Cﬁf(’: Equity Research

World Markets

January 31, 2001

Canadian Electricity

Fl?etle?gls!en es & Ut|||t|es(416) 956-6169 Del’eg ulation

Matthew Akman (416) 956-3229 No Need To Fear California-Style Disaster

All figuresin Canadian dollars, unless otherwise stated.

Investment Conclusion

We believe the deregulation disaster that has occurred in Californiais highly unlikely to occur in
Canadian jurisdictions. Similar conditionsto California are not present in Alberta or Ontario. In contrast
to California, electricity market conditionsin Ontario suggest that deregulation will deliver benefitsto
consumers, companies in the Canadian energy business, and the economy as awhole.

Skyrocketing power prices, the specter of rolling blackouts, and the potential bankruptcy of two large and
supposedly low-risk utility companies are ample evidence of an eectricity market gone dismally wrong.

Some see California’s problems as an indictment of deregulation. As a result, some politicians and
customers in other regions are becoming nervous about pursuing deregulation in their jurisdictions. We
would argue that California’s experience is the result of a combination of unique factors, including strong
demand growth, rising natural gas prices, the failure to develop adequate in-region supply, and a flawed
approach to deregulation.

There are some parallels to California, which will cause prices in Alberta to remain elevated for a period
of time, but these prices should abate as existing plants come back into service and new plants under
development come on line for the first time. No new generation was built in Alberta during the early
1990s, partly due to the initial uncertainty regarding the design of the province’s deregulation. An
important reason for the confidence that emerged among generation investors in Alberta is the province’
practice of protecting residential and small commercial customers, without distorting prices and inhibiting
the development of an efficient market. A related reason is that the province and regulators have signalle
their intention to allow companies to pass their costs of power through to customers.

Ontario’s situation is different from California’s in several key respects. Demand growth, while steady, is
expected to be moderate over the next decade. Ontario also has a large supply of domestic electricity,
which is easily sufficient to meet growing demand, without relying on neighbouring jurisdictions.
Ontario’s power prices are not susceptible to rising natural gas prices like California’s. Finally, Ontario’s
deregulation model is favourable to new power investment, and does not create the type of wedge betwe
wholesale power costs and retail prices that have jeopardized California’s distribution utilities.

On this basis, we believe that the approach to deregulation being pursued in both Ontario and Alberta wi
ultimately lead to the intended benefits of customer choice, as well as a more responsive and efficient
electricity industry. A lengthy delay in market opening could be a threat to the success of deregulation in
Ontario. Delay could create uncertainty and impede new investment. Even with modest demand growth,
new generation will ultimately be required to contain prices.

Power deregulation has worked in other jurisdictions, such as the Eastern U.S. (Pennsylvania, New
Jersey), the U.K., Australia and Scandinavia. We are of the view that conditions are right for successful
deregulation in Ontario and Alberta, as well.

CIBC World Markets Inc., P.O. Box 500, 161 Bay Street, BCE Place, Toronto, Canada M5J 2S8 ¢ (416) 594-7000

cibcwm.com

CIBC World Markets Corp., One World Financial Center, New York, NY 10281 ¢ (212) 667-7000 (800) 999-6726



CIBC World Markets Canadian Electricity Deregulation

What Went Wrong In California

Demand Growth

Power demand growth in California has contributed to the electricity crisis. Annual power
demand growth ratesin California were rdatively modest in the 1990s, but have nonethel ess
been problematic in the context of the near total absence of new power generation over the
same period. In addition, extremely warm weather in the summer of 2000 led to peak loads
that were far higher than peak |oads experienced in 1999.

In line with economic growth trends, power demand in Caifornia grew at an average annual
rate of 3.2% in the 1980s, and only 0.9% in the 1990s." While recent growth seems modest,
the compound effect of this growth has resulted in alarge cumulative increase in electricity
demand. Statewide demand has grown by over 50% since 1980, and little or no new power
generation has been added in the last 15 years.

Even more concerning than the growth in aggregate demand is the growth in peak demand.
Increases in peak power demand have been much more extreme than annual average
increases. Due to warm weather, peak loads in May 2000 were 21% higher than they werein
1999.2 In June, average |oads were 13% higher in 2000 than they werein 1999.% In the
absence of growth in supply, aregion with a high proportion of weather-sensitive load
becomes increasingly vulnerable to price variability asits base load builds.

