating Outcome Importance 


INNOVATIVE and Ontario Power Generation developed an initial list of outcomes to spur 


participant discussion following the initial open-ended discussion. The list included: 


• Producing low-cost power 


• Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario 


• Producing clean energy that is free of smog and carbon emissions 


• Operating in a safe manner 


• Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous peoples 


• Making positive contributions to Ontario’s economy 


• Making positive contributions to local communities in which OPG operates 
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• Protecting generation stations against physical and cyber threats and attacks 


• Operating in a transparent and accountable manner 


Nearly every priority was viewed as important by most participants. Only three outcomes 


consistently received lower ratings: making positive contributions to the local communities in 


which OPG operates, maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous peoples, as well as - in the 


residential groups only - making positive contributions to Ontario’s economy. While most 


participants said these were at least somewhat important, the intensity was much lower. 


At the other end of the spectrum, the remaining priorities were almost unanimously viewed as at 


least somewhat important. In fact, the clear majority of participants said each of the other outcomes 


was very important. At most, only two participants said any one of these was not important. 


Reliability 


Reliability was the most common theme among participant responses when asked how they would 


know if OPG was doing a good job for them. Participants felt that as long as their lights would go on, 


they would know that OPG is doing a good job.  


This is reflected in the fact that nearly every participant said reliability was a ‘very important’ 


priority. Only one participant in any of the groups said that reliability was ‘not important at all.’  


“If we come in in the morning and the lights are on, I know that will be a good day.” (Female, 
Ottawa, Business) 


“Does it go down? Because if it’s down for more than three hours I have to start throwing stuff out 
and that’s a lot of money.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I look at the fact that power is consistent. I can’t remember the last time we had a ten minute 
one.” (Female, London, Business) 


“That’s job one – ensuring there is reliable electricity.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I have power when I hit the light switch.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Whether or not I am having power surges, or brown outs, or black outs.” (Male, London, 
Residential) 


“Turn the light switch and it works.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“We all treat safety as a high priority, but if we don’t have enough power, we don’t have a choice to 
run the nuclear power plant over capacity.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Ensuring reliable energy. That’s their job. That is their only job.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“If I get in in the morning and turn on the lights and everything is working, they’ve done a good job 
for that day. If I go in there and have no power, I can’t do a thing.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“If my lights stay on.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“It’s always available so they are doing a good job.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


“For average guy, if there is no news it is good news.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


“When I need it, it’s there. I don’t think about it.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


“It’s always there, there is never an issue.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 393 of 421







OPG.13 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 6 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


“The reliability of it and how often the power goes out.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“As long as I have reliable power.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


“Whether you pay more or whether the service is not as good, so long as you can count on having 
that service then you can plan your life.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


(These were unaided responses that were provided early in the workbook and discussion. The 


workbook informed participants that generation reliability is defined differently. “For OPG, 


generation reliability is about getting the most out of a power plant. The less down-time a power 


plant has, the more ‘reliable’ it is.”)  


Cost 


The next most common outcome participants cited when asked how they would judge if OPG was 


doing a good job or not was the cost of electricity. To them, a lower electricity bill means the system 


is working while a higher bill means it is not. 


“Is it still going to be 20% or is it going to deviate from that and go up?” (Male, London, Business) 


“My cost of power and fluctuation. Depending on usage and time of year...” (Male, London, 
Business) 


“I guess if I am not objecting to the price too much, that would be okay.” (Female, London, 
Business) 


“Producing low cost power was my number one. I am assuming that they are safe.” (Female, 
London, Business) 


“Producing low cost power because that hits me in the wallet.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Most importantly to us would be how much we’re paying at the end of the day. If our bill goes 
down, we can assess that they are doing a good job.” (Female, Mississauga, Business) 


“Bottom line is that if they can maintain the electricity rates to me, or even lower it that will make 
a difference.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“At the end of the day that is what we see – the bill.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“What matters is if they keep the price lower than wind and solar.  That is what is going to 
ultimately win my vote.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“It’s how large my bill is. And the second sentence is that it probably isn’t OPG’s fault how high my 
bill is.” (Male, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“Ultimately the bottom line comes down to our individual bills.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“There was a stat in there that OPG produces its power cheaper than other producers – obviously 
cost is something I am interested in.” (Male, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


“As a student my first priority is low cost power.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


A few participants, mostly in business groups, mentioned cost efficiency as a priority they would 


like OPG to focus on. When probed on what they believed the difference between efficiency and low 


costs was, they say that efficiency was about maintaining quality while not being wasteful. 


Comparatively, low costs could mean cutting corners or doing things improperly. 
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“I just put try to improve their efficiency. I don’t know what they do to do that or if efficiency really 
crops up. I don’t know how they determine what money they get or if efficiency crops up.” (Male, 
London, Business) 


“You’ve got producing low cost power but not cost efficient. You talk about operation, you talk 
about capital, you talk about maintenance. Whether it’s low cost power that is cheaply done or 
unsafely done as opposed to something that is efficient.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“Just overall cost efficiency. Producing low cost power is cost efficiency but it’s not only cost 
efficiency. Making sure we are using their resources to the best of their abilities.” (Female, Thunder 
Bay, Residential) 


Overall participants expressed the desire to forget about OPG. They want the system to function so 


that there is power when they need it and they do not need to worry about the price. While there 


were some differences in which priority ranked first or second across customer types, both 


business and residential customers generally ranked cost and reliability as very important. 


