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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v" Overview of Project Delays
v" Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v' Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
e Cost Impacts:
v" Time Related General Conditions
v Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
¢ Conclusions
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Summary Schedule Comparison
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Summary Schedule Comparison
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Work Front 1 — As-Planned vs. As-Built Schedule Comparison
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Work Front 1 — As-Planned vs. As-Built Schedule Comparison
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Clearing & Access Road Construction is
pacing the foundation work and
controlling the critical path from the
outset of the Project through at least

the end of 2015.
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Work Front 1 — As-Planned vs. As-Built Schedule Comparison
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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v" Overview of Project Delays
v" Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v' Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
¢ Cost Impacts:
v Time Related General Conditions
v’ Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
e Conclusions
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front 1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front 1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front 1
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Foundations — Work Front 1
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Foundations — Work Front 1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front 1
o O O

While the original Contract contemplated that Valard would manage ROW clearing and access work (Part B of
Contract), it was never afforded the opportunity to do so:

 Valard was not able to manage as Nalcor overrode Valard decisions; did not communicate financial terms of
roadbuilding contracts; and directed contractors without Valard involvement.

v Valard did not have any control (no authority under the contracts of roadbuilding subcontractors) and they
would not take direction from Valard.

v"  Despite making numerous requests, Valard was not provided detailed insight into the costs of the Nalcor
roadbuilding subcontractors and could not manage the costs without this knowledge.

v"  Nalcor decided (unilaterally) not to cap the road with crushed stone in many places which did not meet the all
season “fit for purpose” standard.

v" When Valard raised road capping issue, Nalcor management took the position that Valard was in charge of the

road, but when the Valard tried to have capping completed, roads widened, further access built and more road
maintenance Nalcor refused.

v' Given the situation, delays in real time decision field making lead to compounding delays.

Nalcor arbitrarily elected to move resources from Labrador to get started on work fronts 2 and 3, which in turn
further delayed the completion of access in Labrador.

» Valard’s Part B role was terminated early in 2016.
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction - Work Front 1
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== | The C&T contract was awarded in August 2014 with a target completion date of April 30, 2015. It was subsequently agreed that the scope
.| wouldincrease as required to advance the northern work front as far as required to meet JCL's southem work front (Indian Pond and
‘. beyond).

Accordingly, a Change Order was issued in April 2015 to defer the target completion date to September 30 and to increase the estimated
- confract value. In addrtion to the increased scope, the increased contract value was required bjfyu%\grodudion in Block 6 was not

meeting the expectations of the parties. A weekly call was effected April 21 in an effort to addres; roduction rates.

art Thurstwy by W NTY I Vi e v e e i 30 S .._,‘.—,,..:7 ¥l

== | Progress improvement relative to the Indian Pond target was also addressed in the Ma time a target rate of 600m per
day was identified — 350m for day shifts and 250m for night shifts. Pursuant to that crushing for road capping,

==% and night shifts were implemented by June 10.

Pursuant to Exhibit 9 to Valard’s Contract, all clearing and access road construction was to be completed by
April 15, 2015.

This communication clearly indicates that Nalcor was the party directing the clearing and access road contractors
(i.e., commercial terms, work scope, logistics, production requirements and schedule requirements).

While Nalcor issued a change order in April 2015 granting a 5-month time extension for the predecessor clearing
and access road construction, no schedule relief was provided to Valard for its follow-on construction work.
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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v" Overview of Project Delays
v" Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v" Access Road Deficiencies
v' Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
¢ Cost Impacts:
v" Time Related General Conditions
v Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
e Conclusions
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching - Work Front 1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) - WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Towers) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
© Grillage Foundations 2014 2015 2016 2017
€ Rock Foundations $ | I . JilhniEer W ' K M 3 RLLE NN BE BT S Bl e =T IRE B §: N E F
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A’ i S During this initial work period foundation production is severely
— hampered due to inadequate access road construction and lack of turn-

R : outs. Discussions of access road ballasting and winter road construction
are initiated during this period.

Email (Nalcor to Valard) November 27, 2014:
“The Company is in agreement that further pullouts in this area can be completed by Valard under Part B. This

work however must be overseen by a Nalcor representative in order to sign off on the work - please coordinate
this with the site team.”

{Email (Valard to Nalcor) November 24, 2014:
“Due to the lack of pullouts/turnarounds, Valard Construction is not prepared to accept these roads as fully

complete. Since the Company's contractor has demobilized from the area, Valard can supply a grader and dozer
to complete this work under Part B. “

Email (Nalcor to Valard) November 21, 2014:
“Work on access roads between Structure 1 and Structure 88 has concluded and the Company's contractor has

demobilized from the area. “

Email (Valard to Nalcor) October 19, 2014:
Valard states that roads are not holding up in the area of (51-69). “Valard is reworking these roads with their own

equipment and operators in an effort to keep working safely and with some measure of productivity.”
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& Grillage Foundations 2014 2015 2016 2017 |
@ Rock Foundations s 3B EN J 8 BB EESEEE ST HENRENE S R EY RN Y SF RN Y i § | d F
Towers 1-50 Breakip
R D During this period Valard progresses foundation work in the only area
- : possible (primarily winter road work), until such time that the spring
A Towers 151200 — breakup prevents further progress.
=] Towers 201-250 P~
Towers 251-300 R Email (Nalcor to Valard) April 28, 2015:
Lo MR . Nalcor acknowledges deteriorating access road conditions and agrees that “this will
i S continue until conditions improve or we decide to ballast roads. Ballasting the roads
Towers 401-450 T Sy I
T i for clearing is a very costly venture and one that | don't think is planned. Ballasting
R R roads for construction is a completely different matter and will cost much more at this
> E——e- time (spring break-up) that if conditions were better (summer conditions for
e example).”
it S Email (JCL to Nalcor) April 27, 2015:
e csiias By the end of April 2015, even Nalcor’s clearing subcontractor is reporting that the access roads are nearly
h Lo SR impassable:
=) Towers 101-150
= Towers 151200 The deteriorating road conditions have “resulted in extreme road conditions and the inability of floats to operate.
A Towers 201250 Our equipment has had to travel excessive distances to complete the work as directed by LCP and Valard. Our
Towers 251300 vehicles are sustaining damages and excessive wear and tear due to the poor condition of these roads which is
= Towers 301350 beyond what would be expected to execute the SOW outlined in our Agreement.
Towers401-450 [N Email (JCL to Nalcor & Valard) February 24. 2015:
ATowers 451500  [Bl\We have now fully implemented double shift of our ROW tree clearing crew and also double shifted the required
ngg o components of the ice road building crew and road maintenance equipment to support this Project.
Towers
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

& Grillage Foundatiens 2014 2015 A 2016 17
® Rock Foundations EN I EERN I AR S S AR B NE R NI EE A EES NI B Sl NE R AT NERE R BT AP ET

- Towers101-150 - s Following the spring breakup, Nalcor finally
2 T"""*;::g T e e authorizes the access road ballasting program, but
I"“.mm_@; Ty, - s almost immediately its subcontractor’s run into rock

Towers 301-350 b 08 e o material sourcing problems, which further delays the
JTowers 351400 b e s completion of passable roadways.

- In April 2015 (when all clearing and access road work
L was to have been entirely complete), Nalcor issued a
et change order to C&T extending the completion date

B to September 30, 2015 (+/- 5-months late).