Supply Squeeze

Despite the compound growth in demand, almost no new generation has been added in
Cdiforniain the last 15 years. In addition to stringent environmental regulations and the

“nimby” (not in my back yard) syndrome, the process of deregulation itself (see later in the
report) discouraged the construction of new plants. This lack of new capacity has been
exacerbated by low water levels, which have reduced hydro-electric production, and
emission caps, which have limited the output from fossil-fired plants.

Y Figures are slightly understated, as data excludes 1999 and 2000, a period in which demand was projected to grow by about 2.2% per annum. Demand growth has been
in line with population growth of about 1.5% annually over the past decade. Data on California power demand derived from Staff Report of the California Energy
Commission: California Energy Demand 2000 — 2010, June, 2000.

California Independent System Operator: “Report on California Energy Market Issues and Performance: May-June, 2000", August 10, 2000.

Data are for the California ISO region, which includes about 85% of electricity demand in California.
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The continued growth in power demand and supply squeeze have combined to produce the
current California power shortage. The shortage has been evidenced in recent weeks by
rolling blackouts ordered by the California Independent System Operator. In the region
controlled by the Independent System Operator (encompassing about 85% of tota state
power demand), there is about a 20% chance (depending on weather) that total in-state
power and imports combined will be insufficient to meet peak demand.” In short, there is
currently no supply cushion in California.

Failure to build more generating plants, along with reduced supply from existing plants due

to outages, has made the state increasingly reliant on imported electricity.” Thisreliance is
especially true of peak demand periods, when about 25% of the state’s requirements must |
imported. Indeed, California’s increasing reliance on imported electricity is underlined by
the fact that the state is currently importing power at this time of year. While the winter in
California has been cooler than normal, peak demand occurs in the summer months when &
conditioning demand is at its highest.

At the same time as California has become more reliant on imports, out-of-state power
prices have been increasing. The western states, from which California imports power, are
generally the fastest-growing regions of the U.S. As a result, their power reserves have also
fallen and their electricity prices have increased.

An additional supply and price-related factor is the high percentage of gas-fired generation
in the state. Continental natural gas prices have risen, reflecting a much tighter
supply-demand balance than in previous years. With natural gas pipelines into California
running at near capacity, strong electricity demand, and a cooler winter, natural gas prices il
California have risen dramatically. They jumped from about US$2.50/MMBTU in the
summer of 1999 to spikes above US$50/MMBTU last summer, and have settled recently in
the relatively high range of US$8/MMBTU to US$11/MMBTU.

The higher input price for gas-fired electric generation has a direct impact on the price of
electricity when supplies are tight and gas-fired generation is required. This relationship is
illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Electricity And Natural Gas Prices In Northern California
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Source: Bloomberg Financial and CIBC World Markets.

4 california Energy Commission: “Electricity Supply/Reliability 2000 to 2002”", August 10, 2000.
5 During periods in the summer of 2000, the California Independent System Operator estimates that about 22% of the state’s capacity previously held by the investor-owned
utilities was unavailable due to scheduled maintenance and forced outages.
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Flawed Approach To Deregulation

Deregulating at atime of growing demand and constrained supply was arecipe for rising
electricity prices, but California’s approach to deregulation exacerbated the situation.
California introduced electricity deregulation with the passage of Bill AB 1890, in
September 1996. In order to mitigate the market power that could be exerted by the state’s
utilities in a competitive market, the utilities were forced to sell significant portions of their
fossil-generating capacity, without simultaneously hedging their power supply through
long-term contracts.

As growing demand collided with constrained supply, the utilities were destined to pay more
for power. However, the situation was severely aggravated by requiring the utilities to buy
on the spot market all the power they could not generate themselves. During the period
while they were recovering stranded costs, they were not permitted to enter into long-term
power supply contracts. The utilities were forced to buy many of their requirements from
competitive generators — either within or beyond the state’s borders — based on the price
of power in a competitive market established by the high-marginal-operating-cost fossil
units.

At the same time as the utilities were being forced to buy much of their power requirements
in a rising and volatile spot market, the rates they could charge their retail customers
remained frozen at a 10% discount to 1996 levels. It is this combination of a deregulated
wholesale market and fixed-price retail market that has pushed the state’s two largest
utilities to the edge of bankruptcy, as they have been unable to fully recover their power
costs.

With retail rates for many of the state’s customers frozen at below market levels (having
recovered its stranded costs, San Diego Gas and Electric’s rate freeze was lifted), customer
have not been receiving the price signals that in a properly functioning competitive market
would have a dampening effect on demand.

