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Summary Response to EA Technology (“EAT”) Report

Maritime Electric appreciates the opportunity to respond to the EAT report (“Report”) prepared as
part of the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission’s (‘IRAC” or the “Commission”) review of
the costs associated with Hurricane Fiona (“Fiona”). Maritime Electric acknowledges the
importance of independent expert input in the regulatory process and has thoroughly examined
the findings and recommendations outlined in the Report.

While Maritime Electric agrees with some of the observations made by EAT, some conclusions
do not fully reflect the context of the operating environment prior to Fiona, recent performance
improvements, or progress made in adapting to a changing climate. This letter summarizes the
Company’s response to the Report, with an attached appendix that provides comments,
corrections, and clarifications on specific aspects of the Report.

Vegetation Management (Conclusions C1, C4, C7 and C8.3)
The Report suggests that Maritime Electric’s vegetation management practices were inadequate
and contributed to the magnitude of the restoration effort after Fiona.

On December 8, 2023, the Company filed its Vegetation Management Plan with the Commission.
However, this important document was not listed in Section 4.1 of their Report. The Company
believes this plan contains information pertinent to their review. For example, one key piece of
information discussed in Section 5.2.2 of the Vegetation Management Plan is that most of the
impacts from Fiona were due to large trees located outside of the right-of-way (“ROW") and would
not have been prevented by the most diligent utility vegetation management. In addition, beyond
the damage caused by trees outside the ROW, the majority of the restoration effort repaired
damage associated with individual, customer-owned trees. Maritime Electric is only permitted to
perform minor trimming of trees in close proximity to customer service lines; therefore Maritime
Electric does not consider the impacts from such trees as “preventable” by the utility, as suggested

in conclusion C4.
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Further, as per EAT’s conclusion C7, Maritime Electric’s ability to maintain the area outside the
ROW is restricted to public ROW and individual customer permissions. Prior to Fiona, Maritime
Electric had established inspection programs focusing on assets with the highest risk to reliability
within the limits of permissions and budgets. Post-Fiona, Maritime Electric increased the level of
vegetation management activity based on enhanced programs, however permissions and
authority to achieve standard clearances remain limited. Achieving standard vegetation
clearances will minimize outages or damage during severe weather events; however, to achieve
system resiliency improvements by preventing or significantly minimizing trees contacting power
lines, full vegetation removal beyond 20 meters would be required.

Maritime Electric agrees with EAT that the lack of authority to perform vegetation management
outside the ROW is limiting the overall effectiveness of the program. Maritime Electric is actively
working with provincial and municipal stakeholders to facilitate increased vegetation
management; however, this is limited to the public ROW. The Company agrees that advocating
for power of entry legislative rights to access and maintain vegetation clearances adjacent to the
public ROW is an essential aspect to improving reliability even further.

Emergency Response and Costs (Conclusions C2, C3, and C5)
In section 7.2.4, EAT acknowledges that Maritime Electric would accumulate additional costs
associated with external support resources due to the realities of its logistics and geography.

Maritime Electric agrees with their findings. Due to our geographic location and typically being the
last utility to be impacted by severe weather, the Company competes for regional resources and
relies on mutual aid and the Fortis group of companies for resources outside the region. During
Fiona, Maritime Electric successfully utilized field supervision from other Fortis Inc. (“Fortis”)
utilities to help manage the increasing level of resources needed to respond to that event.

Prudency of Costs (Conclusion C6)
EAT considered the costs associated with the Company’s restoration response to have been
prudently incurred.

The Company’s restoration efforts cost a total of $34.6 million plus debt financing costs of $4.4
million, bringing the total balance of the deferral to $39.0 million as of March 31, 2025. The
Company respectfully submits that it is in the best interest of customers and the Company that
the Commission’s approval to recover these costs from the customer be implemented as soon as
possible.

