On’rario Tire Stewardship

Hauler Transportation Incentive Meeting
Tuesday November 1%, 2011
9:00 AM - 11:30 AM
Markland Woods Golf Course
Call-in 416-343-2285 or 1 877-969-8433
Passcode 4467765

Meeting Minutes

The meeting notes are meant to supplement the meeting slides as well as capture the comments and
responses discussed during the meeting. Please refer to meeting slides for additional information.

1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

a) Overview of Model:

- The overview of the model section is intended to be a refresher of how the Tl model works as there are
many moving parts that work together to determine the overall Transportation Invective (TI)
-Approved end uses are in province Processor or registered out of Province Processors (assuming the
delivery was authorized by OTS), Hauler Inventory Transfers (this will be discussed in detail later in the
presentation) and Reuse destinations

-In 2011 and prior years, Haulers would have seen deliveries to Reuse “cashing out” credits when
delivered however as discussed during the Oct. 19th, 2011 Technical Committee meeting OTS is
proposing that this be altered. Reuse will remain an eligible end use in accordance with the plan, but
would not attract a credit “cash out”. This will be discussed further in detail in section 1D of the
presentation

- A portion of the transportation associated with Reuse tires will be incented, however not in the same
manner as has been done in the past

-The rate that is OTS used for all of these generations of credit is based on standard weight (estimated
weight) multiplied by the FSR rate

- OTS reiterated the earlier point that in 2012 the plan is not to include deliveries to reuse or retreading
as a payment outlet for Haulers however it will remain an approved end use and compensation will be
averaged into the base Tl rates (discussed in detail later in the presentation)

- In the normal course of business Hauler Inventory Transfers are defined as an approved end use, and
do attract a “cash out” of credits upon delivery

- Reminder that the Hauler transferring the tire needs to make sure that the Hauler receiving those tires
is actually managing the tires in accordance with the plan.

-The HIT form was intended to manage those anomalies or those one off situations, where a given
Hauler cannot deliver to their local Processor due to limits in Processing capacity etc., and perhaps has
no alternative but to deliver going out of province, however they are unable to do so (do to plating



limitations etc.) The HIT form was really intended as an outlet for a Hauler to say if there is someone
else who can take these at that point and time it’s not intended to be the only outlet for a Hauler. OTS
needs to ensure that Haulers are meeting the definition of a Hauler, which is to deliverer used tires to a
registered Processor.

- During the October 19" TC Meeting OTS proposed that starting January 1 2012, OTS will be looking at
Hauler activities on a net basis to determine if Haulers are delivering at least 75% of the tires they are
pick up a registered processor and/or reuse/retreading). OTS will contact any Hauler who is not meeting
that threshold to determine if this is due to short term lack of capacity or if this is a long term business
model. Haulers will be given a set time to ensure they are meeting the threshold otherwise they will be
de-registered from the program

- OTS noted that additional information and discussion points on the topic of HIT transfers and the
proposed changes can be found by viewing the October 19" 2011 Technical Committee notes and slides
as well

- No changes have been made in terms of the types of costs that go into the Transportation Model from
previous years

- OTS is not proposing to change to the existing Re-directs/Adhocs policy/Surplus policy from 2011 at
this point (this may be revisited later in 2012 if necessary based on developments in the year).

- Haulers are advised to refer back to the Hauler Guidebook for details policies regarding Surplus
deliveries

- OTS schedules a review of the Tl model annually or as required based on assumption changes over the
year

- Based on feedback over the 2011 period, a fuel adjustment mechanism was put in place and will
continue into 2012 (refer to Hauler Guidebook for details)

b.) Fuel Adjustment

-OTS is not proposing any methodology changes on how the fuel cost adjustments will be determined in
2012

- OTS is proposed that instead of applying the overall decrease in January 2012 as a result of the recent
decline in fuel costs, that it is pushed over to Feb 2012 with the other proposed rate changes.

- The next 2012 fuel adjustment would be made on schedule in April 2012.

c) Price Index Adjustments

- As illustrated on the slide there are a number of different pricing components and aspects that go into
the model

- On average these costs went up over the year

d.)Reuse adjustments

- OTS is proposing changing the way that tires which are distanced for reuse or retreading are actually
incented (not attract a “cash out” of credits at the time of the delivery, but rather incorporate the
average rates of reuse into the base Tl rates)

- The reuse/retreading market is viable with out incentives as described in the program plan and
discussed openly throughout the OTS program.