Environment 


The environment emerged as a very important area that participants wanted to see addressed. 


While not the most intensely supported priority, the vast majority of participants in both groups did 


say it was ‘very important.’ 


“Myself personally I think it’s worth it. If people don’t start changing there won’t be a planet.” 
(Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“I just see the future as important and if you jeopardize that, nothing else matters.” (Female, 
London, Business) 


“Make sure they are not destroying the planet. As long as the energy is coming clean, they are 
doing a good job for me. The moment you start hurting the planet is when you tick me off.” (Male, 
London, Residential) 


“They can produce lots of great clean energy but if they are destroying ecosystems locally, I 
wouldn’t want them to proceed.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


Some participants expressed concern that the environmental priority describe in the workbook 
was not broad enough. They wanted to see a priority that included other impacts, including 
concerns of nuclear waste, wildlife habitat destruction, and other issues. 


“Are they doing a good job? Well are they making sure they are not doing anything to the 
environment that could jeopardize future generations? My big question is where is all this nuclear 
waste going and how do they deal with transport? Are they polluting lakes, rivers? What’s the cost 
to our lakes, rivers, and animals?” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“Yes, we have power now, but are future generations to have power but no nature? It’s nothing. 
We need plants to live. If we are going to continue to destroy things with stuff like nuclear waste… 
And where is the nuclear waste going? That would definitely be one of the things that I would be 
interested in knowing.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“They produce a lot of nuclear waste and I want to know where it goes.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“The thing about nuclear plans is that I don’t think they have a handle on waste yet.” (Male, 
London, Business) 
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“Nuclear still produces waste – radioactive waste. You see it a lot on TV – the detrimental effects of 
nuclear.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“Nuclear generator stations use the water from the lake then put it back in the lake – it causes 
thermal pollution that destroys habitats. Then the cost of storage – you’re storing nuclear waste.” 
(Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“Nuclear energy is so cheap but to store the nuclear waste for hundreds of years?” (Male, Thunder 
Bay, Residential) 


Safety 


Most groups had at least one participant who was skeptical about nuclear power because they 


didn’t believe it was safe. Once the idea of nuclear power as an unsafe energy source was placed on 


the table, many participants agreed and expressed their own concerns about the energy source. 


“Let’s get out of nuclear. The issues with nuclear – millions of years if one of those things goes bad, 
we can’t live there.” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


“When you’re messing around with nuclear – that is a big priority. If you don’t have that it 
jeopardizes all the other priorities.” (Male, London, Business) 


How do you know if OPG is doing a good job?  


“We didn’t have a major accident in the last ten years.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“If we look in terms of potential catastrophic events – if we have an issue with the nuclear plant 
London would be 10% potential death toll. That’s potentially massive.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“As far as I am concerned, we don’t have Three Mile Island and we don’t have Chernobyl. I picked 
safety as the number one thing over cost because they can radiate us all and do it cheaply. I would 
prefer they do it safely and then cost comes after that.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“Everybody under 30 is anti-nuclear.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“You don’t want to have a Chernobyl incident or like what they had in Japan. We are very 
fortunate in Canada.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


“Nuclear is obviously cheaper but you don’t want another Chernobyl to go off.” (Male, Thunder 
Bay, Residential) 


A few participants looked at safety more generally and felt that businesses need to be safe more 


generally and that this was a core element of successful operation. 


“I looked at it as my business and I want my employees to be safe. If I don’t have employees, I don’t 
have a business.” (Female, London, Business) 


“There is no commercial value if you don’t have safety.” (Male, London, Business) 


Security 


Like safety, security was at least ‘somewhat important’ to all participants.  Security was, however, 


considered table stakes by most. While they agreed it was important, it was rarely a top priority 


and the assumption was that it would be dealt with to a sufficient standard regardless of the 


outcome of the consultation.  
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“I liked that it included cyber threats and attacks. That’s modern thinking.” (Male, London, 
Business) 


“If the power grid is shut down, then business doesn’t operate” (Male, London, Business) 


Accountability and Transparency 


Accountability and transparency were widely supported, with a large majority of participants 


saying that they were very important.  In the discussion, many participants expressed desire for 


more transparency, and in particular that transparency should be achieved through additional 


public education. 


Participants had concerns about financial transparency and wanted to see more information 


available online, however once the moderator informed them that the information was already 


online and published regularly, participants instead asked for more public education. 


“They need to have some way of informing people when those peaks are so people can work to 
reduce those peaks because we don’t know.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“Be more informative about what exactly goes into the cost of electricity. It would be interesting to 
know why electricity costs what it does.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I’d like to see their books available online.” They are. “But it’s not advertised.” (Male, Mississauga, 
Residential) 


“We don’t get anything right now. We don’t get it in our bill. We don’t get where it’s coming from. 
How much is coming from hydro? How much is coming from nuclear? Maybe from our bill, maybe 
general education.” (Female, Mississauga, Residential) 


“I’d like to know where the $300 is going.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


“Better relationship in terms of educating their customers on an ongoing basis – particularly with 
their billing and updating us on what they are investing in.” (Female, Mississauga, Residential) 


“If OPG is the lowest cost producer, they should be putting out more of an education campaign, 
saying our prices are a lot lower than people from the FIT program.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“OPG could do more to make electricity safe by teaching. There are all kinds of different people 
who need to learn.” (Male, North York, Business) 


A few participants discussed education and public information more generally and linked it directly 


to transparency and accountability. They felt that the public needed to be better educated about the 


energy system in Ontario and the information provided in the workbook should be readily available 


to all. 