Resilience Strategy (Conclusions C8.1 and C8.3)

The Report indicates that Maritime Electric’s investment approach focuses on maintaining existing
standards of network design and construction rather than an approach specifically designed to
sustainably build system resilience and flexibility.
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To the contrary, Maritime Electric has developed a comprehensive long-term asset management
strategy to improve system resilience. This includes climate change adaptation strategies focused
on enhancing system resiliency to withstand extreme weather events and other climate impacts.
These measures include:

o Strengthening Infrastructure: Upgrading infrastructure to withstand more extreme
weather conditions, such as stronger pole classes and increased insulation standards.

o Enhanced Vegetation Management: Implementing risk-based vegetation management
programs using personnel specifically skilled in vegetation management, satellite imagery
and new planning applications to better predict and mitigate risks.

¢ Grid Modernization: Investing in grid automation and advanced technologies to improve
system flexibility and reliability.

« Climate Design Parameters: Revising design criteria to account for increased weather
loads, climate variability and extreme weather events. In addition, Maritime Electric
actively includes condition, criticality, and risk assessment to determine and evaluate risk
mitigation measures, such as asset maintenance, replacement, upgrade or
reconfiguration. This approach demonstrates the Company’s commitment to improving
system resiliency by replacing and maintaining assets in a prudent and cost-effective
manner.

Incident Command Structure (Conclusion C8.4)

In the Report, EAT acknowledges the Company’s decisions to safely manage the level of
resources during a significant weather event such as Fiona; however, the Report questions
whether a change in the approach is required to meet customer’s expectations of a quicker
response.

The response to Fiona was effectively delivered in accordance with the Company’s Business
Continuity and Disaster Recovery Plan, which included assistance from approved contractors,
mutual aid partners, and companies within the Fortis group of companies. Maritime Electric has
since enhanced its emergency response approach by establishing an Incident Command System
(“ICS”) structure to manage larger scale events more effectively. The Company continues to test
the ICS through tabletop exercises and is committed to prioritizing the safety of both its workers
and the public by maintaining an appropriate supervision span of control, which is fundamental to
emergency response.

With regards to improvement opportunities outlined in section 7.3.1 related to the availability of
regional resources, the Company would like to reiterate that Maritime Electric is a member of
Electricity Canada’s Mutual Aid Group, which is comprised of external resources from mainly
outside of Atlantic Canada. Support from Fortis utilities is also available from Central and Western
Canada, the United States and Newfoundland.




Technology Adoption (Conclusion C8.5)
The Report highlights opportunities for adopting new technologies.

Maritime Electric continues to evaluate technologies such as satellite vegetation analysis, grid
automation, drone inspections, field mobility, and enhanced substation design. The vegetation
management program utilizes geographic information system (“GIS”) technology and, post-Fiona,
the damage assessment process transitioned to be entirely GIS-technology based. Maritime
Electric has implemented a drone-based inspection program for transmission infrastructure and
has secured approval for a satellite-based vegetation management risk assessment program. In
addition, transmission, distribution, pad mount transformer and underground inspections have
been transitioned to digital, field mobility technologies.

Conclusion

Maritime Electric has implemented significant measures both prior to and following Fiona to
enhance system resilience, improve vegetation management practices, integrate new
technologies, and ensure reliable and effective emergency response. The Company remains
committed to prioritizing the safety of employees, contractors and the public while balancing
customer restoration times and affordability factors.

Yours truly,

MARITIME ELECTRIC
WWW

Michelle Francis
Vice President,
Finance & Chief Financial Officer
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Appendix — Comments, Corrections and Clarifications

In section 7.1, EAT states that, “Post Storm Fiona, [Maritime Electric] have commenced increased
levels of vegetation management activity across the region based upon enhanced vegetation
management programmes albeit to the same limited cutting specifications.” The Company would
like to clarify that its specifications for clearances for new and existing power lines are not “limited”
themselves, as they are based on CSA requirements and good utility practice. It is the Company’s
ability to fully achieve vegetation management clearance specifications that is limited, primarily by
the lack of authority to perform vegetation management outside of the public ROW, and the reliance
on landowner permissions.

In section 7.1.1, with regards to shared structures with multiple power lines, EAT states that
« ..during adverse weather conditions, the failure of shared overhead line spans and or structures
represents a single point of failure which can result in multiple electrical system
disruptions.” Maritime Electric would like to clarify that instances of multiple power lines on a shared
structure are not common and only represent approximately 3% of its structures. In addition,
structures with multiple power lines, particularly those with transmission and distribution lines, are
modelled and analyzed using PLS-CADD (i.e., Power Line Systems — Computer Aided Design and
Drafting) to ensure they meet reliability criteria.