- OTS noticed there is an opportunity to “gain the system” via the current reuse model which needs to
be addressed

- The current system is if a Hauler sells a tire they put it on a RTR form, which when claimed triggers a
“cash out” on credits. OTS will be eliminating this cash out however to compensate the Hauler for the
collection portion of this, OTS needed to build this back into the base Tl rate/model.

-OTS has made every other tire that much more profitable because there is now an assumption built in
that accounts for this portion of the reuse

- This change still requires Haulers to report all the Reuse activity, in the exact same manner as today
doing now. Therefore, reuse will still go on a RTR form and invoices will still be required

-Haulers who are found to have under reported or not reported a RTR (in February 2012 period going
forward), would be assessed an amount equivalent to the amount of the under reported tires multiplied
by their average inventory value. Instead of a net zero, that will result in amount owing to OTS (or being
deducted from Tl payments)

- There is additional incentive to reuse tires domestically as they do not attract TSF fee however OTS will
be monitoring the effects on the reuse market as well

e) Reallocation of Delivery Destinations/Assumptions for Direct Deliveries

-One of the components which effects the Tl is where the Processing capacity for each tire type is
located.

- OTS now has baseline data which we can compare to assumptions for 2012 in terms of Processor
capacity as well as forecasts from various processing facilities by which to base the average distance a
tire must travel to a processor on

- Large capacity increases expected for some tires in some areas

-In those areas that are closet to that increasing capacity, the number of direct delivery assumptions as
changed as well (more direct deliveries assumed with shorter delivery distances less of a need to store
tires etc.)

f) Review of Estimated Weights vs Actual Weights and Adjustments

- OTS will be looking more closely at the estimated weights delivered compared to the actual weights
begin reported as delivered

-OTS will be able to identify anomalies (i.e. if the variance between the estimated and actual deliveries is
high) and then potentially looking at adjusting the claim as appropriate to ensure that both OTS and the
Hauler are treated in a fair manner

- OTS acknowledges that it is not reasonable to weight tires at the point of pick up as this would mean
that each pick up would need to be scaled weighed which is not reasonable, which is why work is being
done to ensure the estimated weights are as close as possible to the actual average weights

2. 2012 Tl Proposed Rate changes to PLT & MT Tires

- Haulers received proposed rates via email prior to the meeting for review

- The rates are a combination of all adjustments outlined in section 1b-1e to determine the overall net
effect



- OTS reinforced that OTS is looking for Haulers to provide input on any rates which may need to be
further examined (i.e. rate is too low, rate is too high etc.) and provide that data to OTS

- OTS requested that any suggestions for rate changes be supported with reasons and supporting
financial support as this greatly aids in OTS analysis (anything submitted will be held in confidence and
only used internally)

3. 2012 Tl Proposed Rate Changes to DOTs

a) Premium Adjustments:

- OTS requested data from Haulers pertaining to the costs (over and above those costs associated with
transporting PLT and/or MT tires) such as additional machinery, different skilled labour etc.

- DOT loads that are approved would be attracting the OTR rates

- OTR rates made based on OTR processing capacity as well

- DOT forms would still need to be used/approved in order to obtain the OTR rates

- OTS reiterated that any comments not voiced in the session can be sent to OTS via email etc., following
the session for comments (deadline of November 4™ 2012 for comments) NOTE THAT FOLLOWING THE
MEETING OTS EXTENDED THE COMMENT DEADLINE TO NOVEMBER 9™ 2012

b) Estimated Weight Revisions

- Based on review of estimated weights and actual weights seen in Hauler claims to date it was evident
that the variances levels for certain types of tires are very high; prompted OTS to review these
estimated weights (typically OTR estimated weights were much greater than the actual weights realized)
- The changes to estimated weights are also coupled with category refinement and clarification; this
data will be circulated to Haulers following the meeting for comment in conjunction with the changes to
estimated weights; in the event that OTS is delayed in providing this data, the comment period will be
extended from November 4" outward (UPDATE: FOLLOWING THE MEETING THIS COMMENT PERIOD
WAS EXTENDED TO NOVEMBER 9" 2011)

- These category adjustments come with a “max” weight on a tire in a given category, if it exceeds that
limit it would move to the next category

- OTS anticipates that Haulers will still miss classify some tires however with the more accurate
estimated weight these variances will be seen and can then be adjusted as applicable