“The only time I hear a lot about electricity is from politicians and that is not always the best place 
to get it.” (Female, Mississauga, Residential) 


“Education is part and parcel with transparency.” (Female, Mississauga, Residential) 


“I don’t think there is enough public education” (Male, North York, Business) 


“The information that is provided isn’t as transparent as it should be.” (Male, Thunder Bay, 
Business) 


“Operating in a transparent and accountable manner means they’ll give me any information I 
need to know about the company.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 
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Contributing to the Local Community 


Contributions to the local community was the least supported priority.  While most participants still 


felt it was somewhat important, few ranked it in their top priorities. Additionally, those who 


commented on it in the discussion sometimes expressed the view that communities in which OPG 


operates already received jobs and so did not need any additional support. This is supported by the 


relatively large group of participants who said it was ‘not very important,’ which was higher for this 


priority than any other. 


“They are already doing something for the community by creating jobs in it.” (Male, Mississauga, 
Business) 


“We should spend less and donate less to the local areas. Just because Darlington happens to be in 
Darlington they spent money contributing to softball teams, but they are already contributing to 
Darlington by being there with jobs and such.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


Contributing to Ontario 


The importance of contributions to Ontario’s economy was divided across the business and 


residential groups.  Small business participants were far more likely to say it is ‘very important’, 


while support from residential participants was less intense with a majority saying ‘somewhat 


important.’ One participant was concerned with maintaining “a strong made-in-Ontario supply 


chain” while others were more concerned with OPG being a strong employer and continuing to 


employ many Ontarians. 


“Part of the feed in tariffs, was there not a mandate that most of the components were supposed to 
be manufactured from source to final components in Ontario? When in fact some of these guys 
brought in solar panels almost complete into Ontario then just did final assembly.” (Male, North 
York, Business) 


Are there any missing priorities?  


“Maintain a strong made-in-Ontario supply chain.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“The quality of a workplace relies on how employees are treated. More satisfied employees stay 
longer and do better.” (Male, London, Business) 


“Provide meaningful careers to its employees.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


“They’re a big employer of Ontarians. They are keeping people employed. To me if you are keeping 
people employed you are doing a good job somewhere.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


Indigenous Peoples 


Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous peoples almost never came up in discussion. 


Only two participants brought it up and both were confused as to the relevance in the areas where 


the major nuclear plants are. Despite this lack of discussion, most participants agreed that it was 


either ‘somewhat important’ or ‘very important’, consistent across business and residential groups. 


This suggests that participants viewed it as table stakes: still important, but also required and so it 


would necessarily be dealt with. 
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“What I didn’t understand, and I clicked don’t know for Indigenous peoples. The two plants are in 
Pickering and Darlington. Are there Indigenous peoples around those facilities that they need to 
maintain relations with?” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“Do we have a lot of power plants near indigenous communities? I’m just wondering why it’s being 
brought up.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


Additional Priorities 


Participants also mentioned several other priorities they would like OPG to focus on. While 


participants did not always list these priorities when completing the workbook, they did come out 


in the follow-up discussions and were often picked up as themes that continued to resurface 


throughout the remainder of the discussion. 


Research and Development 


Many participants felt that the existing list of priorities missed research and development (R&D). 


The moderator pressed some participants and asked if it was important enough to increase bills for 


consumers, citing the example of a senior living on a fixed income. While this consideration reduced 


the number of participants who want to see increased investment in R&D, others felt that rate 


increases could be limited to those who could afford them with rebates in place for those who 


couldn’t. For these participants, they would be willing to see their own bills increase to invest in 


R&D. 


“Do they put any money into research?” (Male, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


“I put research and development. Is anybody doing that sort of thing? I think somebody should be 
doing it. What is the best alternative?” (Male, London, Business) 


“I’d rather pay a little bit more and know innovation is happening than not pay. I’m not 99 years 
old and ready to die next year. I’ve got a long way to go.” (Male, London, Business) 


“Maybe a portion of whatever profits are earned – what portion is put into research and 
development about the outcomes of the power sources.” (Female, London, Residential) 


“I do think they should be including research in the rates. Maybe there can be an allowance for an 
age group or an income level. I wouldn’t mind paying a small portion knowing it was going into 
research and development.” (Female, London, Residential) 


“I’m a big believer in research and development. You can’t sit on your laurels.” (Male, London, 
Residential) 


“One thing they didn’t mention is spending on R&D.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


Is it worth it if it means increasing bills?  


“In the end it affects the quality and pricing when they don’t do that. If they don’t spend on 
technology now, they will be behind for 100 years.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“We don’t know if they are doing any research into alternative energy methods.” (Male, 
Mississauga, Residential) 


“Even within nuclear there should be investments into basic research and development. We are 
assuming nuclear is static but nuclear itself could advance.” (Male, North York, Business) 
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Maintaining Infrastructure 


A few participants also expressed a desire for OPG to prioritize the maintenance of existing 


infrastructure. While this could be taken as a necessary condition for reliability, participants felt the 


need to list it separately. 