While wholesale power markets in California have been competitive, they have not been
immune to government interference. Wholesale price caps, as well as changes or threatene
changes in those caps, send signals to generators that may discourage the construction of
new capacity in the state. Threats of legal action against power generation companies, by
different levels of government, have exacerbated the climate of investment uncertainty.

The requirement that the state’s utilities sell much of their generating capacity was designed
to prevent the exercise of market power in a deregulated environment. Nonetheless, in a
capacity-constrained market, it is possible to influence prices with even a relatively small
market share. There is some evidence that out-of-state generators are able to exert market
power in peak demand periods when demand approaches the California supply cénstraint.

Outlook For Alberta Is Better

Like California, electricity prices in Alberta have been rising because deregulation followed
a period of sustained growth in demand during which little new generation was added.
However, by allowing the market to work, we anticipate that power prices in Alberta will
begin to moderate as new capacity is brought on line.

® California Independent System Operator, August, 2000.
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Demand Growth

Buoyed by a strong economy, demand for electricity has grown at arobust pace since the
Electric Utilities Act was implemented in early 1996. Over the last four years, peak demand
on the Alberta Interconnected Electric System (AIES) has grown at an average annual rate
of 3% or about 225 MW." In fact, this figure understates the growth in demand, asthe AIES
demand statistics only include the net demand of large industrial projects such as
petrochemical plants or oil sands projects that have installed dedicated generation.

New Supply Coming On

Following the completion of the last regulated plantsin the late 1980s, Albertahad a

significant surplus of supply. Indeed, the 375-MW, coal-fired Sheerness Il plant — the last
regulated plant in the province to be commissioned — did not go into rate base and start
earning a return for shareholders for several years after it was built because it was deemed
surplus to Alberta’s needs.

With this surplus, no new generation was built through the early 1990s. By the mid-1990s,
the government had signaled its plans to deregulate the generation business and introduce
competition. However, all the rules of the new market place were not clear until much later.
Complicating the picture was a unique aspect of the Alberta market: the cost of new
gas-fired generation was higher than the embedded cost of the older coal-fired units.
Furthermore, in Alberta’s regulated environment, the cost of generation was averaged acros
the province. There was much debate about how to introduce competition without giving
windfall profits to the owners of the lowest-cost generating units or causing rate shock to the
customers served by the owners of higher cost units. This period of uncertainty did not
encourage investors to risk capital in the construction of new generating facilities — even
though the need for new capacity was becoming more evident.

It was not until 1998 that new capacity came on line from independent power producers, an
even then, the initial increment was relatively minor (85 MW). As a result, like California,
Alberta was becoming increasingly dependent on imported power. The province has a

150 MW DC intertie with Saskatchewan and an 800 MW AC intertie with B.C. (upgraded
from its 1996 capacity of 400 MW). In the last few years, the province’s reserve margin
above its winter peak has been between 500 MW and 600 MW — less than the combined
import capacity of 950 MW. The tightness of supply has made pricing very sensitive to any
unplanned (forced) outages.

As long as Alberta is dependent on imported power from B.C. to meet its peak requirements
it will be unable to fully insulate itself from high prices in California or the U.S. Pacific
Northwest. In a competitive market, Alberta must compete with customers in those
jurisdictions for BC Hydro’s surplus power. Indeed, we understand that there have been
instances in which BC Hydro was buying power in Alberta (and thereby raising the Alberta
Pool price) in order to sell to California at even higher pfices.

Alberta’s power prices will depend to an extent on natural gas prices. With about 18% of the
province’s generation capacity fueled by natural gas, high gas prices will tend to support
relatively high electricity prices. Natural gas prices in Alberta (AECO-C) hit a high of
$16.95/MMBTU before falling back to their (still historically high) level of about
$7.50/MMBTU.

7 Population growth in Alberta has been about 1.9% per year over the past four years, which is slower than the 3% growth rate in electricity demand over the same period.