- Overall effects of all changes reviewed (refer to slides)

- When OTS switches to the new estimated weights Haulers opening inventory will need to be adjusted;
this will be done by OTS based on the number of units in inventory (as per the OTS system) multiplied by
the new estimated weights

4) Implementation Timelines
- refer to slides

5) Meeting Adjourned at 11:33am



Questions & Responses

Question: Why do Haulers report estimated weights as well as scaled weights on Hauler claims?
Response: This weight is required for two purposes; one is to reference incoming weights reported by
Processors the other is to analyse the estimated weights and determine if category anomalies exist

Question: Why does the transferring Hauler need to follow up to see where the tires are going, is that
not self-regulated with the contract OTS has with all haulers?

Response: Yes all Haulers must ensure that all tires are only delivered to approved end uses; however
OTS wants to ensure that the transferring Hauler is also aware that they may be held responsible in the
event that their receiving Hauler delivers to an unapproved end use

Question: What if a Hauler sells 50% of their tires to another Hauler for Reuse?
Response: If a Hauler is selling tires to another party those tires will not be going on HIT form that would
be a reuse tire sale (RTR form)

Question: If Haulers cannot transfer more than 25% of their volume to another Hauler, can a Hauler
receive more than 25% of their tires from various Haulers?

Response: Yes a receiving Hauler may received more than 25% of their volume from other Haulers at
this point and under the new proposed change

Question: What is a Collection Zone?
Response: A Collection zone has been defined as an FSA (forward sortation area) and that FSAs with like
characteristics (population density etc.) have been grouped into “Collection Zones”

Question: The model notes that there is an assumed minimum annual volume in places, can OTS tell us
what that minimal volume is?
Response: This is a reference to the assumed minimum volume of tires in a sort yard

Question: Can Haulers obtain the assumed minimum volume for sort yards?
Response: This varies by Collection Zone , however a good average would be approximately half a
million tires running through a yard

Question: Are the proposed policy changes being presented today the only changes Haulers can expect
for 2012?

Response: Today OTS is presenting what it deems to be the most complete set of policy changes for
2012, however this does not mean that as a result of changes required (i.e. things identified as risks
based on audit etc.) that there would not be additional changes going forward in 2012 at some point. In
the event that additional changes are deemed necessary consultation and discussion will move forward
at the Technical Committee and/or with the effected participants. In the event that one of the
assumptions in the model changes substantially individual rate changes may still occur in 2012 as well.



Question: OTS has indicated that the base Tl model assumes that and given tire is returned to the center
of an FSA and then moves to the sort yard or Processor location. Is this to the centre of the FSA where
the Processor is located?

Response: It would be more accurate to say that the assumed onward distance is based on the average
distance to a Processor (in some areas there would be various Processors that one may deliver to)

Question: If the Hauler is in a rural area, the FSA will be large, however if the Hauler is in an urban area
such as Toronto, the size of the FSA is quite small and may not be reflective of the total route involved.
Response: Route travel distances have also been factored in to account for this type of movement.

Question: Some Haulers do not have a “sort yard” they may deliver directly to a Processor, others will
have sort yard costs (running the yard etc.). Are Haulers compensated more if they operate a sort yard?
Response: No, the Tl rates are based on averages meaning that some Haulers costs for certain aspects
may be higher than others and the reverse may be true in other areas. A sort yard component has been
built into the base Tl model.

Question: The assumption, or average used is that every Hauler has a sorting yard, if they have a
physical address or sort from the back their truck will all be treated equal in terms of incentive rates.
Response: Yes that is correct.

Question: Is OTS setting a maximum limit to the number or amount of tires that can be sold to reuse?
Response: No, OTS is building in an assumption (based on the average reuse rate realized over the
program years) to compensate based on the average. Again the reuse market is a viable market for
reuse, if the tire can be sold to a reuse application it is likely that it will attract more payment (from
outside of the program) than the Tl incentive if it was delivered to a Processor.

Question: If OTS increased the Tl rate by an average reuse assumption then shouldn’t a Hauler only
reuse the average amount of tires?

Response: The rate system is built on averages, each Haulers business model will be different so some
Haulers may benefit from this, others may not. It likely depends on the market into which the tire is
being sold and the Haulers markets.

Question: If a tire is reused at the Collection location before the Hauler picks it up will OTS be removing
the incentive from the Hauler?