“Solid infrastructure. I want to know they are working on their infrastructure, they are 
maintaining it.” (Female, London, Residential) 


“Maintaining the infrastructure so that we always have a good system and it is online and on 
time.” (Female, London, Residential) 


“Infrastructure integrity. It’s a financial priority.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“I think now that I am exposed to this, I would like to know the state of the infrastructure in this 
province.” (Male, North York, Business) 


Thinking of the Future 


Overall, many participants wanted OPG’s priorities to be more explicitly about the future and 


planning ahead. This came out throughout the discussions in concerns about the environment, the 


desire for research and design, and the need to maintain infrastructure. These priorities all reflect 


participants’ willingness to pay a premium in the present to ensure that they have more reliable 


and cheaper energy in the future. 


These priorities also suggest that participants want OPG to be a larger part of the electricity 


generation system in Ontario – even larger than it is now. The low cost per kWh that they pay to 


OPG gave them confidence that OPG expanding would be better for them. 


“I definitely want to see where they are investing and where they are going in the future.” (Male, 
Ottawa, Business) 


“The status quo is not the way of the future.” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


“I’ll tell you what’s confusing. They are telling me that their electricity only costs 6.6c per kWh, 
well I will go with you. Why would I go with a third party? Take them out of my bill.” (Male, 
Ottawa, Residential) 


“30, 40 years from now I imagine that the need for power is going to be higher and they don’t seem 
to be addressing that here. It’s very grounded in the present.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


“Are they talking of that $300 we are paying a year and saying this $25 is going towards the 
power plant we will need in a few years rather than going to the government and saying we need 
300 million because suddenly we have this gap where we could build another nuclear plant. We 
could see that coming for years.” (Female, North York, Residential) 
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Customer Priorities 


Balancing Priorities 


Low cost and ensuring reliable energy production were the two priorities most commonly chosen 


as most important. 


However, the relative priority between reliability and affordability varied by type of customer.  The 


business groups generally were more likely to select cost as the most important followed by 


reliability.  Conversely, residential customers were more likely to say reliability of supply was the 


most important priority and to rank cost second. 


“Reliable power. Because if you don’t have reliable power it won’t matter what you paid for it.” 
(Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“It’s like 1 and 1a. I am just assuming that they are able to produce low cost power that is reliable 
for me.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“Low cost power followed by ensuring reliable energy production.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“I think all that matters is if my lights stay on and my bill stays low.” (Male, Mississauga, 
Residential) 


While cost and reliability generally emerged as top priorities, the environment was consistently in 


the top three for participants. This suggests that while the intensity is lower than it is for cost and 


reliability, there is still a strong undercurrent of support for prioritizing the environment. 


These rankings do not mean that any of the other priorities are unimportant. The rating exercise 


and discussion clearly demonstrated that participants value each priority described in the 


workbook.  As noted above, the majority of participants across both rate types said that all 


priorities were either ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ important. 


Nuclear Priorities 


The workbook presented participants with a summary of the ideas underpinning OPG’s Nuclear 


Draft Value Framework. The vast majority of participants felt the Value Framework was the right 


approach.   


Participants expressed more uncertainty about this question than others in the workbook. Some 


suggested that these should be left to experts. This is reflected by the individual responses to the 


priorities, which were positive but not intensely so. Comments about this uncertainty included: 


“I don’t know enough about nuclear to know if this is complete or not.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I don’t know if anything is missing. I can’t think of anything but what if there is something not in 
front of me now that I need to know about.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“My question was what other approaches are there? They’re only showing me this and I don’t 
know any other options.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“I’m not arrogant enough to say that I know what a giant company should do.” (Male, Thunder 
Bay, Business) 
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A few participants wanted the priorities to focus more heavily on safety, noting that nuclear sites 


are large security risks. 


“Really what is the security risks? How high on the list... Where would that be?” (Male, Ottawa, 
Business) 


“Nuclear presents an unpredictable risk that you could be devastated. There should be a 
movement towards eliminating nuclear entirely.” (Male, North York, Business) 


“The physical security risk. That is getting serious these days. You think of the impact of a 
generating station. I just feel that it is more important.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“It tells you what threat they are considering but not what they are doing about them.” (Female, 
Thunder Bay, Residential) 


Although the intention of the priorities was to focus on nuclear power generation, several 


participants listed “alterative sources of power generation” [Workbook response] as a missing 


priority they felt should be included. 
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Strategic Imperatives 
The workbook also sought customer feedback on the four Strategic Imperatives that exist in various 


OPG strategic documents.  As with the nuclear priorities, the vast majority of participants felt these 


imperatives were the right approach.   


 “I’ve got this as a definitely the right approach.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“These are the four cornerstones. There is nothing else.” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


That said, there were some concerns and suggestions for improvement. Several participants felt 


that the imperatives were not specific enough and needed to be better quantified. 


“This is kinda vague. You need to quantify it.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“It was too vague and wishy washy” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“Further explanation of quantifiers are needed. There are key performance indicators.” (Female, 
London, Residential) 


A couple of participants felt that the priorities were framed in such a way that they could not 


understand why they mattered. 


“This stuff is completely esoteric. It makes no difference to my world.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“These don’t do much for me.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


Two participants both noted the environment, but one felt that the existing imperatives addressed 


it sufficiently while the other thought they “didn’t really see that in social license.” 