Towers 401-450 )
{Towers451-500 _—n

Towers 501-550 (=
Towers 551-600 ‘
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¢ Grillage Foundations
€ Rock Foundations

AS-BUILT SCHEDULE

Following the spring breakup, with the ballasting
program just getting started and the limited work
fronts available, Valard attempted to re-start work
at 51-238. Almost immediately, it was determined
that work in this area could not be pursued further.
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© Grillage Foundations 2014 ‘ 7 15 2016 201
© Rock Foundations d ;150 d: Fi M: A :.M:Jd:d - . ; ! : :

Due to inability to continue work in the area
of $1-238, Valard skips ahead to St. Paul’s
River Road area ($1-402) and works on the
available right of way towards the east.

R .
.fD +*

|
!
|
|
l
|

Due to the lack of available work fronts in
Segment 1, in July 2015 Valard moves rock
crews to Forteau to get work started on
Segment 2.
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& Grillage Foundations
€ Rock Foundations

AS-BUILT SCHEDULE

Due to catching up with the access roads
crews once again, Valard moves a portion of
its grillage crews back to the previously
skipped area (S1-402 working back to SPRR),
and to dead-end structures.

Valard also moves a portion of its grillage
crews to progress available work at
Segment 2.
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< Grillage Foundations 2014 : Zﬂj_ 2016 2017
€ Rock Foundations A I NN 'YL EE D TR BERE T FEEESENEST RV R RESEEE B BE BT l.l-F

VowersSt-i0 1§

1 i H = -
By October 2015, the Segment 1 grillage
al crews effectively ran out of available work
areas.

At this point, Nalcor began to talk about a

¥ Winter Work Zone/Winter Road/Ice Road,
slowed down C&T’s work crews in

"s | Segment 2 and kicked A&B off the project.

i I = 5 4 e
By November 2015, the Segment 2 grillage
crews had caught up with the access road
crews once again.
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Work Front 1 — Winter Work Zone

* In December 2015, Valard advised Nalcor that it would NOT be able to complete all of the work in the winter work zone
prior to the spring breakup.

» To take full advantage of the plan for a winter work zone, Valard advised Nalcor that ALL of the following assumptions
would need to be met:
v’ Adequate winter access is completed by no later than January 29, 2016.
v A Geo-Program to allow advanced foundation selection is implemented.
v’ There is an adequate supply of class A, B, and 6-inch minus material available.
v There is a full suite of materials available at the Muskrat Falls Laydown Yard to completed each activity.
v’ There is timely delivery of materials from the Muskrat Falls Yard to worksites and laydown yards on the line.
v Weather (i.e. wind, snow fall, etc.) is adequate for construction.
v Winter access roads and shoo-fly accesses are maintained to an adequate standard (i.e. graded, sanded, etc.).
» While Nalcor expended significant efforts, none of the assumptions above were fully achieved. In particular, Valard’s
progress was significantly impacted by:

v Winter Road Construction: Valard’s progress was impacted almost immediately by the winter road construction
progress and the overall completion of the winter road work went well into February 2016.

v The Geo-Program was inundated with a variety of problems.
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© Grillage Foundations 2014 2015 2016 2017
© Rock Foundations ‘RN BN AR AR B EE BT ERIE A . : - ; : : : :

"“—':"E”_* During the fall and winter months
Towers101-150 of 2015 / 2016 the clearing, access

= Towers 151-200 i i

= e roads and bridges are completed in
"""mm the remote areas of Segments 1 and

s 2 (S1-600 to S2-250).

Towers 01450 Segment 2 Winter Road/Ice Road
e construction also performed during
the latter part of this period.

Towers 51-100
= Towers 101-150
= Towers 151-200 s N

Towers 251-300
=| Towers 301-350

Towers551-600
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& Grillage Foundations
& Rock Foundations
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Towers 51-100

i Towers 101-150

i A

Towers 251-300

=1 Towers 301-350

In January 2016, Valard mobilized its crews to Winter Road/Ice Road (S2-60),
but almost immediately caught the back-end of the access road crew. The
“winter road” was simply a ditch built dirt road with corduroy logs over the
swamps. JCL had crews, equipment, and hauling running through the work
zone daily and sections of road were falling apart because they had not been
built properly (i.e., no frost packed in, no watering, no ballasting of low areas).

]
I
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|
|
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& Grillage Foundations 15
4 Rock Foundations i i 1

Towers 101150
(Towers 151200

.{Valard also shifted crews back to the SPRR area to 3
-------------------- complete previously skipped grillage and rock : e e

' foundations and proceed with H-Pile and Micro- . B :
~towerss01.550 | Pile foundations.

.......................... 2 I
________________________ T
i, ]

Towers 1-50

At the end of January, Valard was forced to go back
to $1-550 and work linearly through the winter

| work zone to give the road time to completed and

_|to close the gap between the Segment 1 and 2

0 ____|work fronts.
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& Grillage Foundations 2014 aﬁ . 2016 2017
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T T - A Similarly, sections of the SPRR also

Towers 51-100 % ¢ |began to fall apart. This road was

= Towers 101-150 built primarily with OM material,

= Towers 151-200 | The winter road fell apart as soon as it started to warm up. The which turned out to be mostly sand

e S road had been built primarily with dirt, rather than snow or and silty-sand. Nalcor advised that

ice. As soon as the sun hit the black moss and dirt in the road it sections at Km30-36, 52-60 and 96-
Tower 351400 | S0aked up the heat and destroyed the road within a week. 104 would not make it through the
e break up and that they planned to

= Towers 451-500 ! make additional repairs once the

mus 501-550 road had dried.
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

9 Rock Foundations

© Grillage Foundations 2014 _ 2015 ‘ 7 2016 2017
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After the spring breakup and the construction of a fit for
|| purpose road, Valard mobilized its drill crews back to Segment
|| 1 (s1-540 area) and worked linearly towards Segment 2.
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‘|| After the spring breakup and the construction of a fit for
purpose road, Valard mobilized to Segment 2 (S2-300 area)
and worked linearly back towards the previously completed
work front in Segment 1. Rock crews generally followed
behind the grillage crews during this period.
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Towersst-100
Towers 101-150

2 Towers 151-200
Towers 201-250
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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v Overview of Project Delays
v’ Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v" Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
e Cost Impacts:
v Time Related General Conditions
v’ Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
e Conclusions



CIMFP Exhibit P-02734 Page 51

ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

* Not only were the access roads constructed much later than planned, but significant access road
deficiencies have persisted throughout construction.

* Access Road Deficiencies:
v Inconsistent capping.
v" Turnarounds not provided or inadequate.
v" Access not maintained (i.e. graded).
v Alack of ditches & culverts (wash outs & access road damage).

v" Narrow and steep accesses.