Response: No as that tire would not have gone into the Haulers inventory as they would not have picked
it up in the first place (the tire would not have gone on OTS paper work such as a TCR or UCR)

Question: Why not compensate the Hauler for reused tires at a reduced rate and then remove the
additional credits (or the difference) from their credits?

Response: OTS would like to eliminate the opportunity for gaming the reuse system. OTS is suggesting
by increasing the base rate you are still compensating for the average while deterring the fraud



Question: Does OTS have an estimate of the total dollars associated with the “gaming” regarding reuse
to date?

Response: To date the amount uncovered in fraud is up in the hundreds of thousands of dollars mark
based on audits over the year.

Question: What if the reuse purchaser registered with OTS, then there would be increased visibility into
where the tire is going?

Response: OTS considered this, however this would be difficult to track and enforce as some reuse
markets are overseas etc.

Question: Did OTS look at just paying us the portion of pick up the tire rather than increase the whole
rate.

Response: OTS tried to maintain the approach of the averages, and spreading the averages out across
the rate then having one rate which applied overall. Coming up with the different rate table is a heavy
investment from an IT perspective and time/dollars in getting the system able to do this would be very
costly.

Question: What happens if a Hauler under reports sales of reuse?
Response: Under the 2012 guidance the Hauler will be assessed an amount (refer to slides) which would
be deducted from future claims or results in an amount owing to OTS

Question: What if you have Hauler that doesn’t choose to sell any RTR but just chooses to take them all
to the processor?

Response: One of the things that we had talked about was monitoring what happens with the reuse
market (or supply to the reuse market rather) as a result of the change and implementing a system for
Processors to ensure Tl is not being overpaid.

Question: How is it possible for a Hauler to under report their reuse sales because at some point the
Haulers inventory needs to be accounted for? Anything you bring to a Processor is weighed what is left
over that is resold, how do you manage your inventory on your claim if you under report?

Response: That is correct, the Haulers inventory will consistently be climbing and chances are this will
raise a flag or question which may lead to an adjustment or investigation as the reason the inventory is
climbing or is over stated is because the Hauler under reported reuse.

Question: In a case where the Hauler is both the Hauler and Processor, that Hauler will deliver 100% of
the material picked up material and reuse none of it as it will be done on the Processor side. That
Hauler will gain 100% of his T.1, now the Processor turns around and reuses some of the tires. Will the
OTS claw back some of T.I from the Hauler?

Response: That is the theory of how something like that will take place, the TI will be recovered
potentially from the Hauler or Processor incentives to ensure a level playing field



Question: Currently most participants are reporting everything on OTS paperwork, what happens if this
changes and a Hauler simply does not pick up the reused tire on a TCR form?

Response: The OTS agreements stipulates that every transaction that originates with a registered
Collector and is picked up by a registered Hauler (or picked up by a Hauler from and unregistered site)
must be reported in the manner specified by OTS regardless of how that is incented or not. If that
activity was going on and as a result of an audit OTS discovers that tires were actually being collected
and subsequently sold to a reuse market, that would be a violation of the agreement with OTS (may lead
to deregistration) and a case of underreporting of the tires. OTS will do that same inventory draw down
and there would be an amount assessed against the Hauler. Furthermore, OTS would look that breach of
the obligations to report any tires and all volume of tires picked up from that point should in fact result
in suspension from the program.

Question: The Hauler may get to the collection site and the Collector may have already sold to someone
else. Will you penalize the Hauler for this activity?

Response: OTS will not hold the Hauler accountable for something that they have not actually picked up.
It is the accountability of the Collector to make sure whom they are dealing with and report the activity
as a sale to reuse as part of their Collector claim

Question: If the Collector and Hauler both know each other and both registered there is the obligation
to report on everything couldn’t they simple agree not to report?

Response: By avoiding the obligation to report on those volumes being picked up and where they go and
just trying to do them off by paperwork is only a temporary fix that me result in other consequences
(breach of contract with OTS, potential deregistration from the program etc.)

Question: Will the changes to the Hauler reuse model detract from the reuse industry?

Response: Reuse and retreading is a beneficial end use and should continue. That is why there is no TSF
on reuse tires. In addition OTS will pay the costs associated with the collection of used tire (built into
the base Tl as discussed). OTS is paying it on the tire delivered to the processor, as long as someone falls
within the norm you are continuing to get incentive at the same level before. OTS budget transportation
is net zero effective by this change, it is an operation change how you incent the delivery of tire to
approve end use. OTS will continue to monitor the effects on the reuse market

Question: Why not pay on actual weights alone and not worry about estimated weights?