“I wrote down try to eliminate factors that would have a negative effect on the climate and climate 
change, and I didn’t really see that in social license.” (Female, London, Business) 


“I like the social license because you’re talking about environmental stewardship and 
transparency.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


When asked what was missing from the Imperatives, the most common response in the workbook 


was a desire for more “forward thinking” [Workbook response] and “technological development” 


[Workbook response]. As was noted earlier, participants have a desire to see OPG thinking about 


and preparing for the future.  
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Workbook Diagnostics 


Overall 


Participants had a favourable impression of the workbook and said that they learned a lot from it.  


“I learned a lot, so I put very favourable. I thought it was just right.” (Female, London, Business) 


“I learned a lot. I had no idea.” (Female, London, Business) 


“I think we got a really good handle on it really.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Overall I definitely learned a lot from it.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


While most participants liked the workbook, some participants had specific concerns or ideas for 


improvement. 


Different Conversation 


Most participants seemed to want to discuss the Long-Term Energy Plan. For customers, talking 


about generation begged the big questions about supply mix and the discussion gravitated towards 


that topic. 


In particular, a significant number of participants wanted to discuss transitions to alternative 


energy sources and the promotion of renewable energy like wind and solar. In later groups, more of 


an effort was made to explain the different areas where consultation occurs and to differentiate this 


consultation from consultations on the Long-Term Energy Plan. 


“That’s the biggest flaw in all of this – that OPG can’t look at alternatives. What about alternative 
sources of energy? What about moving away from nuclear?” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


“Consumers don’t make that clear-cut break. They’re an operational company and they are given 
something, and they’ve got to do the best they can with what they have they can’t be visionary and 
look at alternative uses? As consumers when I read this I went ‘where is the vision for alternative 
ways of producing energy?’” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


“I’d like to see what they’re thinking about the future. Are they thinking nuclear power? Can we 
make more dams? Are they better?” (Male, London, Business) 


“What’s the status of rural wind sites?” (Female, London, Business) 


 “Maybe a priority should be to ask themselves ‘should we exist at all?’ Because maybe we don’t 
need nuclear.” (Male, London, Business) 


“There could be a big revolution towards generating your own electricity and I don’t see that 
here.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I mentioned moving toward renewable energy but it’s probably not this.” (Male, London, 
Residential) 


“As much as it’s not about future planning, to me that is very important. Nuclear power plants 
have 30 year lives. That’s worrying. I want to know where we are headed in the future. Are we 
going to use different forms of energy?” (Female, Mississauga, Residential)  
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“It’s relative to competitors. I attend a lot of tech conferences and I keep hearing the future is solar. 
If OPG keeps investing in nuclear and hydro and solar drives the cost down to near zero they are 
going to become obsolete. I would want to know what they are doing relative to these tech 
companies.”  (Male, North York, Business) 


“I think OPG has access to a lot more water driven energy and for whatever reason I think they are 
not using that, and we need it. There is also this water going by and it needs to be put in a pipe.” 
(Male, North York, Business) 


“Is there anything in here that indicates whether they use any wind or solar?” (Male, Ottawa, 
Business) 


“I said they should encourage off-grid electricity.” (Male, London, Business) 


Biased Material 


While most participants liked the workbook, several expressed concern that the material was 


trying to make OPG look good, rather than be impartial. Participants felt that the goal of the 


consultation was to “come out of it with good optics” or to “force the government to go a certain 


way.”  


“If they can get more of our opinions, maybe they can force the government to go a certain way.” 
(Female, Ottawa, Business)  


“They want to come out of it with good optics.  When it comes out that they are doing what they 
are doing, they want to be able to say we’ve done our consultation, we’ve met with focus groups 
and this is the reason we are doing what we are doing.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“I think they are trying to gather positive opinions so they can make their pitch to the board. It’s 
very coloured. They are looking for positive impact.” (Female, Ottawa, Residential) 


“This seems to be very favourable to OPG.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


Among the participants concerned about bias, the main specific issue participants had was the cost 


per kWh that was listed in the workbook for OPG. A few participants felt that it was not credible, 


and they felt that because OPG is wholly-owned by the Province of Ontario, the reported numbers 


could be actively subsidized.  


“When we see this number – is OPG subsidized at all to make it only 6.6 cents. The government’s 
not kicking in money, so it looks better?” (Male, Ottawa, Residential) 


“I don’t know who originally paid for these plants, what subsidies, where these debts come from.” 
(Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“How are they subsidized?” They aren’t subsidized at all. “Really? They aren’t subsidized?” (Male, 
Mississauga, Residential) 


“They’ve got millions in the past from the government and all of us.” (Male, North York, 
Residential) 


“How much really does the nuclear power cost?” (Male, Thunder Bay, Business) 


“Is this 6.6 cents, how much of this is subsidized?” (Male, Thunder Bay, Business) 


A few people suggested that information from outside OPG would be beneficial. 


“If you are trying to establish what the public wants, wouldn’t you use a more neutral process 
instead of them giving us the rosiest picture they can?” (Female, Ottawa, Residential) 
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“Information from outside OPG. This is all OPG generated, OPG regulated, OPG information. I want 
some information from somebody else.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


The moderator probed further to understand any underlying reasons for perceiving bias among 


those who felt that way. In discussion, much of the concern about bias appears to be sparked by a 


missing topic – nuclear waste. Once people are introduced to OPG, the most common question or 


concern is what is happening with the nuclear waste. Not raising the issue suggests to some people 


OPG has something to hide.   