* Impacts of the Issue:
v" Introduced unsafe conditions and adverse environmental impacts to the Project.
v" Limited (and slowed) safe travel on the ROW (particularly for heavy equipment).
v" Tractor Trailers unable to be used for hauling equipment and material (Rock trucks used at times).
v" Reduced productivity (impacted Valard’s schedule and Project Milestones).

v" Increased operational costs (Substantial negative cost implications to Valard).
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Access Expectations - Agreement, Section 2.5 PART B: ROW Clearing and Access Works

* At a minimum access was expected to be generally completed to the Class ‘C’ standard (i.e. normal-use
accesses)

v" Class ‘B” access standard was expected for major accesses (i.e. high-use accesses — St. Paul’s River Road)
v Class ‘D’ access standard was expected for minor accesses (i.e. low-use accesses)

The access parameters are included in the table below

Standard

Cleared Right of Way 25m 20m 20m
Grubbed Right of Way (as reguired) 23m 18m i5m
Road Width - shoulder to shoulder 75m 55m 50m
Granular Topping Depth — average compacted (subject to 100 mm 100 mm e
Engineer’s Approval)
Granular Topping Width (subject to Engineer's Approval) 65m 5.0m —
Maximum degree of horizontal curve 20 30 30
Maximum sustained grade 8% 10% 12%
Maximum short pitch grade 12% 15% 18%
Minimum horizontal site distance 120 m 90m 50m
Minimum depth of ditch 0.6m 0.6m 03m
Maximum depth of ditch 12m 12m 12m
Cross slope (as directed by Engineer) 12 cm crown 10 cm crown 8 em crown
Fill Slope:

Rock or Till 11 11 L |

Clay 151 151 159

Silt 2.5:1 151 1.5:1
Cut Slope:

Rock 1:4 14 14

it 134 1351 1.5.1

Other 11 r b 1:1
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Access Expectations - Agreement, Section 2.5 PART B: ROW Clearing and Access Works

» Accesses shall be constructed to a standard that can be maintained
¥v' Maintenance includes: snow clearing, sanding, grading, culvert repair, capping, etc.
v’ Access shall be maintained to a reasonable level as to not generate excessive wear and tear of the Parties
light and heavy equipment

» Accesses shall allow for the safe day to day transport of crews
v Safe travel speeds

» Accesses shall allow for safe and expedient evacuation of work crews (in case of medical emergency)

» Accesses shall allow for the safe and expedient access to address environmental concerns (in case of
environmental emergency)

» Access shall contain pullouts every 300-500 meters, and;
v Be 20 to 40 meters in length providing for a total width, including road width, of 8 to 10 meters

» All accesses shall contain a reasonable number of turnarounds suitable for tractor trailer and low-beds

» Unless otherwise agreed between the Parties, linear ROW access shall be provided at all times

v'i.e., water crossings, culverts, snow bridges, etc. shall be utilized as to not impede linear construction
progression
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Inconsistent Capping
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Turnarounds Not Provided or Inadequate
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Lack of Ditches & Culverts (wash outs & access road damage)
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

* Not only were the access roads constructed much later than planned, but significant access road
deficiencies have persisted throughout construction.

* Access Road Deficiencies:
v" Inconsistent capping.
v" Turnarounds not provided or inadequate.
v" Access not maintained (i.e. graded).
v A lack of ditches & culverts (wash outs & access road damage).

v" Narrow and steep accesses.

* Impacts of the Issue:
v Introduced unsafe conditions and adverse environmental impacts to the Project.
v" Limited (and slowed) safe travel on the ROW (particularly for heavy equipment).
v" Tractor Trailers unable to be used for hauling equipment and material (Rock trucks used at times).
v Reduced productivity (impacted Valard’s schedule and Project Milestones).

v" Increased operational costs (Substantial negative cost implications to Valard).



CIMFP Exhibit P-02734 Page 60

Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v Overview of Project Delays
v’ Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v" Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
e Cost Impacts:
v Time Related General Conditions
v' Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs

e Conclusions
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Geo-Program
L@

Impacts associated with foundation selection and the failure to implement a full Geo-Program:

Full geotechnical analysis not performed prior to bid and contract award.

Nalcor initially performed only a desktop study for foundation type selection.

Nalcor provided foundation quantities by type for Valard bid estimate pricing.

We now know that the desktop study directed the wrong foundation type more than 60% of the time.
As field work progressed at Work Front 1, Nalcor was reluctant to implement a full “Geo-Program.”

As field work progressed, foundation settlement issues arose at tower foundations that were not part
of the Geo-Program.

Foundations that were not part of the Geo-Program were extensively modified in the field (i.e., over-
excavation, use of blast rock and base materials, change in usage of culverts, etc.).

The lack of a proactive Geo-Program resulted in significant delays in production and rework on Work
Front 1.

Nalcor has elected to implement a full proactive Geo-Program for all foundations in Newfoundland.
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Geo-Program

Results of Nalcor’s Limited Geo-Program:

» Nalcor eventually authorized a limited Geo-Program for only 15% of the foundations (191
foundations) on Work Front 1.

» Foundation selection should have been performed well in advance of foundation field work.
* The average time required for a full Geo-Program review to select a foundation type was 111 days.
e 126 of the foundation investigations took more than 60 days to complete.

* Because the Geo-Program was being performed concurrently with foundation construction, further
delay and disruption occurred in the field.

* The majority of the foundations that went through the Geo-Program were changed to alternate type
foundations (H-Pile / Micropile).

* For 40 of the foundations that went through the Geo-Program, Nalcor’s initial foundation type
selection eventually changed.

* The Geo-Program for these 40 foundations occurred over a 15 month period (August 2015 to October
2016).
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|| month period (August 2015to October 2015).

|| select the final foundation type.

: These foundations on average took 156 days to
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ccess Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

Towes1-50

Towers 101150

]

Tnnrsrssyﬁqtrlm o
Towers 801-650

Towers51-100
i Towers 101150
= Towers 151-200

Mltowersssteaa |

| [ Harvesting & Mulching

| B Access Road Construction
1 [ Winter Road Construction
| I Road Repairs & Ballasting
| I Bridge Construction

© Grillage Foundations
@ Rock Foundations

& H-Pile Foundations

@ Micro-Pile Foundations
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Example of Towers where Multiple Foundation [nstallation Attempts Were Performed

2014 2015 2016 2017
H (I . J F. M:A:B:J J A $ | W N L F M & : B '3 '3 S [ I | BlJd F
] = = 10/16 Reason for Delay:
12/14 L - Use of inappropriate foundation type for
- — ! particular ground condition (Nalcor insisted on
s 1 = 5 4 At the time of tower erection it ! using grillages).
1% Install Attempt Finished 12/19 | llwas determined that the top of Legs C & D re-installed
p
stubs for legs C & D were sinking. ) 10/15-10/16
DT | T R (B G == A e N e Reason for Delay: Shjee ~eacypuet el
2/13 9.5 Months of Delay 311/30 - Use of inappropriate foundation type for
| ' particular ground condition (Nalcor insisted on
s 1 = 1 05 At the time of tower erection it All Legs Re-installed using grillages).
ll’@t Install Attempt Finished 2/20 ] was determined that the top of 11/13-11/30
stubs were sinking. g
__________ R e RS, OB e TR e ‘ Reason for Delay:
2f5 10 Months of Delay J} 12/a - Use of inappropriate foundation type for
. : particular ground condition (Nalcor insisted on
s 1 = 1 1 2 At the time of tower erectionit All Legs Re-installed using grillages),
E" Install Attempt Finished 2/13 ] was determined that thetopof | 111/30-12/4
stubs were sinking.
RS i B SREN (DA NS 1 S Y T 7 7 Beasonforlielag: e
4/2 11 Months of Delay :31’2 - Use of inappropriate foundation type for
| particular ground condition (Nalcor insisted on
s1 = 1 5 3 At the time of tower erection it All Legs Re-installed using grillages).
[1“ Install Attempt Finished 4/9 J was determined that the top of 1/16-3/2
stubs were sinking.
el e i L RESRC U T S SR S PRl - Reason for Delay:
412 2w etiony - Use of inappropriate foundation type for
I ‘ particular ground condition (Nalcor insisted on
s 1 — 1 6 7 Excessive settlement prevented — using grillages).
1% Install Attempt Finished 4/17 | Valard from keeping target 2" Attempt
distance between the legs. 1/10-2/16 3 and Final
et T g e e TN (S| | PR R O S ek r Installation 3/17-4/2 | 1) [
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Work Front 1 — Foundation Type Changes

The substantial changes in foundation types (estimated vs. actual), coupled with the lack of a proactive Geo-Program
prevented any ability to implement long term planning and gain efficiencies through proper resource staging.