Response: OTS intent is to get as close as possible to this by adjusting the estimated weights. Moving
directly to actual weights poses issues with disconnects in tire weights (by tire type) for reporting
purposes (i.e. it is unreasonable to require Haulers to weight all tires from each pick up, which is why the
estimated weight is used)

Question: Will OTS be able to provide clarification as to when an adjustment would be made (i.e.
circumstances or a threshold)

Response: Yes, over the first few months of 2012 OTS will be engaging Haulers and asking questions
about certain loads and or claims prior to making an adjustment.



Question: OTS is looking at compensating folks in both ways? If a Hauler’s loads are consistently over
the estimated weight the claim would be adjusted upwards, if they are consistently lower, it would be
adjusted downward. Is this correct?

Response: Yes this would work both ways.

Question: If the rates are going up on average by 1.2% does that mean that is the adjustment for the
loss of reuse incentive payments?

Response: The rates are the net effect of all of the moving parts discussed earlier. If only one aspect of
the model changed, the direct result would be attributed to that change, however as noted there are
numerous changes in the model for a net average effect of a 1.2% increase in the PLT & MT base Tl rates

Question: Where are the increased wages factored in to the model?

Response: The rates are the net effect of all of the changes to the moving parts of the model. Yes there
was an increase factored in for wages etc., however there are also increases in the processing capacity
for these tires which results in a decrease overall (if nothing else changed)

Question: Where is the new Processor Capacity located?
Response: Mainly in Brantford, however other Processors have increased capacity over the year and
plan to continue

Question: What if a new Processor will not accept a Haulers tires or refuses to work with them?
Response: OTS cannot force a relationship between a Hauler and Processor, those must be worked out
on their own. However if there is new capacity it is likely that even if a Hauler cannot proceed there
directly, another Hauler may be able to which would free up capacity at another location potentially.
Additionally it would be in the Processors best interest to receive tires in 2012 as it is likely that there
will be more capacity than tires.

Question: Does OTS plan to allow more Processors to register in the Program?

Response: Yes, so long as the Processor meets all applicable requirements to become registered OTS will
register them. OTS continually notifies any potential new processor of the status of tire supply in
Ontario and that there will be a time very soon where it is likely that processing capacity will be greater
than tires.

Question (from earlier in presentation answer deferred to this point): What are the average assumed

routes in the various zones?
Response: Approximately 150km in Urban Zones to up to 450km in some of the Rural areas

Question: Although there is no premium being proposed for AG, IND and SOTR tires can they still be
part of an approved DOT load?



Response: Yes. As noted to obtain the OTR rates on these tires an approved DOT form must still be
used. The rates are all driven from the tire type, so there will be different rates by tire type (this will be
displayed on the online system as well)

Question: Has OTS identified numerous tires that based on the tire definitions would shift categories?
Response: In some categories more so than others, a number of shifts will be seen in the SOTR and AG
categories

Question: If a Hauler has a 23.5 inch tire (rim size) but has an L1, L2, and an L3 profile the weights will
vary, so there could be one of those that will end up in a MOTR category is this correct?

Response: Yes this is correct. OTS will also be working with Stewards and Haulers to develop training to
help determine where a tire belongs in terms of classification

Question: The AG weight may be accurate but does it take into consideration what the space
requirements the tires will occupy in a vehicle (i.e. the load may weigh X but there are only a few tires
on it as there is a great deal of air in the middle of the tire).

Response: OTS is willing to revisit the rate associated with the tire category and requested that the
Haulers with the concerns pertaining to AGs submit supporting costs etc. to OTS. There may be other
Haulers who can pick up the tires more economically etc., as again the program is based on the
averages.

Question: OTS is saying that in some cases Haulers may not make money on a load while on others they
may make money. Why doesn’t OTS pay on the load as opposed to the weight?

Response: OTS is all about averages, the costs and payments are based on average and tonnages. OTS
does not pay on the load and in many cases (which is what has been realized in past years Haulers
typically make more money per load as the actual weight is less than the estimated weight the intent is
to compensate fairly and not over/underpay on average)

Question: The AG weight may be accurate but the rate may need to be adjusted.