Content 


While the majority of participants felt that the right amount of information was provided, a large 


fraction of both groups (but particularly of residential participants) felt that there was too little 


information.   


Participants generally offered a variety of potential additional information that they would have 


liked. Most commonly raised were questions of what OPG’s costs are and information about 


alterative energy production and plans to convert to it.  However, it is important to note these 


suggestions came from just a handful of participants. Making the workbook longer is likely to have a 


negative impact on the majority that were happy with the length. OPG may wish to consider adding 


links to additional information to provide more information for those who want it without adding 


length for those who are not seeking more information.   


Context 


There are two areas where information may have been helpful.  The first is on the question of what 


this consultation is about. Although there is a small section dedicated to this question, participants 


still left the workbook with only a vague understanding. Few participants understood where this 


consultation fit within the broader plan or why OPG was consulting them in the first place. 


“They’re doing a new business plan to rework things, just like everyone else does to accommodate 
all the price changes and everything these days.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“It does tell you why we are here and what their intention is with the survey – the focus group. 
They’ve got to justify their next changes and see where the priorities should be put.” (Male, Ottawa, 
Business) 


What more information would you have liked?  


“A better understanding of why we are here.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“I didn’t get it until the end that it was about investment decisions. Now I see that here but I just 
assumed it as more general.” (Female, Ottawa, Residential) 


“They generally want to make some good investments in the future and they want some help 
making those decisions.” (Female, London, Business) 


“They’re trying to get us to understand what they are working towards.” (Male, London, 
Residential) 


Why are they asking it now?  


“Probably because they are under scrutiny.” (Female, Mississauga, Business) 
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“I think it’s about providing awareness of what OPG does and who they are.” (Male, Mississauga, 
Residential) 


“OPG could invest in electric car batteries to help us move off the grid.” (Male, North York, 
Business) 


“It’s about OPG – our input on their system.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


“They want to know if they are doing a good job.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


Providing more context on this issue would help consumers when going through the workbook and 


potentially reduce the number of participants who try to use the workbook to have a conversation 


about the Long-Term Energy Plan. In the groups, during discussion, participants were provided 


additional information on the background and agreed that it would have been useful in helping 


them complete the workbook. 


After the moderator gave background on the consultation:  


“This is extremely general compared to what you just talked about. If they want our opinion we 
should know that. For us to make an educated opinion we should have that background.” (Male, 
Ottawa, Business) 


“If I had just looked at this book without you explaining any of the history to me about the OEB, I 
don’t think any of it would have stuck.” (Male, North York, Business) 


History 


The other area where additional information could have been beneficial is on the history of OPG. 


Many participants held beliefs about OPG that were likely the result of confusion between OPG and 


Hydro One. Clarifying how the two organizations are distinct may help to reduce the confusion. 


The main impact of the confusion with Hydro One was to cause concern about executive 


compensation and privatization, which both gave participants more negative impressions of OPG. 


“It used to be Ontario Hydro, now it’s 50% privatized.” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“CEOs got big payouts” Are you confusing OPG for Hydro One? “That could be it, yeah.” (Male, 
London, Residential) 


“Who owns the transmission?” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“I think [OPG] would own it if they were delivering…” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


“How much is the CEO of OPG paid? It’s what? Six million dollars?” (Male, Mississauga, Residential 


“I’ve also heard of Hydro One. Is that the same company?” (Male, North York, Business) 


Comparisons 


Many participants also expressed a desire for comparisons across jurisdictions. For some, 


comparisons to other jurisdictions could allow them to make judgements about OPG without being 


experts in the field. However, participants had a harder time naming specific comparators they felt 


would be appropriate. 


“If you’re not an expert you won’t know without a comparison.” (Female, London, Residential) 
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“You have to have a benchmark of comparison. You have to find commonality.” (Male, North York, 
Business) 


“Right now, there is no comparison – there is nothing to compare it to.” (Male, Thunder Bay, 
Business) 


“There has got to be a statistic somewhere, or cross comparison with other utilities.” (Male, 
Thunder Bay, Business) 


“A comparison with other similar organizations if I could find them.” (Female, Thunder Bay, 
Business)  


Some participants felt that the key comparison would be with other generators either within 


Ontario or elsewhere.  


“I would like to know who other electricity generators are.” (Female, Ottawa, Business) 


“You mentioned Bruce – you could compare how they are doing compared to how these guys are 
doing.” (Male, London, Business) 


“It should be apples to apples. Industry related number one, and there should be an adjustment for 
for-profit.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“Comparisons with other areas, especially private companies.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


Other participants wanted the comparison to be between Ontario and other jurisdictions both 


within Canada and abroad. 