ESTIMATED ACTUAL

H-Pile H-Pee
55 ea 159 ea
(+189%)

Micro-Pile

Grillage Grillage 77 ea
552 ea 891 ea (+100%)
(+61%)

Rock
1,088 ea

Rock
500 ea
(-54%)
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Revenue Reduction
G&A and Fee Included in in Foundation Work:

Unit Price (assume 15%)
$30,466,289 <$39,538,376>

Field General Conditions
Included in Unit Price (25%)

$50,573,812

Total
$81,040,101

WF3 Budgeted Cost
$75,914,321
WF3 Budgeted Cost
$58,917,266

WF2 Budgeted Cost

$49,623,616

WF2 Budgeted Cost

$34,560,541
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WF1 Budgeted Cost

$91,959,822

Total Revenue $284,148,700

WF1 Budgeted Cost

$77,570,662
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Total Revenue %$244,610,324

Original Estimate Current BOQ Forecast
(All Foundation Bid Units) (All Foundation Bid Units)
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Because this is a unit price project, Valard’s
estimate spread its field general conditions and fee

Revenue Reduction amounts among the various unit price bid items.
G&A and Fee Included in in Foundation Work:
unig;domi:;sé“;a:%] <$39,538,376> Substantial reductions and/or changes in actual
y ¥

unit price payments can have an adverse impact
on Valard’s overall financial position.

Field General Conditions
Included in Unit Price (25%)

$50,573,812

$27,815,644 ‘ =~ Exhibit 1, Attachment 2:
I Ontral CosdioM The Contract Price shall include all items that are not
.| Included in Unit Price (25%) expressly stated in Appendix A — Schedule of Price
Lo S313snes1 Breakdown, but that are required for the performance of
the Work. These items include, but are not limited to,
indirect costs, travel, tools, operating costs, consumables,
costs associated with quality assurance, quality control,
SIS environment_al_compliance, en'vironmental ground truthing,
$34.,560,541 permitting, re-sequencing of the Work due to
environmental constraints, logistics, material management,
health and safety compliance, medical services,
WF1 Budgeted Cost management oversight, meetings, reporting, scheduling,
591,959,822 monitoring, auditing, Site access, security, surveying,
staking, transportation, accommodations, labour relations,
commissioning, start-up, insurance, costs associated with
all types of summer and winter weather conditions
Original Estimate Current BOQ Forecast (induding severe sumr‘ner and winter conditions), or
(All Foundation Bid Units) (All Foundation Bid Units) anything else required to complete the Work.

WF3 Budgeted Cost
$75,914,321
WF3 Budgeted Cost
$58,917,266

WF2 Budgeted Cost

$49,623,616

Total Revenue $284,148,700
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WF1 Budgeted Cost

$77,570,662
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Total Revenue $244,610,324
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Revenue Reduction
G&A and Fee Included in in Foundation Work:

U$30.466,289 <$39,538,376>

Field General Conditions
Included in Unit Price (25%)

$50,573,812

72,69

x,
%
]

501

|
I:sg

WF3 Budgeted Cost
$75,914.,321
WF3 Budgeted Cost

$58,917,266

WF2 Budgeted Cost

$49,623,616

WF2 Budgeted Cost

$34,560,541

Total Revenue $284,148,700

o
7]
]
e
o
u@' o
ﬂlo o~
oo <
B M~
ao o
3 )
- 8
2
L= »

WF1 Budgeted Cost
$91,959,822

WF1 Budgeted Cost

$77,570,662

Total Revenue $244,610,324

R
]
o

o

=
o

-
]
&

=
=

o
)
o
[

Original Estimate Current BOQ Forecast
(All Foundation Bid Units) (All Foundation Bid Units)

Because this is a unit price project, Valard’s
estimate spread its field general conditions and fee
amounts among the various unit price bid items.

Substantial reductions and/or changes in actual
unit price payments can have an adverse impact
on Valard’s overall financial position.

Unit price reductions and changes in foundation
types has resulted in a substantial loss in
general conditions revenue to Valard:

* Estimated GC’s carried

in unit pricing $50,573,812

*Revised BOQ GC’s now
carried in unit pricing M
Loss $19,216,761
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The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Foundation Quantities (All Work Fronts):

Example Using Average Units

(Overall Average per Unit)

(Overall Average per Unit)

!

p Revised
Estimate BOQ Percentage Change 1,012 Rock Foundations are changed
to Grillage Foundations:
. 1,260 42%
Rock 2952 : GCincl.in Rock Units  $11,081
* Grillage 1,474 2,486 169% GC Incl. in Grillage Units  -35,651
* Piles 142 379 267% Delta $5,430
Units Changed to Grillage 1,012
GC Lost $5,495,160
. \
\
P Estimated Cost of Estimated G&A Estimated General
Ol R i) Work and Fee (15%) Conditions

(Overall Average per Unit)

|Rock Foundation

$36,218 $21,858 $3,279 $11,081|

I

Grillage Foundation $19,113 $11,707 $1,756 45,651
|

H-Pile Foundation $186,651 $154,502| $23,175 $8,974
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Work Revenue
Front . Variance

|WF1Guy Wires | | $4,206,895)
WF2 Guy Wires | (53,616,346)
WF3 Guy Wires . (%5,804,067)
__ Subtotal Guy Wires ($5,213,518)

WF1 Grillage Foundations | 56,031,529
WF2 Grillage Foundations = $1,923,381
WF3 Grillage Foundations ) $7,263,761|
| Subtotal Grillage Foundations $15,218,671
WF1 Rock Foundations | ($20,333,047)
WF2 Rock Foundations || (57,962,059)
WF3 Rock Foundations (530,574,588)
Subtotal Rock Foundations  [$58,870,0%4)

WF1 Pile Foundations ] | | $30,181,120
WF2 Pile Foundations (53,493,1@
WF2 Pile Foundations A $14,096,507
| Subtotal Pile Foundations| | 1$40,784,439 |
\WF1 Earthwork || (510,236,956) |
WF?2 Earthwork ($7,197,877)
| WF3 Earthwork I ($14,023,041) |
Subtotal - Earthwork ($31,457,874)