8 In an effort to reduce the impact of California and Pacific Northwest pricing on its market, Alberta recently changed the calculation of the hourly pool price — the price that all
in-province suppliers receive — to exclude the impact of imports and exports. The new method does not change the price that B.C. receives for power, but prevents all in-
province suppliers from receiving the high price paid for imported power at times of constrained supply.
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A tight supply-demand balance is likely to keep pricesin Alberta higher than historical
levels and production costs for a couple of years. However, with a properly functioning
market (see below), new generation will be built and prices will fall in time. Two significant
plants are currently in the final stages of commissioning in Alberta. About 69% of the

416 MW Joffre Plant, owned by ATCO, NOV A and Epcor, will be available for sale into the
Power Pool. At least 85MW of the 360 MW Suncor Plant, owned by TransAlta, will also be
available for sdeinto the power poal.

Several other plants are under development in Alberta. ATCO Power has announced the
construction of two cogeneration plants that have a combined capacity of 320 MW and
which will come into servicein 2002. Much of this capacity will be dedicated to their steam
hosts, but some may be available to sell into the AIES. In addition, EPCOR has proposed to
add 400 MW to its coal-fired Genesee plant by 2005. Calpine has proposed 250 MW of
gas-fired capacity (in service 2003) while AES has proposed 525 MW of gas-fired capacity
(alsoin service 2003). TransAlta has talked about the ability to add 800 MW at its Keephills
plant, and is expected to bring the 286 MW Wabamun 4 Plant back into service by May 31,
2001.

Regulation On The Right Track

In early 1996, Alberta established a power pool into which all generators (either within or

outside the province) bid their power on an hourly basis. While the pool price fluctuated

with demand and supply, there were legidated hedges in place to set the price that

in-province generators received and distributors paid for most of their output or

requirements. Asin California, there was a sharp increase in power pricesin Albertain the
second half of 2000. With growth in demand, not all of distributors’ power purchases were
covered by legislated hedges. As a result, regulated retail rates were not sufficient to fully
recover all of the distributors’ power costs. However, unlike California, the shortfall will be
recovered over a three-year period beginning in 2002.

Effective January 1, 2001, the market was opened up to true competition. Large industrial
customers are responsible for securing their own supply of power. In so doing, they are free
to enter into long-term contracts. For up to three years, small industrial and commercial
customers have the option to continue buying their power at a regulated rate from their
distribution company. Residential and farm customers have this option for five years.

Like California, Alberta had to deal with the potential market power that could be exerted in
a deregulated market by the incumbent utilities. Three of them own virtually all of the
generation in the province. Unlike California, Alberta did not require the sale of generation.
Instead, the government created long-term (20 years or the life of the plant, whichever is
shorter) power purchase arrangements (PPASs) that specify the required output that each
generating unit is obligated to produce and the price the owners will receive. These PPAs
were then auctioned to marketers, who can make bilateral deals with customers for the
power to which they are entitled or bid that power into the power pool.

The distribution companies will be compensated for the cost of the power that they buy on
behalf of regulated rate option customers — even if initially there is some deferral of full
recovery. Given the sharp increase in the power pool price in late 2000, and on the heels of
escalating natural gas prices, the Alberta government elected to give regulated rate option
customers some protection. Retail rates have been frozen at $0.11 per Kwhr for 2001. As
well, retail customers will receive a provincial government subsidy of $40/month that will
reduce the average effective rate (after rebate) to about $0.05 per Kwhr, or about the same
price that was paid in 2000. Non-residential users will receive $0.036 per Kwhr in provincial
subsidy.
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While aretail rate freeze sounds ominously similar to the actionsin Californiathat have
contributed to the near bankruptcy of some of the utilities there, there are critical differences
between the actions of Californiaand Alberta. First, theretail rate freezeis at alevel much
closer to the market price. For the year to date, the weighted-average Alberta Pool price has
been $0.132 per Kwhr, compared to the frozen level of $0.11 per Kwhr.

Second, the action taken to reduce a customer’s net price to about $0.05 per Kwhr is being
done through a subsidy. This means that while customers are no worse off economically
than they were in the previous environment, they nonetheless see and have to pay a price
close to market rates. This means that the impact of price on demand will not be blunted, as
itis in California.

A third important difference is that the distribution companies will have the opportunity to
recover costs for power above the rate cap of $0.11 per Kwhr. Thus, any shortfall is only
temporary and will be recovered, with interest, at a later date.

In summary, the delay in formulating clear market rules for the new competitive
environment forestalled the development of new generation, which led to a shortage of
in-province generation and an increase in power prices. However, with a functioning market
now in place, price signals will attract the required new generation to bring power prices
down in time. In the interim, short-term measures to protect the retail customers should not
distort market price signals or the financial integrity of electricity distributors.