Response: OTS requested that details surrounding the costs with AG tires be submitted to OTS to
validate information/assumptions however the information received to date did not indicate that AGs
needed a premium

Question:_If the rates are too low for certain tire types, they will not move or be picked up. Will OTS re-
evaluate the rate at that point?

Response: Yes.

Question: Could some of the details pertaining to AGs be skewed lower due to previous misclassification
by Haulers in this category?

Response: That is a possibility; however this was also coupled with the data from the OTR study to
determine the estimated weights



Question: Shouldn’t the “tire tax” dictate which category the tire falls into for the Hauler?

Response: The fee associated with the sale of a new tire is not a tax, it is a Tire Stewardship Fee
remitted to OTS by the Steward. The classification systems used by Stewards to determine the fee is the
same that should be used by the Hauler. The revisions to the Steward classifications being reviewed
with Stewards will need to be used to provide and create training for Haulers going forward.

Question: If IND number has gone down so substantially, could this also be a case of miss-classification
or are the tires in that category just smaller?

Response: Again, the categories and estimated weights are based on averages, so there will be tires
that weigh more or less than the average

Question: Isn’t there a large discrepancy between what the Stewards classifies the tire as versus what
the Collector and hauler report it as?

Response: There may be at some point, however there is no direct link or visibility into which tire is
being supplied versus what is coming back as scarp at the point in time. OTS can see this in extreme
cases and has lead to the development of the training

Question: Can the tire categories be revisited, and perhaps create a light truck category separated from
passenger tires and include some of the smaller categories?

Response: At this point there will be no creation of a LT category separate from Passenger tires however
OTS is reviewing the definitions.

Question: Can the small go-cart and riding lawn mower tires be removed from the program?

Response: Stewards have considered the creation of additional categories however at this time there is
no to do this (they would like to see the number of categories reduced). OTS will be proposing that
some tires (very small, i.e. less than 7inches in overall diameter — not rim diameter but overall tire
diameter) may be exempt from a TSF perspective, however they would still attract the downward
incentives (i.e. Hauling, Processing etc.). Go cart tires will likely still remain in the program (they are
typically greater than 7 inches in overall diameter).

Question: Is there a TSF remitted on personal mobility devices?
Response: No. Personal mobility devices are exempt and in fact not included in the Program at all
(would not attract incentives either)

Question: OTS encouraged Haulers to use HIT forms in the begging of the program, now this has
changed?

Response: The HIT forms were intended to be a short term solution while Haulers formed relationships
with Processors. Now as we move into year 3, Haulers are expected to be meeting the definition of a
Hauler.

Question: Is OTS only giving Haulers a 30 day window to meet the HIT thresholds?



Response: No, OTS will be giving Haulers a window in which to ensure they are meeting that HIT
threshold. OTS does not want to push Haulers out who are truly delivering tires to Processors etc., and
is willing to work with Haulers to ensure that adequate time is given to meet the threshold

Question: Does OTS determine the OTR processing capacity separate from PLT/MT processing capacity?
Response: Yes, the assumed processing capacity varies by tire type (PL/MT/OTR)

Question: Is the assumption that typically the farther away you get from a Processor with capacity for
those types of tires the rate would increase/

Response: This may indicate an anomaly if this is not the case however there are additional factors
(efficiencies etc.) in the model that may negate those factors, however Haulers should inquire if they
feel something is “off”

Question: The date for the comments is listed as August 2011 what is the actual date?

Response: This will be revised on the ppt, however the date OTS is looking to obtain comments is
currently set as November 4™2011, however this may be pushed out depending on when the tire
category definitions are circulated (UPDATE, THE DATE FOR COMMENTS WAS EXTENDED TO NOVEMBER
9" 2011)

Question: When communicating rate suggestions, the capacity assumed is only in Province correct?
Response: Yes.

Question: Has OTS developed further OTR out of province processor relationships?
Response: To date there has not been additional Out of Province Processors added as approved,
however OTS continues to pursue options
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Overview of Model

Earn credits when tires collected from Approved Sources;
Registered collectors (TCR, DOT)
Special tire collections (STC)

Eligible for payment when tires delivered to OTS approved end uses:
In-Province processors (PTR);
Approved export processors (PTR)
Hauler Transfers (HIT) — as normal course of business
NOTE: Reuse will remain an eligible end use, however payment will not be
received at the point of sale/delivery this will be discussed further in
section 1d.
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Earning Credits
Point of Origination is defined as a postal code (FSA);

Credit is a single blended rate based on assumptions on end
destination of tires and ultimate use, assumes/encourages an efficient
collection pattern, closest facility with processing capacity;

Culled tires are only eligible for credit to a sorting yard (reuse and
retreading)

Rate is weight based on standard weights for P/LT, MT and OTR
Used tires must be generated in Ontario after August 31, 2009.