Grand Totals | ($39,538,376)
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The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Work Revenue
Front Variance
WF1 Guy Wires 54,206,895
WF2 Guy Wires (53,616,346)
WF3 Guy Wires ($5,804,067)
Subtotal Guy Wires ($5,213,518)
WF1 Grillage Foundations - $6,031,529 |
'WF2 Grillage Foundations $1,923,381 |
WF3 Grillage Foundations $7,263,761
_ Subtotal Grillage Foundations $15,218,671
WF1 Rock Foundations ($20,333,047)
| WF2 Rock Foundations ($7,962,059)
| WF3 Rock Foundations ($30,574,988)
Subtotal Rock Foundations | ($58,870,094)

WF1 Pile Foundations

$30,181,120|

WF2 Pile Foundations

($3,493,188)

WF2 Pile Foundations A $14,096,507
___ Subtotal Pile Foundations | $40,784,439

WF1 Earthwork ‘ ($10,236,956) |
WF2 Earthwork ($7,197,877) |
WF3 Earthwork E ($14,023,041)
Subtotal - Earthwork | ($31,457,874)

Grand Totals

_($39,538,376)

Estimated |
| Direct Cost

Variance |
| $3,705,745

($3,161,364)
($5,037,737)|

| ($4,493,355)

[ $3,595,497

L $1,283,132
$4,261,502 |

. $9,140,131

($11,972,435) |
($5,178,192)
($18,031,548)
 ($35,182,174)

! $25,233,670 |
_ (52,800,713)

$11,418,796
$33,851,753

($6,173,318)
| ($5,205,338)
($9,608,068) |
| ($20,987,324) |

_($17,670,970)
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:
T Estimated

Work Revenue

Front Variance
WF1 Guy Wires ‘ S4,2OG,895‘
WF2 Guy Wires | ($3,616,346)
WF3 Guy Wires g ($5,804,067)

‘  Subtotal Guy Wires | ($5,213,518)
WE1 Grillage Foundations ' $6,031,529
WF2 Grillage Foundations $1,923,381
WF3 Grillage Foundations | $7,263,761

Subtotal Grillage Foundations $15,218,671/

'WF1 Rock Foundations  (520,333,047)|
WF2 Rock Foundations _ ($7,962,059)|
WF3 Rock Foundations ($30,574,988)

($58,870,094)

Subtotal Rock Foundations'

WF1 Pile Founda_tions

$30,181,120,

WF2 Pile Foundations

($3,493,188)

WF2 Pile Foundations ) | $14,096,507 |
Subtotal Pile Foundations $40,784,439

|WF1 Earthwork ($10,236,956)
WF2 Earthwork | (57,197,877)
WF3 Earthwork =K (514,023,041)
Subtotal - Earthwork| | ($31,457,874)

Grand Totalé_l ($39,538,376)

Direct Cost
Variance

$3,705,745 |

(53,161,364) |

($5,037,737) |

($4,493,355)

$3,595,497

$1,283,132|

54,261,502 |

$9,140,131

($11,972,435)

($5,178,192)

(518,031,548)

($35,182,174)

$25,233,670 |

($2,800,713)

$11,418,796

 $33,851,753

| ($9,608,068)

_ (56173,318)
($5,205,938)

($20,987,324)

($17,670,970).

Indirect Costs

& Markups
Variance

$501,149

(5454,982)

($766,330)

($720,163)

$2,436,032

$640,249

$3,002,259
$6,078,540

($8,360,612)|
($2,783,867) |

| ($12,543,240)
 (523,687,920)

54,947,449
($692,474)

$2,677,712

| $6932,686

3 (54,063,_638]_
(51,991,939).
(54,414,973)

| (510470,550)|
(521,867,406)
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All Work Fronts — Foundation Type Changes

The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard:

Estimated | Indirect Costs G&Aand Fee | Field General
Front Viriuce | Direct Cost & Markups | (15%) Conditions
[ Variance Variance | Variance Variance

WF1 Guy Wires ) X $4,206,895 $3,705,745 _ $501,149 | $555862 ($54,713)
'WF2 Guy Wires || ($3,616,346)| _ ($3,161,364) _ (%454,982) ($474,205) $19,223
WF3 Guy Wires ($5,804,067) ($5,037,737) _ ($766,320) ($755,560) ($10,670)
| Subtotal Guy Wires ($5,213,518) | (4,493,355) __($720,163) _ (9674,003) ($46,159)
WF1 Grillage Foundations  $6,031,529 $3,595,497 $2,436,032 L $539,325 ‘ $1,8§6,708
WF2 Grillagé Foundations [La $1,923,381| 51,283,132 | $640,249 | $192,470 | 5447,779 |
WF3 Grillage Foundations $7,263,761| 54,261,502 $3,002,255 |  $639,225 52,363,034
 Subtotal Grillage Foundations | $15,218,671, $9,140,131 ' $6,078,540 $1,371,020 $4,707,520
'WF1 Rock Foundations ($20,333,047) |  (511,972,435) | | (58,360,612) | ($1,795,865) ($6,564,747)
WF2 Rock Foundations | (57,962,059)| | ($5178,192)| : (52,783,867) | | ($776,729) ($2,007,139)
WF3 Rock Foundations ‘ ($30,574,988) | ($18,031,548) ($12,543,440) ($2,704,732) ($9,838,708)
Subtotal Rock Foundations, = ($58,870,094) ($35,182,174) ($23,687,920) . ($5,277,326) ($18,410,5%4)

'WF1 Pile Foundations | [ $20121,120 25,233,670 $4,947,449 _ $3,785,051 $1,162,399
WF2 Pile Foundations ' ($3,493,188) ($2,800,713) (5692,474) . ($420,107) ($272,368)
WF2 Pile Foundations || $14,006,507  $11,418,79 $2,677,712| 81,712,819 $964,893
_ Subtotal Pile Foundations| | $40,784,439 $33,851,753 $6,932,686 _ $5,077,763 $1,854,924

WF1 Earthwork | ($10,236,956) [ ($6,173,318) | ($4,063,638) | (5925,998) ($3,137,640)
WF2 Earthwork _ (§7,197,877) ($5,205,938) ($1,991,939) | (5780,891) ($1,211,048)
WF3 Earthwork | ($14,023,041) ‘ ($9,608,068) ‘ ($4,414,973) | (51,441,210) ($2,973,763)
Subtotal - Earthwork| | ($31,457,874) ($20,987,324) _ ($10,470,550) ($3,148,009) ($7,322,451)

Grand Totals| | ($39,538,376) ' ($17,670,970) | ($21,867,406) | ($2,650,645) ($19,216,761)
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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v" Overview of Project Delays
v" Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v" Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
e Cost Impacts:
v' Time Related General Conditions
v Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
e Conclusions
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Summary Schedule Comparison

4 2015 2016 2017 18
FORECAST || 'J (A/S' O N:D|J . F:M:A:M J;,J,A;SO/N.DJJ.F.M;A; M J,J,AS O.N,D|J/FM:AMJ J/AISOND|JIF,
3B o Planned Completion of 28% of S1 Foundations, | : , - ' : ; -
HERE 4 Start of $1 Tower Erection and 52 Foundations. | T S S I ! ' Despite more than 17 months of
10721 e - LT S L : quantifiable critical path delay
' 3k ko i, in the Project to date, Valard is

A  WorkFront1 | 11

(Labrador) 218 forecasting only 4 months of
> ' Substantial Completion delay.c
Work Front 2 .
{Long Range Mountains)
Work Front 3