Conditions Are Right For A Successful Deregulation In
Ontario

Ontario has neither the demand/supply problems nor the regulatory design flaws that are
present in California. For these reasons, conditions are favourable to a successful
de-regulation of power in Ontario.

Moderate Demand Growth

Electricity demand in Ontario has grown at a rate of about 1.4% annually over the period
from 1986-1999.This modest growth rate is evidenced in part by the fact that Ontario has
not met its 24,000-MW, all-time-high peak demand since 1994. Going forward, the
Independent Electricity Market Operator is forecasting only about 0.9% growth in average
electricity use over the period 2001-2010. Even peak demand is forecast to grow at an
annual rate of only 0.8% for the winter peak and 1.1% for the summer peak.

Ontario’s electricity demand can be significantly volatile due to weather fluctuations. This
year, the median winter peak demand is forecast to be 22,633 MW under normal weather
conditions, but almost 8.8% higher at 24,617 MW under extreme weather conditions.
However, as outlined below, Ontario has sufficient cushion in its generation capacity to
absorb such volatility without experiencing power shortages.

° Demand and Supply statistics derived from The Independent Electricity Market Operator “10 Year Outlook: An Assessment of the Adequacy of Generation and Transmission
Facilities to Meet Future Electricity Needs in Ontario”, August 25, 2000.
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Abundant Supply

Ontario has the necessary supply of power generation within the province to accommodate

demand and to reserve a significant amount of capacity in excess of peak demand. Even with

eight nuclear reactors laid up, the province currently has about 26,700 MW of generation

capacity, which is well is excess of this year's winter peak demand level of 22,600 MW. It
would also be well in excess of the extreme weather, winter peak demand forecast of about
24,600 MW.

The 26,700 MW of available power generation includes minimal imports and should
increase substantially over the next few years. Imported power constitutes only 200 MW of
the total available, despite the fact that Ontario’s total inter-tie capacity is approaching
5,000 MW. Ontario Power Generation is planning to begin reintroducing the four Pickering
A units into service at the start of 2002. By the end of 2003, these units should add another
2,060 MW of capacity in Ontario. In addition, several other power projects have been
identified, constituting several thousand potential megawatts of incremental power, and the
Ontario Energy Board has recently approved a 1,250-MW interconnection with Hydro
Quebec due in service by 2003.

Unlike California, Ontario has a cushion of excess power to guard against shortages in the
event of extreme weather conditions. The Ontario Independent Market Operator establishes
a required power capacity margin above peak demand of about 18%-20%. It forecasts an
excess of power above the capacity margin in the range of 1,000 MW-2,000 MW over the
period 2001-2007. Also unlike California, Ontario would not have to rely on net imports to
maintain this cushion.

Ontario’s power prices should not be highly correlated with natural gas prices. In contrast to
California and Alberta, very little of Ontario’s power is generated using natural gas as a fuel.
Only about 3% of Ontario’s power is generated using dedicated natural gas tecffhology.
The vast majority of power produced in Ontario is derived from nuclear, coal and hydro.

These favourable supply conditions are likely to be bolstered even further by the
construction of new power generation in Ontario. With substantial inter-tie capacity, private
investors are likely to find Ontario an attractive location in which to construct new power
facilities for export purposes. As a potential example, TransAlta is currently constructing the
440-MW Sarnia cogeneration plant. The company will have over 200 MW for sale as
merchant capacity within Ontario or for export.

Ontario De-regulation Approach Not Flawed Like California

Ontario’s de-regulation model is designed to facilitate a well-functioning competitive
market, not to interfere with market prices in a way that could cause a California-style crisis.
Wholesale and retail price interference is minimized in the Ontario model, and buyers,
including the utilities, will be able to purchase power on the forward market.

Minimal price interference in Ontario should ensure that investors are comfortable building
new power capacity in Ontario, as the need arises. Ontario has not threatened to implement
wholesale price caps on power generation, the way California has. For a transition period
and in order to mitigate the potential use of market power, Ontario Power Generation will
provide rebates to customers if its average revenue from the bulk of its generation exceeds
$38/MW-h threshold* However, this proposed measure does not alter the price at which

10 Figure excludes the 2,140 MW duel-fuel oil/gas Lennox facility.
™ Ontario Power Generation must provide rebates to residential customers if its average annual rate exceeds $38/MW-h for the first four years after open access in Ontario.
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wholesale power is actually sold nor doesit apply to competitive generation companies that
may consider entering the Ontario market. For these reasons, investor-owned power
generation companies should not perceive any undue risk in investing in Ontario.