“They could compare to other countries. I guess you would have to go outside North America.” 
(Male, London, Business) 


“If there is a really good comparable country anywhere in the world that has the same or really 
close employees, assets, production – analyzing why they are more efficient than what we are 
currently doing. Having advisors to really pinpoint who is closest.” (Male, London, Business) 


“You have to get numbers from a same size of place to know if they are doing a good job.” (Male, 
London, Residential) 


“Other places have nuclear plants too. How much does it cost them to operate?” (Male, North York, 
Residential) 


“We’d have to compare with other provinces to see if we are within a level of acceptability.” 
(Female, Thunder Bay, Residential) 


Format 


Participants were generally favourable towards the format of the workbook. Most expressed the 


view that focus groups were a good way to get their input. There was some concern that the 


workbook format was too static, and a multimedia approach would be more effective for some who 


had different learning styles. Some participants also felt that having the information in advance 


would have allowed them to go through it at their own pace and would have given them enough 


time to understand it better. 
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Focus Groups Worked 


Participants generally liked the format of the groups, but a large portion of participants – 


particularly in the business groups – would in the future prefer online consultations including 


online surveys.   


In the discussion, participants specified that they liked the group format because it forces 


concentration and allows for conversation, which many participants felt was productive. 


“A lot got discussed today and it opened up my eyes to a lot of things. I would definitely say this 
was a good way. There were a lot of things brought up that they could take into consideration.” 
(Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“Now that we’ve had the table discussion, it’s a lot better than it initially was just reading though 
the survey.” (Male, London, Business) 


“This is stimulating – especially the discussion portion. One idea can spawn ten more and increase 
understanding.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Some people like myself do like to do this in person. Sit down, talk about it, share ideas.” (Female, 
Mississauga, Business) 


“My mind was opened more by things you guys all said. This educated me more.” (Female, 
Mississauga, Residential) 


“I enjoy just being here and talking to people.” (Female, Thunder Bay, Business) 


Several participants felt a more multimedia approach including video would be more engaging and 


a better way to educate themselves about the process.   


 “ If there was a video of somebody speaking and showing me, I would remember it. Being myself, I 
can read a question four or five times and still answer it the wrong way.” (Male, London, 
Residential) 


“It would be great to have a video of this.” (Female, Mississauga, Residential) 


“A visual resonates with some people as well.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“As a visual learner, to have some video support to pair with some of the literature. Sometimes I 
think just having multimodalities to introduce a topic, especially if you know nothing about it.” 
(Female, North York, Residential) 


When asked how they’d like to participate in future discussions, some participants said they liked 


the format of these groups, while others thought that participating online at home would be better.  


One participant noted that if he had participated at home, he would have been distracted through 


all the content and so would not have read it as closely as he did. 


“Online is almost too easy. I am used to having this app and this app open. If I am going to answer 
questions, I am going to have Netflix open.” (Male, London, Residential) 


“Online is better for me. I am online until 11, 12 at night.” (Male, Mississauga, Business) 


Some participants said they would have wanted to know more in advance so that they could arrive 


to the sessions better prepared. OPG would need to consider the impact of having participants with 


different levels of preparation on the discussion before embracing this approach because not all 


participants will have read or researched the material in advance. 
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“I wish I had done more research so I would have known more.” (Female, Ottawa, Business) 


“Online portion beforehand so that we don’t come in here blank.” (Male, London, Business) 


“I would have liked to get a glance of what it was before so I could have done some research to get 
a feel for it.” (Male, Mississauga, Residential) 


“I would like to receive that info two days ago, so I could digest it and we could have a more 
complicated conversation about it.” (Male, North York, Residential) 


Specific Concerns 


There were some more specific concerns that participants had about the format of the workbook. 


These were generally small issues that could be clarified by wording or formatting changes without 


major changes to the design of the consultation. 


A couple participants felt that the early questions in the workbook were unclear.  They weren’t sure 


if the questions were meant to refer to what they knew before reading the workbook or what they 


knew after reading it. This could be eliminated by simply prefacing questions to add clarity. 


“I didn’t find it too vague, but I found it a little vague.” (Male, London, Business) 


Many participants felt the nuclear priorities were presented in a ranked order. A different 


visualization or an explanation of how the priorities would be used (i.e. that a computer program 


would try to maximize each of them) may improve understanding of the page. 


“Is this in order of priority?” (Male, Ottawa, Business) 


“I read it as though this was the listed priorities.” (Female, Ottawa, Business) 


“I looked at it more as their order of importance.” (Female, North York, Residential) 


“Are these ranked?” (Male, Thunder Bay, Business) 
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Appendix: Detailed Results 
Q1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I generally understand 
how the various parts of the electricity system work together 


 


 


Q2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? I have a general 
understanding of who OPG is. 
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Q3. Before this workbook, how familiar were you with the percentage of your [organization's] 
electricity bill that goes to OPG? 


 


Q4. Now that you've read a bit more about OPG and how it fits into Ontario's electricity system, how 
satisfied are you with OPG's performance? 
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Q5. How do you know if OPG is doing a good job for your organization or not? 