S (Newfoundiand) s

520 Day Total Delay Through Owner Directed Critical Path Stringing Work Suspension 1 6/6
1 ' t 1 1 ' T ! ' ' ' ) [ [ T T 1 )

1 i i 1 1 ' ] ' ! [ ¥ ] [ 1 ' [ [ [ t ¥ i [ [

I i | 1 ] |} L} 1 t H 1 4 1 I 1 1 ] 1 1 ] i P
294 Day Total Detay in Achieving 56% Completion of $1 Foundations & Structures 53 | 177 Days Additional Delay s"“""’s. 2
ro1 o4 1 | e E Ty & 3 4ok 8 - I - -
Delay in Achieving 28% Completion of S1 Foundations | | /5[ 217 Days Delay Actual c'm‘;f;“;ﬂ::::m a_tinus.! s1 T“"I - '
1 ' 1 ! t : ' 1 ! [ [ 1 ! : 1 1 1 ] ' t !

b b 1 . 1 '
Work Front 1 110!1_5 : o [1171] sc:umi
’ (Labrador) _ _ : : = o
A WorkFront2 |, . . . . . SRR O o I i
{Long Range Mountzins) _ T e e S S AT S A N ¢ 0 ‘ 5/14. 3ﬂ|:I 111
N IR = . 820
(Newfoundiand) 450 [ 10/31
R | Schedule Data Date 325 Al g
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs

2014 2015 2016 2017 18
FORECAST | . J.A S, O:N:D J-F»M;A-M‘J‘-J:A.S}O‘N:DJjF.M'ALMJJ!JEA-SON'DJ‘F-M'A‘MAJ;J'AS()iN-D J iF;
T T ; ] 1 T ) I 3 ) . Sprp— ————— ————— e e e s . - :
As-Planned 10188 TR i 6/30
- . N R e Mkl 1 ) " ¥ ' 1 1
b Costs Include: 1 .+ 1| Costs Exclude:
; ' = Travel Eo Lo .+ 1| *+ Permits, Licenses & Approvals
* LOA / Camp Costs e ' ¢t 1l + Mechanics
= Overall Project Management ‘ : o ‘ .| * Survey
« Overall Project Supervision o i ® 1| * Small Tools & Consumables
' = Safety Staff, Facilities & Supplies | ¢ oo v ]« Special Tools
: » Administrative Staff X s , . . 1 | i| * Training & Orientation :
$10,000,0001--->----1 + Office / Yard Facilities I it Fepreter-i e Dloddng: 00 0000 Eepedss e e =
$9,000,000---+----{ = Communications - d-—_i___i___:| ¢ Mobilization / Demobilization | . _.___: | _i__]
$8,000,000 - -2 - - S L o i_i_io e o = o e e o RN
57’000'000_-:-_7-':’—;—-:-_;- ) s i ; L it s g s o e R =S IS LR T e
$6,000,000 === = = === == === s m oo e e o 2 By AT et e e St TS RS WP
$5,oon,ooo--;—-+ ------------------- - Lt CEEEER PR i e : b e o b B o e e i
$4,000,000 |-~ == === === === = === = m == — B s i e g b A o e e o o e e S
$3,000,000 -~ - - --—ff== --.---.--{---u--:--:'q. :r i El---u' - 'r—-;---:--‘-}r-l-.-ls-nf--%-ar-'r—A-- N - —- T SN, LV (LT X
[ M ) . ¥ f ¥ ] I ot X oL i [ 1 1
$2,000,000-{- =<2 mm sl ; e
i i ' i i 0 i . | ] " ] (B i . [
$1,000,000 |- --~ - —Sa=— o L - t_o= B & e - R I S R LS
iy | <Neary P oy AP PR == g ] A .
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs

2014 2015 2016 2017 18
FORECAST EJ}A}S‘O%N;DJlFiMJAgM:JEJ%AlS%O‘:N<DJ:‘F{MZAZM:J;—J,AfSJO‘N'D J.FM.A M J:.J:A,S:O:N,D|JTF
T o S R ;

As-Planned

As-Built / Forecasted

Traditional GC Delay Calculation For Project Extension

i d. 8 Time Related G.C. Costs Incurred in 2016:  $94,566,632
Days in Period: 365

' Average Daily Cost: $259,087
i Days of Forecasted Completion Delay 123

! - . e ] iti Cost Accounting _|__ | _ _i_
$10,000,000 i Time Related General Conditions Loss  $31,867,701 i Cut-of Date ---~[ -----
$9,000,000 |-~ =L === e focembodenim D e et L R B e e e Y SO T ST Y PR R AN
$8,000,000 -~ - - - : I e e B U BN
$7,000,000 |- - - - ' L e T R R
opepery LG L NS R U DESU- A e -y 000 W . . T Forecast= ' [ : |
5000000 oot f ot Y| | Actual=$168,287,531 | || _$56,763,893 @ | | ||
$4,000,000 -+~ - - e -l N N NSO S S i s g

$3,000,000 -
$2,000,000~|

R R, R P A
= ¥ 1
m N O = e

Bl e e e e Tt SRR
. fl ' [} i K- %1 i

W g e o ---{--}.—4——;——-}—— S R BT R .
) ST
Ll

$1,000,000 |-,
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs

z 2014 2015 2016 2017 18
3 FORECASTIEJ:AES%O?NJDJIF2M=AV‘MLJ;J.A:S:‘O:NDJfF-M]A M:J'JfA—S»O-NiDJF:M;A M: JiJ;ASO:N:D]J:F
As-Planned |
As-Built / Forecasted 10/15 ' : . : = = : ]E 11.”
BN Substantial Cost Increases
‘o (monthly Costs In Excess of Plan)
SEESIBNEARERSEARNGANARSEIQRES NG TEANE SRS
$1o.ooo.ooo—-j--l- ----------- It : 331 e R T
$9,000,000 —{~'= = £ = =/m o & e e e e e e e e TP g ey s S SR Y GO 2
$8,000,000 i = £ = == £ e ke e e i ' R S S N T SEOLL e TN
57,000,000--5--i-----------—-------'—------------, ------ e e e 2o 551 I
o I e SR B S SR AR R A A $ 0 W Uo T T U e e T 0 O SefenErast=aans | ¢ ]
55000000——? _____________________ i oo L AR _Actual =$168,287,531 ____| 1 956763893 8 . | | ]
$4,000,000 |- = = === == === e o m e e ---E.--i---—-f-—-é-'--- ot e B EEE T
$3,000,000-|-~ - < - -~ --- m—er- - e R L IR
52000000--;----- _ . N —-——----Estimated = . 897 ...i.L i e . o
$1,000,000 -~ : ok BV . - -@m nt |-.=5-.+-..=_a -';--1"""?"""1-"‘:#"- e E T B
' ] L] ' ] * ' ] ¥ t
¥ : r
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs (Crew & Logistical Impacts)

AS PLANNED 2014 2015 2016 2017 18
AS BUILT ‘JA:S:ON:D|JF M/A: M J J/A:S,.ON:D|J;F:M:AM J,J/A.SONDIJF MAM J.J.ASONIDIJIF?
WF1/51 Foundation Install (686) o N S AL - (R R - 7 - ‘ ‘
w o g |4 1 - Contract Plan: Never more than two
F={ WF1/52 Foundation Install (502) : ' Lo crews operating at once, with
o minimal overlap between the work on
b7 WF3/53 Foundation Install (683) Labrador and Newfoundland (reduces
= cost for management, supervision,
E WF3/S4 Foundation Install (703) j equipment, support, etc.).
o 1 Y \ X
o

‘
WF3/54 Foundation Install(555) | : ‘4}'2—,11”8; P ;;j

Actual: Four crews working at
once, with significant overlap
between the work on Labrador
and Newfoundland (increases cost
for management, supervision,
equipment, support, etc.).