In section 7.1.1, EAT indicates that difficulties with SCADA telemetry were experienced and reduced
the effectiveness of the impact assessment and response coordination. To clarify, the brief reduction
in SCADA indication and control was not system wide, but isolated to individual sites. This did not
impact outage or damage assessment and response coordination. SCADA indication and control
was restored at those locations as transmission and substation supply was restored.

In sections 7.1.2 and 7.1.5, EAT states that Maritime Electric’s asset management system is not
able to report on either asset health or residual working life expectancy. To clarify, Maritime Electric
does have metrics for asset risk and prioritization. Examples include condition (e.g. health) and
criticality measures for transmission lines, distribution lines, and distribution transformers. Similarly,
Maritime Electric has established prioritization measures for transmission and distribution
inspection deficiencies. These asset management metrics were developed in support of risk-based
decision making for investments or other mitigation measures.

In section 7.1.3, EAT noted that Maritime Electric is planning to steadily ramp up vegetation
management investments through to 2025. In Appendix E of the 2023 General Rate Application,
Maritime Electric included a proposed increase through to 2027.

In section 7.1.3, EAT suggests that Maritime Electric’'s asset replacement investments focus on
existing standards and like-for-like replacement. To clarify, when performing asset replacements,
Maritime Electric upgrades existing infrastructure to the current standard of design, material and
construction. Upgrades include shorter span lengths, taller poles, higher class poles, higher class
insulation, and increased guying and anchor. Further resiliency measures under consideration are
outlined in the Climate Change Adaptation Strategy.
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In section 7.1.3, EAT noted that the utility should be electing to construct underground line segments
and underground customer services. Construction of underground line segments and customer
services is not currently the responsibility of Maritime Electric, as it is an investment decision made
by the developer or customer. Underground lines and services are provisioned by the customer, at
their expense. Furthermore, customers are responsible for maintenance of their underground
services. While Maritime Electric agrees that underground services can be more reliable, there is
no offset in capital costs due to the present customer accountability to contribute to installations
costs and for ongoing maintenance costs.

Maritime Electric agrees with EAT’s comments in section 7.1.5 that loop or network supply
arrangements offer improved reliability than radial designs, as they provide redundant sourcing
capabilities. These supply arrangements are achieved through the addition of substations and three
phase line extensions. Maritime Electric has implemented loop feed designs with recent substations
and continues to identify opportunities, where economically viable.

In section 7.1.5, EAT suggests that transmission construction standards permit greater vegetation
management clearances, and that replacing distribution lines with transmission-level construction
could enhance system resilience. To clarify, the clearances achievable are not dictated by the line
voltage, nor does transmission design inherently permit greater clearances. Clearances from
vegetation, regardless of line voltage, rely solely on the available width of the public ROW, where
easements are provided by adjacent landowners for new lines, or for land to be purchased. Where
no easements exist, which is the case for the majority of the distribution system, Maritime Electric
relies on permissions, which are limited, to achieve distribution-level clearance. It is not reasonable
to expect that landowners would permit greater, transmission-level clearances when rebuilding
distribution lines. In addition, transmission line design requires greater lead-lengths for guying and
anchoring beyond the public ROW, which is often not achievable in urban and suburban areas.

In section 7.2.3, EAT indicate that differences in specifications of equipment installed from
neighbouring utilities may impact future asset management programmes. Maritime Electric would
like to reiterate that most restoration materials were supplied by the Company, or from similar
suppliers. Any significant exceptions will be identified through regular transmission and distribution
inspections. Maritime Electric does not consider this to be an asset management risk.

In section 7.3.5, EAT suggests that Maritime Electric consider re-vegetation as an incentive for
vegetation clearance or removals. The Company is actively working with government stakeholders
regarding re-vegetation. It must be noted, however, that regulations require that re-vegetation be
limited to native Acadian Forest species, most of which are not compatible with utility clearances.
In addition, re-vegetation adds significant costs and resource requirements and supply and access
to seeds, saplings, and trees of this nature are currently limited.