Consumer demand should also be appropriately responsive to price signalsin Ontario. The
province has not frozen retail rates, as did the State of California. As aresult, Ontarianswill
adjust their consumption levels based on prices. These demand responses can be as
important to containing prices, as are supply responses. They are also not incompatible with
protecting consumers. If Ontario supply were ever to tighten, asit hasin Alberta, the
province could provide direct subsidies to customers without implementing rate caps or a
rate freeze.

Ontario aso plans to implement energy forward marketsin Ontario, coincident with the
market opening. The Independent Market Operator will administer forward markets to allow
for hedging opportunities and reduce spot-market volatility. Private operators will be
encouraged to establish competitive forward power markets. Unlike the California situation,
Ontario electricity distribution utilities are not prevented from purchasing power forward for
their customers nor are they prohibited from entering into forward bilateral contracts. The
ability to buy forward should protect consumers and improve market efficiency.

Conclusions

Evidence suggests the conditions are right for successful deregulation in Ontario and,
ultimately, in Alberta. Demand and supply conditions, as well as regulatory frameworks, are
vastly different in Alberta and Ontario than they arein California. The ability to utilize
forward bilateral contracts in Alberta and Ontario was not present in California. In summary,
the poor conditions for deregul ation and market design mistakes made in Californiaare not
present in Canadian jurisdictions.

We don’t consider deregulation itself to be a flawed concept. The positive benefits of
deregulation have been borne out in the U.S. Northeast, in European nations, and in
Australia. In this context, California should be taken as an outlier and as an example of how
deregulation can fail with poor timing and a flawed regulatory framework.

Deregulation will not be without its implementation challenges, but our view is that a firm
commitment to the principle of a deregulated, competitive electricity market will provide
economic and consumer benefits in Ontario and Alberta.