L [ e

5/19

WF1/51 Foundation Install (686) 1b{15

WF1/$2 Foundation Install (602)

WF3/53 Foundation Install (683)

WF3/54 Foundation Install (703)

o
w
<
L&
w
o
o
(T
'—
=
2
=
w
<<

WF3/SéFoundationnstall 555 | R ST G A \f 1 14!11I‘ ;]1;0]10
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AS PLANNED

2014 2015 20186 2017 ‘18
ASBUILT

iJiA:S:O:N:D J.F%M;AiMiJ;JEA}SiO]N;D J.F . M A M. J J A S, O N:D|J:F M:AIMiJ:J A SIO.N.DJJ'F.

As-Planned

As-Built / Forecasted

Initial Access Delays

Summary of Overall GC Losses : = Ea ;
| Actual GC Costs Through 12/31/16:  $168,287,531| | « : + « | = &« « |« = BB

$9,000,000 -~
$8,000,000 |-
$7,000,000 -}

| Forecasted GC Cost to Complete: $56763,893| | | | 1 if !
oo L Total Forecasted Cost: $22S05L4241) Lo+ ot oy ow o 113 | ! St costmeentig LS4 4 | 1 !
{ Less Overall GC Budget -$144,306,624 . e : ik & Cut-0ff Date

Loss In General Conditions  $80 744,800 P ]

$6,000,000-
$5,000,000 -{-*

$4,000,000 |-
$3,000,000 -~
$2,000,000-}-
$1,000,000 -
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs

2014 2015 2016 2017
J,A,S.O/N,DJJ.F'M/AIM J:J,A;S:0,N:D J.F.M-A‘MiJFJiA-SzofN‘D J,F M:AM JiJIA/SIONDJ[JF

As-Planned 1017

AS PLANNED
ASBUILT :

------------------------------------------- 4

Access Detays Control & Jgevs

As-Built / Forecasted 10/15 | : —_— e WiokProme2 _m

4 Initial Access Delays e ' Overall Project

: \J [ 1 ! il Percent complete based on equal weighting for foundations,

GC Losses During Initial Access Delay Period || | assembly, erection and stringing.

' As-Planned Time Elapsed = 61%
Actual GC Costs Through 6/6/16: 587,303,425 J‘ As-Planned = 66% / As-Built = 28%
WF1 GC Budget Earned: -$30,840,799 |'
WF2 GC Budget Earned: -$6,916,967 |
$10,000,000|-- - £ - 4= £ - - WF3 GC Budget Earned: 510,750,154 |+~ -4 - L~ -~~~ [ Based on the Contract Exhibit 8 as-planned dates, the Work Front |-

$9,000,000 4~/ — & — <= = £ i Loss In General Conditions  $38,795,507 . _ || | | 1 quantities actually completed at this point should have been

achieved on or about June 2, 2015. T

8,000,000 9.01 months of GC's earned = 530,840,?99

$7,000,000 -

$6,000,000-
$5,000,000 -

Based on the Contract Exhibit 9 as-planned dates, the Work Front
2 quantities actually completed at this point should have been
achieved on or about February 26, 2016.

4.9 months of GC's earned = 56,916,967

e e e L e s T I T s T I T T T T s

$4,000,000 -

$3,000,000 -}
$2,000,000-|-
41,000,000 -,

Based on the Contract Exhibit 9 as-planned dates, the Work Front
3 quantities actually completed at this point should have been ™
achieved on August 22, 2015.

4.7 months of GC's earned = $10,750,153
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs

2014 2015 2016 2017 18
yJi1A:SIONDIJIF MIAIM: J:JA:S:O'N,D|JF M:A M J:JA;SION;DJJF MIAIMI J:J:A:S:OINIDIJF
By Sy S Py S P g e g g i g gy W Sy S iy Sy S ; ;
As-Planned - 10 P } 6/30 |
' Y : e T
As-Built / Forecasted oo 1015 : _ ] 111
i 1 | R b e e e nrepedeam ey - -y s!:-’h‘hcn:) . '

GC Losses During Suspension Delay Period
.+ | Actual GCCosts 6/6/16 to 10/10/16:  $29,324,259

Overall Project

‘ Percent complete based on equal weighting for foundations,
£ " i assembly, erection and stringing.

| | WF1 GC Budget Earned -$4,272,055( , . | i i | As-Planned Time Elapsed = 74%
- | WF2 GC Budget Earned $3,199215| ' | : ¢ ¢ 0] RTINS e
.| WF3 GC Budget Earned -$3,902,453| « | | i ;
: Loss In General Conditions  $17,950,536| . . .| . | :
$10,000,000-- - L - === e s e e TR .._;...-=---.-.'.. Based on the Contract Exhibit 9 as-planned dates, the Work -4
T o ' . i o | " ' ) i 1 5 ) Front 1 quantities actually completed at this point should
$9,000,000 -|-' e bodumbodoctodecbodaatbedacbagabatobal oot oo Loy have been achieved on or about July 10, 2015. -
$8,000,000 |- O RS R L O S - N S O S N R 1.3 months of GC's earned - 34,272,055
$7,000,000 - = == ===+ =~ S0 SR, S D SO P SOV (S _ . {
¢ SN SR N L P L ey A W 0 0 ool o i Based on the Contract Exhibit 9 as-planned dates, the Work ’
6,000,000~ * Front 2 quantities actually completed at this pointshould | |
SS,ooo,ooo——L—-----f------------«- “"“.““'.";" 4= have been achieved on or about May 5, 2016. |
| il . - . 2.3 months of GC's earned = $3,199,215
$8,000,000 |- === === = === e m e e e e - g - e e T T T e T ke A e A ks Ik -
$3,000,000 -~ - - - === - =g - = - = - = - - - - - - - - - - ‘ .
- ! - ' : ' Based con the Contract Exhibit 9 as-planned dates, the Work
$2,000,000-~-~—~— - - ——— Front 3 quantities actually completed at this point should ||
$5:000,080 3 have been achieved on or about October 13, 2015.
¥ i T 3

1.7 months of GC's earned = $3,902,453
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Time Related Field General Conditions Costs
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WF1 Remaining (unearned) GC Budget -$19,312,0707 R
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Breakdown of Field General Conditions Loss

GC losses associated early field
| production delays (GC’s staffed up per
plan, but lack of production in field)

Access Delay

Period GC Costs
sl 2 Additional GC losses resulting
$38,795,507 primarily from Stringing work
suspension
\v/ Additional GC losses resulting from
Stringing Suspensio prior field production delays and
= ':g:::fmf:;:f subsequent acceleration
Georam $17,950,536 \ /
$113,506,967 \/
(includes time and e Acceleration
non-time related GC Remaining Period
costs) Overrun (10/11/16 to Completion)
$74,711,460 $23,998,757
R .
Overrun
$56,760,924 Remaining
Overrun
(non-time related)
$32,762,167
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Topics of Discussion

e Schedule Summary:
v Overview of Project Delays
v’ Critical Path Through Work Front 1
e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v" Access Road Deficiencies
v" Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
¢ Cost Impacts:
v" Time Related General Conditions
v Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs
e Conclusions
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1