Actual information is tracked and compared to assumptions to make
future adjustments

Qnmrio Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Earning Payments
Payments are earned upon proof of delivery to approved end uses (in
2012 this will not include deliveries to reuse/retreading although these
uses will continue to be considered approved end uses — to be
discussed further later in the presentation;

Transfer of Inventory between haulers in the normal course of
business is defined as an approved end use
The Hauler transferring the tires to another Hauler is responsible
for ensuring that the tires received by the Hauler are managed in
accordance with the OTS program rules and policies.

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

As Proposed in October 19t Technical Committee Meeting, Haulers must
deliver 75% of their deliveries to a Processor or to a Reuse/Retreading
destination, Haulers transferring more than 25% of their tires delivered to
another Hauler will be reviewed by OTS and potentially removed from the
program in the event that they are not able to deliver 75% of their tires to
either a registered processor or sold to a reuse/retreading market

This threshold will be reviewed by OTS from time to time; Haulers not
meeting the threshold will be given a deadline (2 months from the point of
notification) in which to prove that they can/are meeting the threshold

Haulers who do not meet the 75% threshold after the 3 month period will
be deregistered as a Hauler from the program

Implementation to begin January 1, 2012

O)ntario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca © 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship




1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

In—-Province

Surplus
In-Province — Re-Direct
Out-of-Province — Ad-hoc

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca

The In-Province Model

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Incentive Rates are derived from the three main components of collection costs as per
consultation with Haulers during plan development and based on the experience of
other programs;

Local collection costs

— includes delivery costs to processing facilities (where the facility is located
within or proximate to the collection zone) or to a sorting or consolidation yard;

— Collection zones are defined based on collection patterns, density and efficiency
of collection:

Sorting yard costs
- include the costs of sorting and reloading tires for delivery to a domestic
processing facility;
— Not all tires go through a sorting yard but averages are estimated across a
collection zone:
— Assumed minimum annual volume for an efficient yard:

Onward delivery costs from a sorting yard to a domestic processing facility
— Assumed average distance to processing facilities:
— Ontario transport operating costs per Km from Transport Canada Truck
Operating Cost Surveys, adjusted for changes to the transportation component
of the Consumer Price Index
C)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca

1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Local Collection Costs Components:

Zones are defined based on collection patterns, density and efficiency of
collection:

*Truck type
*Average # tires per load
*Average load/unload time
» Employee wage rates
*Average kilometres driven (route plus to drop facility)
Established as return to centre of FSA for initial model
*Truck operating costs per kilometre
*Transport Canada provincial level surveys
«Administration & overhead allocation.

O)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Sorting Yard Cost Components:
Not all tires hit a sorting yard but use averages across a collection zone:

sLower percentage in GTA
High percentage in rural areas

Assumed minimum annual volume for an efficient yard:

eUrban Yard

Rural Yard

*Average re-load time
<Labour wage rates
*Annual equipment costs
«Annual facility/land costs

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Final Transport Cost Components:

Assumed average distance to processing facilities:
Assumes movement to nearest facility/facilities with processing capacity
Ontario transport operating costs per Km from Transport Canada Truck

Operating Cost Surveys adjusted for changes to the transportation
component of the Consumer Price Index

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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Re-Directs — Ad Hoc Transportation
Incentives

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes
Calculating Re-Direct and Ad-Hoc Rates

The normal in-province rates are available to be claimed based on
the point of collection (i.e. Postal Code Zone)

The ability to claim the additional incentives is based on pre-
approval by OTS to ensure that capacity does not exist in the
facilities where these tires would normally be directed when the
approval was granted

The additional incentives are based on the estimated incremental
cost to transport these tires from the zone where they were
collected to the approved facility. The zones are defined as:

North

Southwest
Southcentral/GTA
Southeast

Ontario-First Policy remains in effect

Refer to Hauler Guidebook for full details re: Adhocs/Redirect
Policies and Procedures

O)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Re-Direct/Ad-Hoc Transport Incentive Premiums

OTS is not proposing any change to the existing Re-Direct/Adhoc
policy of premiums going into 2012

OTS will continue to monitor these rates and in the event changes
are proposed, this information would be circulated to Haulers for
comment etc.