Equity Division — Canada

Brian Shaw, CFA — Director

Toronto (416) 594-8558

Research
Director

Peter Dawkins, CFA Toronto
Auto Parts & Consumer Products

(416) 956-3775

Pipelines& Utilities
Peter Case
Matthew Akman*

Real Estate & Multi-Industry

peter.dawkins@cibc.ca

Toronto
Toronto

(416) 956-6169
(416) 956-3229

peter.case@cibc.ca
matthew.akman@cibc.ca

Rich Morrow Toronto (416) 594-7285 rich.morrow@cibc.ca Rossa O'Reilly, CFA Toronto (416) 594-7296 rossa.oreilly@cibc.ca
Stephen Andersen* Toronto (416) 594-7446  stephen.andersen@cibc.ca Yin Luo, CFA* Toronto (416) 956-3291 yin.luo@cibc.ca
Biotechnology & Health Sciences Special Situations
Lennox Gibbs Toronto (416) 594-7289 lennox.gibbs@cibc.ca Ron Schwarz, CFA Toronto (416) 956-6341 ronald.schwarz@cibc.ca
Nelson Isabel* Toronto  (416) 956-3548 nelson.isabel @cibc.ca (514) 847-6422
Communications & Media Rayna Schnapp* Toronto (416) 956-3278 rayna.schnapp@cibc.ca
Bob Bek, CFA Toronto (416) 594-7454 bob.bek@cibc.ca . . .
Maria Abwunza* Toronto  (416) 956-3802 maria.abwunza@cibc.ca ?dan:hSh'Ee'tthF_ﬁ . ’Kl/lomtreall (F;S]Eljl) %?7—%‘23253 onath adlarph.;hge%llbg ca
Financial Services onathan Lethbridge ontreal (514) - jonathan.lethbridge@cibc.ca
Banks . . .
. . . Michael Van Aelst, CFA Montreal (514) 847-6466 michael.vanaelst@cibc.ca
Queriiin Broad Toronto (416) 594-7204 quenti n_.t_)road@c! be.ca Keith Johansson* Montreal (514) 847-6620 keith.johansson@cibc.ca
Jitanjli Datt* Toronto (416) 956-3644 jitanjli.datt@cibc.ca Steel & Industrial Products
Lifelnsurance :
h . . Anna Sorbo Toronto (416) 594-7297 anna.sorbo@cibc.ca
Mario Mendonca Toronto (416) 956-6807 mario.mendonca@cibc.ca " . :
Stephen Boland* Toronto (416) 956-3725 stephen.boland@cibe.ca Stritt:g;t Thompson Toronto (416) 956-3724  stuart.a.thompson@cibc.ca
Non-Banks .
. Subodh Kumar, CFA Toronto (416) 594-7293 subodh.kumar@cibc.ca
Darren Parent Toronto (416) 594-7232 darren.parent@cibc.ca Yin Luo, CFA* Toronto (416) 956-3291 yin.luo@cibc.ca
Income Trusts Technol
Daviq Ramsay Toronto (416) 956-6428 david._ramsay@c? bc.ca Inter r?%E—C ommerce
Me?;na:rzc(iai:?{g* Toronto (416) 594-7519 damir.gunja@cibe.ca David Shore, CFA Toronto (416) 956-6728 david.shore@cibc.ca
- y h 8
JodleVerdon, CFA  Montredl  (514) 847-6616 jodlleverdon@ibc.ca |, oo KM Toronto (416) 956-3627 sera kim@cibe.ca
M.A.“‘O' ne Soszynski* Montreal  (514) 847-6689  antoine.soszynski@cibc.ca Todd Coupland, CFA  Toronto (416) 956-6025 todd.coupland@cibc.ca
ining ) Helen Rattee* Toronto (416) 956-3277 helen.rattee@cibc.ca
Metals& Minerals ) Software
Stephen E_.olmyman, CFA Toronto  (416) 594-7284 stephen.bonrjyme;n@c! be.ca Paul Lechem Toronto (416) 956-6429 paul.lechem@cibc.ca
Kevin Reud_ ) Toronto (416) 956-6766 kevin.reid@cibc.ca Robert Taylor* Toronto (416) 594-7047 robert.j.taylor@cibc.ca
Gold & PreciousMinerals Wireless
Barry Cooper Toronto (416) 956-6787 barry.cooper@cibc.ca : ; ) : :
Ayesha Hirat Toronto (416) 594-7283 ayesha hira@cibc.ca Tele(?:nrq% Erfggﬁs San Francisco (415) 399-5749 barry.richards@cibc.ca
International Mining . - :
o . Dvai Ghose Toronto (416) 956-6197 dvai.ghose@cibc.ca
oil giag( Jones London 44 (171) 234-6431 jack.jones@xibc.co.uk Darren Robinson, CFA* Toronto (416) 594-7261 darren.robinson@cibc.ca
Int azted & Senior Prod Equity Advisory Group
r:qe%r tPIS (IZOFrA ' Tuce,rf 416) 956-6218 bert.ol @cib Lea Hill Toronto (416) 594-7315 lea.hill@cibc.ca
KO 'erSc ?;Pan Toro to (416) 056-6729 ro k.plexmatr: C!bg.ca Jennifer Gilbert Toronto (416) 594-7316 jennifer.gilbert@cibc.ca
arin Scott*. oronto  (416) ainscott@cibc.ca | 001 Skodnick New York  (212) 667-4703 joel.skodnick@cibc.ca
Junior & Senior Producers ) ) Editors
Chri stopher Theal, CFA Calgary (403) 260-0506 chnstopher._theal @c! be.ca Darin Asae Toronto (416) 594-7026 darin.asae@cibc.ca
o MZKFBr'g;f ut Calgary  (403) 216-8518 mark-bridges@cibc.ca | Gijian Rodger Toronto  416) 594-7747 gian.rodger@cibc.ca
aper or roducts . Kathie Weiss-Lefebvre  Toronto (416) 594-7458kathie.weiss-lefebvre@cibc.ca
Don Roberts Ottawa (613) 564-0827 don.roberts@cibc.ca *Research Associate
Herve Carreau, CFA Montreal (514) 847-6420 herve.carreau@cibc.ca
Louis Guindon Vancouver (604) 891-6371 louis.guindon@cibc.ca
Chelsea Lucyk* Toronto (416) 956-3276 chelsea.lucyk@cibc.ca
Sales And Trading Trading Global Securities Lending
Canada Stuart Smith —Director (416) 594-8503 John MacDonald Toronto (416) 594-8301
Sales Nick Salerno New York (212) 667-8636 Jim Lailey Toronto (416) 594-8301
Andre BrosseauDBirector Toronto  (416) 594-8478 Anthony J. Maroon Boston (617) 720-2121 Tim Reid, CFA Toronto (416) 594-8301
Montreal (514) 847-6424 Renée Whitaker New York (212) 667-8634 Paul Varey Toronto (416) 594-8301
Fred Acri, CFA Toronto  (416) 594-8521 Cheryl Witten New York (212) 667-8635
Mark Eaton Toronto  (416) 594-7206 London Market Makers — CIBC World Markets p
Naomi Ebata, CFA Toronto  (416) 594-8531| International Equities Group Peter McSweeneyDirector London 44 (207) 234-7199