Towers 1-50
Towers 51-100

AS-BUILT SCHEDULE
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ROW Harvesting & Mulching, Access Road & Bridge Construction (with Foundations) — WF1
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Mechanic Costs
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2014 2015 016 2017 18
FORECAST gJiA?S O:NDJ;F;M7A§MIJ3J;AiSjO‘:NIDJFfM‘IAM“JJA{SIOZNDJ‘FMAMAJJiA.S!O-NDJ-F:
As-Planned 10113 : ' N 630 | -
I e i : o
As-Planned / Estimated: ) 5 1 : ' :
* The estimate generally includes 3 : ' '
: full-time mechanics per work ‘ e
- front. . : ' ,
51’°°°’°°°“:““""““""‘ » Based on the as-planned schedule, ’”E """ R i ] it it v et St Rt SRS S ol B S e
$900,000 "= =+~ <= =2 _——t Valard contemplated 6 mechanics F---4----doom ool Lodiiodooo
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Mechanic Costs

P 2014 2015 2016 2017 18
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i P actual average of 28 mechanics were
- - required.
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SR s v Jh e R W R original plan. f
R - . P | — , —
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Mechanic Costs

* Work Front 1:
v Delay Costs:
Actual average daily costs (October 2014 to December 2015) $5,828.35
Overall delay days (December 18, 2015 to February 19, 2017) 429

Delay Costs  $2,500,362
v Increased Performance Costs (due to out-of-sequence work):

Actual Costs Incurred (October 2014 to December 2015) $2,546,990
Estimated Costs -51,864,952
Increased Performance Costs $682,038

* Work Fronts 2 & 3:
v Increased Performance Costs (due to acceleration):

Actual Costs Incurred (actual costs after DEC 2015, less WF1 delay costs above) $9,865,873
Forecasted Costs (based on trailing 6-months) +56,006,581
Estimated Costs -$3,777,647

Increased Performance Costs $12,094,807

Majority of cost overrun occurs in acceleration period (staffing substantially increased for
work in Newfoundland to mitigate prior delays and accelerate completion)
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Mechanic Costs

2014 2015 2016 2017 =
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Survey Costs

P 2014 2015 20186 2017 18
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Survey Costs

- 2014 2015 2016 2017 18
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Survey Costs

* Work Front 1:
v Delay Costs:
Actual average daily costs (October 2014 to December 2015) $13,498
Overall delay days (October 21, 2015 to December 17, 2016) 423
Delay Costs $5,709,654
v" Increased Performance Costs (due to out-of-sequence work):
Actual Costs Incurred (October 2014 to December 2015) $5,898,620
Estimated Costs -$2,764,154

Increased Performance Costs $3,134,466

* Work Fronts 2 & 3:
v Increased Performance Costs (due to acceleration):

Actual costs incurred (actual costs after DEC 2015, less WF1 delay costs above) $2,530,882
Forecasted costs (based on trailing 6-months) 453,216,000
Estimated costs -53,825,137

Increased Performance Costs $1,921,745

Majority of cost overrun occurs in delay period (survey work in Labrador much more
costly due to access road delays, scattered nature of work & tower location changes).
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Work Front 1 — Camp Space Impacts

* With the exception of the construction of the first 70 km of transmission line extending from Muskrat Falls heading south,
Valard was responsible for camp facilities (for Valard’s work scope and for Nalcor’s other contractors)

* For Part A of the work, Nalcor agreed to free-issue up to 17,500 person-days of accommodations at its Muskrat Falls
Complex to enable the Work to be completed.

- Camp ac1 | ; r Valley ot > = 7 St &
- it - mPW!?-:ig‘f?’f s g T s

Access crews were based out of Eagle Camp

: (and occupied the camp much longer than

R planned), while they attempted to get all-
season, ‘fit-for-purpose’ roads competed.

Consequently, there was not room for Part
A crews at Eagle Camp. As such, Valard
used all 17,500 free-issue person-days
allocated to it under Agreement CT327-001.
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Work Front 1 — Camp Space Impacts

* LOA Camp Cost Dispute:

¥ Due to the delays in ROW and access road construction, Valard requested an additional 5,151 free-issue camp days
at Nalcor’s Muskrat Falls Camp.

v" Nalcor rejected this request and now apparently seeks to backcharge Valard for an additional 5,845 free-issue camp
days at its Muskrat Falls Camp ($1,461,250).

v’ Valard has an independent claim disputing this backcharge.

*» Added Direct Costs:

v" Valard incurred additional direct costs associated with longer travel times from the Muskrat Camp to worksites
located south of $1-200.

v Approximately 93% of the foundations completed after the point in time that Valard exceeded the original free-issue
camp day allowance (April 2015) were further south than $1-200 (51% of these foundations were further south than
Eagle DC1 camp - extending as far south as the end of Segment 1).

v" The added travel time from the Muskrat camp to $1-200 is conservatively estimated to be 1-hour each way.

v Assuming 93% of the workers staying at the Muskrat camp were working beyond S1-200, Valard estimates these
workers incurred added travel time totaling 1-hour each way daily.

v Based on an average foundation craftsmen rate of $121.71, the unanticipated costs associated with the added travel
time totals $1,323,195.
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Topics of Discussion

¢ Schedule Summary:
v' Overview of Project Delays
v’ Critical Path Through Work Front 1

e Delay & Impact Causation:
v" Summary of Impacts Identified
v" ROW Clearing and Access Road Construction Delays
v Access Road Deficiencies
v" Geo-Program / Foundation Selection Process
e Cost Impacts:
v" Time Related General Conditions
v" Other Costs:
- Mechanics
- Survey
- Camp Space Impact Costs

e Conclusions
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Conclusions

* The vast majority of the delay on the Project to date was incurred in Work Front 1 and is attributable to the delayed
predecessor clearing and access road construction:

v" 307 days of delay in completion of clearing and access road construction;

v 48 days additional delay in critical path foundation work due to added spring breakup;
v" 107 days additional delay due to critical path stringing work suspension;

v" 33 day delay reduction in completion of critical path stringing work; and,

v 306 day further delay reduction in completion of Work Fronts 2 and 3.

» Valard was not able to manage the clearing and access road construction as Nalcor overrode Valard decisions; did not
communicate financial terms of roadbuilding contracts; and directed contractors without Valard involvement.

* Not only were the access roads constructed much later than planned, but significant access road deficiencies have
persisted throughout construction.

* The extensive changes in foundation types have resulted in substantial financial losses to Valard.
* The stand-alone costs associated with the forecasted delay in overall project completion totals $31,867,701.

* Qur detailed analysis of the time-related field general conditions losses indicates that $56,716,043 of the loss is
attributable to delay, and $23,998,757 is attributable to subsequent acceleration efforts.

* Additional losses totaling $15,277,207 have been identified in costs associated with Mechanics.
* Additional losses totaling $10,765,865 have been identified in costs associated with Survey.

* Additional losses totaling $1,323,195 have been identified in costs associated with Camp occupancy impacts.
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