 


Q6. Is there anything in particular that OPG could do better for your organization? 
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Q7. For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to your organization. [Business 
only] 


 


Q7. For each of the following, please indicate how important they are to you. [Residential only] 
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Q8. Are there any other important priorities that OPG should be focusing on that weren't included in 
the list above? (Up to 3 allowed) 


 


Q9. Thinking again about the things OPG should be focusing on, please rank your top 3 priorities. 
(BUSINESS PARTICIPANTS ONLY) 


 


 


1


3


2


3


0


1


0


2


1


0


7


6


5


5


4


4


3


3


1


1


1


4


Producing low-cost power


Alternative/renewable energy


Operating in a transparent and accountable manner


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Protect the environment


Nuclear impacts/move away from nuclear


Maintenance/upgrades


Efficient operation


Operating in a safe manner


Producing clean energy that is free of smog and carbon
emissions


Other


Business


Residential


17


5


3


2


3


1


1


1


5


10


11


1


1


2


1


1


2


5


6


6


3


3


5


1


1


1


Producing low-cost power


Producing clean energy that is free of smog and carbon
emissions


Ensuring reliable energy production for Ontario


Protecting generation stations against physical and
cyber threats and attacks


Operating in a safe manner


Operating in a transparent and accountable manner


Making positive contributions to Ontario's economy


Maintaining a strong relationship with Indigenous
peoples


Making positive contributions to local communities in
which OPG operates


Other


Most important


Second most important


Third most important


Filed: 2020-12-31 
EB-2020-0290 
Exhibit A2-2-1 
Attachment 4 


 Page 415 of 421







OPG.13 – OPG Engagement Focus Groups Report (FINAL)  Page 28 


Prepared by Innovative Research Group, Inc.  Strictly Privileged and Confidential 


Q9. Thinking again about the things OPG should be focusing on, please rank your top 3 priorities. 
(RESIDENTIAL PARTICIPANTS ONLY) 


 


Q10. [Nuclear priorities] Is there anything missing from this list? 
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Q11. [Nuclear priorities] Do you think this is the right approach or the wrong approach? 


 


 


Q12.[Strategic imperatives] Is there anything missing from this list? 
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Q13. [Strategic imperatives] Do you think this is the right approach or the wrong approach? 


 


 


Q14. Overall Impression: Do you have a favourable or unfavourable impression of the workbook? 
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Q15. Volume of Information: Did OPG provide too much information, not enough, or just the right 
amount? 


 


 


Q15a. What was missing? 
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Q15b. What was missing? [Verbatims shown due to small sample size] 


“easier understanding of why this is being reviewed” 


“It sounds like a TV ad – commercial” 


“More details on %'s, KW's ownership, original investments” 


“More finances, more financial information, safety costs” 


“more information about nuclear waste treatment, transport of nuclear waste and risks and safety in 
regards to storage over time” 


“not enough about impacts on environment for long-term, overly rosy portrayal of positive benefits 
without acknowledging negative impacts, no strong focus on conservation to reduce usage” 


“probably just enough don't know much so can't comment much other than that now I kind of get 
where my electricity comes from” 


“Renovations on nuclear plant only generates 50 years of activity? Doesn’t seem like very much. 
Concerning. Underground powerlines are very good - safer and not ugly” 


“Who is OPG section was kind of redundant. I'd keep the 2 main energy sources parts, but the facts 
are lengthy and not critical. Survey doesn't really indicate a point. Does not imply feedback goes 
towards 'investment plan' as listed above. More transparency in this section would be nice.” 


 


Q16. Do you have any questions about OPG you would still like answered? 
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Q.17 How would you prefer to participate in future consultations? 
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OPG Customer Engagement: Needs and Preferences Planning Placemat


Customers identified nine outcomes that 
they feel are important for OPG 


Overall safety, safely disposing of 
nuclear waste and reliability are the 
most important of these, but all nine are 
seen as important in their own right. 


Extremely Important


✓ Ensuring safe and environmentally 
responsible disposal of nuclear waste


✓ Operating in a safe manner
✓ Ensuring reliable energy production 


for Ontario


Very Important


✓ Operating in a transparent and 
accountable manner


✓ Producing low-cost power
✓ Protecting generation stations against 


physical and cyber threats and attacks 
✓ Minimizing OPG’s impact on the 


environment


Important


✓ Making positive contributions to 
Ontario’s economy


✓ Making positive contributions to local 
communities in which OPG operates


Despite price concerns, customers are 
generally willing to consider paying more 
to invest in renewing aging equipment and 
proactively invest in system capacity.


• When making concrete investment 
decisions, customer choices reflect their 
initial importance rating of priorities with 
safety and reliability taking precedence 
over keeping the price down.


• Generally, small business customers are 
less willing to consider paying more to 
make these investments. 


Hydroelectric Stations
• Although customers were informed the 


provincial electricity system does not 
currently need additional capacity, most 
customers prefer to invest in hydro 
capacity and reliability now rather than 
delay.


Nuclear Stations
• In specific choices, customers tend to 


place more priority on incremental 
safety, reliability and environmental 
benefits over price.


Rate Smoothing
• Customer concern about price is 


reflected in views on rate smoothing. 
Customers prefer at least a moderate 
level of smoothing to keep prices down.  


Customer Engagement Methodology
These findings are based on representative surveys (telephone and online) conducted by
Innovative Research Group among residential and business customers.


Field Dates: Dec. 18/ Jan. 19 (telephone); April 19 (online)


When asked to rank all priorities by 
importance, relative to others, price, 
environmentally friendly disposal of 
nuclear waste, minimizing OPG’s 
environmental impact, and operating in 
a safe manner are identified as the top 
priorities for both residential and small 
business customers. 


When ranked relative to other OPG 
priorities, price moves to the top of the 
list. 


1st
Producing low cost power


2nd Ensuring safe and 
environmentally responsible 
disposal of nuclear waste


3rd Minimizing OPG’s impact on the 
environment


4th
Operating in a safe manner


1
2 3! What priorities are most 


important to customers?
What outcomes do
customers prioritize?


What investment trade offs
do customers value most?
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