Kyle Harrison, CFA
Michael Hartmann
Brendan Kielty

Alan Lane Toronto
Jonathan Lansky, CFA Toronto
Sinclair MacDonald Toronto
Simon Marcotte Montreal
David Morrison Toronto
Paul Pint Toronto
Kevin Trotter

Trading

Stuart Smith -Director Toronto
Larry Acton Toronto
Peter Dunlop Toronto
Geoff Fell Toronto
Maurice Gariepy Montreal
Angelo Gasparatto Toronto
Darren Hunter Toronto
Donna Lingeman Toronto
Tatsy Matsushita Montreal
Jo-Anne O’Connor Toronto
Danny Paulson Montreal
Andrew Turner, CFA Toronto

Vancouver (604) 891-6336
Montreal
Vancouver (604) 891-6335

(514) 847-6416

(416) 594-8052
(416) 594-8526
(416) 956-3639
(514) 847-6421
(416) 956-3070
(416) 594-8522

Vancouver (604) 891-6334

(416) 594-8503

(416) 594-7856
(416) 594-7620

(416) 594-8553
(514) 847-6417
(416) 594-8557
(416) 594-8631

(800) 563-9710

(416) 594-8550
(514) 847-6418
(416) 594-8554
(514) 847-6419
(416) 594-8549

United States — CIBC World Markets Carp

Sales
Andre Brosseau Birector Toronto
Montreal

(416) 594-8478
(514) 847-6424

Pierre Chapdelaine, CFA New York (212) 667-863

Boston
Boston

lan Lyons
Roy McDowall
Mark Taylor, CFA

(617) 720-2121
(617) 428-5740

New York (212) 667-8632

Andre BrosseauDirector Toronto (416) 594-8478

Montreal  (514) 847-6424
Robert Desjardins Toronto (416) 594-774
Christine Yuen Toronto (416) 594-7741

U.S. Equities Group

Jennifer A. Kennedy, CFA Toronto (416) 594-745

New York (212) 667-7377

Christian Leitzinger Toronto (416) 594-7024

Margaret Nobrega Toronto (416) 594-708

Brent Taylor Toronto (416) 594-7162
Market & Cycle Analysis

Horst Mueller Toronto (416) 594-8533
Client Management

Paul Hennessy Toronto  (416) 594-8134

Teresa Casalinuovo Toronto  (416) 594-8523

Equity Structured Products

Richard Phillips Director Toronto (416) 594-7282

Marketing — Canada

Andre Barrett Toronto (416) 594-8364
Bonnie Blackwell Toronto (416) 594-842¢
Scott Butler Toronto (416) 594-8541
Kelsey Gunderson Toronto (416) 594-769
John Kattan Toronto (416) 956-6311
Brad Parkes, CFA Toronto (416) 594-854
Wendy Rudd Toronto (416) 956-3014
Frank Stadler Toronto (416) 594-809
Philip Watanabe, CFA Toronto (416) 594-854
Marketing — United States r
Gordon Gannon New York (212) 856-6684

Andrew Gray
Michael Sherred

London 44 (207) 234-7212
London 44 (207) 234-7218

Retail Block Trading

William Mulcahy Toronto  (416) 594-8557
Soft Dollars
Zelia Esteireiro Toronto  (416) 594-8472

Australia — CIBC World Markets Australia Ltd.
Sales
Sandy Wylie
David Massey

Sydney
Perth

(612) 9275-1365
(618) 9429-8336

Japan — CIBC World Markets (Japan) Inc.
Sales
Masako Ando Schenck  Tokyo 813 5512-8822
United Kingdom and Europe — CIBC World Markets plc
Sales

John Miles - Director London 44 (207) 234-7272

Joanne Andrews London 44 (207) 234-7257

Tom Evans London 44 (207) 234-6497

Neil Hobson London 44 (207) 234-6462

David Scriven London 44 (207) 234-7278
Equity Capital Markets

Zoe Jessop London 44 (207) 234-7822