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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Managing & Adjusting
the Model

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Managing the Rates
Scheduled reviews annually

Ad Hoc Adjustments if applicable

Underlying assumptions change
Processors enter/leave the business
Capacity Changes
Rapid change in costs
Tires not being collected

Ad Hoc decreases with 90 day notice period (at this time, no changes are
being proposed)

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Fuel Adjustment:

Adjustment to be made in February (not January) to reflect the
adjustments in fuel changes for Q3

Based on fuel price index
Overall decrease in the TI rate of 0.79%

Fuel adjustments were calculated in accordance with Fuel Adjustment
Policy

Comments on implementing the decrease in February 2012 instead of
January 2012?

Next fuel adjustment to be made as usual in April 2012

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Price Index Adjustments

The TI model takes numerous factors into account in terms of operating a
Hauling business I.E:

Insurance Costs

Depreciation Costs

Labour Costs

Etc.

On average these costs have increased slightly over the year

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca © 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship

1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Reuse Adjustments:

As proposed during the recent Technical Committee OTS will be changing
the way tires destined for reuse/retreading are incented to account for the
fact that the reuse/retreading market is in itself a viable market and to
address identified opportunities for gaming of the Claims system

In 2012 tires sold/delivered to reuse/retreading will not attract payment at
the time of “Sale/Delivery”

Haulers will still be compensated for transportation of tires delivered to
reuse from a collection location to an assumed sort yard by inflating the
Base TI Rate to account for the proposed changes regarding reuse

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Reuse Adjustments Cont:

This change still requires that Haulers report all sales/deliveries to
Reuse/Retreading to OTS (RTR forms and supporting documents must still
be submitted to OTS as part of the claim process)

Haulers found to have underreported reuse/retreading will be assessed an
amount determined by calculating the average inventory value multiplied
by the weight of the undocumented / unreported tires delivered to the
reuse application

This adjustment would result in an average increase in the model if nothing
else changed.

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Reuse Adjustments Cont:
Example of Reuse in 2012:

Hauler Picks Up 100 Tires:
5 Go to Reuse
95 Go to a Registered Ontario Processor

Incentive is paid out on the 95 tires delivered to an ON Processor (the rate
now includes an assumed reuse compensation amount derived from the
average rate of cull for all Haulers since the inception of the program)

Incentive is not paid on the 5 tires sold to reuse, however the inventory
and credit is reduced by the applicable weight and dollar amount.

O)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Reallocation of Delivery Destinations/Assumptions for Direct Deliveries

As a result of additional capacity for certain tires adjustments will be
required to account for the increase in capacity (indicating an overall
decrease in travel distance and an increase in the number of direct
deliveries)

This adjustment will result in an overall average decrease to the TI rates if
nothing else in the model changed

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca

1) Overview of 2012 Proposed Changes

Review of Estimated Weights vs Actual Weights and Adjustments

In the course of reviewing claims in 2012, OTS will be comparing estimated
weights delivered against the actual weights reported as being delivered
and documented on scale tickets

When the variance between the two weights is deemed to be substantial,
OTS may investigate the claim/line further to determine if an adjustment to
payment is applicable

This review/adjustment system will work in tandem with the revised
estimated OTR weights that will be discussed later on in the presentation.

These adjustments could result in an increase or decrease in payment
amounts

What do these things mean for 2012.......

O)ntario Tire Stewardship

© 2011 Ontario Tire Stewardship
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2) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to PLT & MT Tires

The PLT & MT TI Rate Changes can be summarized as follows:

- Decrease in fuel prices

- Decrease in average distance to a Processor due to increase in Ontario
Capacity

- Increase in the number of assumed direct deliveries as a result of increased
capacity

- Increase in some of the base costs of operating a business

- Adjustment to base rates to account for culled tire Collection costs in overall
base rates

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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2) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to PLT & MT Tires

The PLT & MT TI Rate Changes can be summarized as follows:

- Results: An overall average increase in the base rates of approximately 1.2%
(rate changes vary by FSA, please see detailed Incentive listing for specifics as
not all FSA rates have increased, some have decreased or remained the same)

- Questions/Comments?

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

Premium Adjustments:
During plan conception, a 25% premium was applied to OTR Tire
transportation based rough assumptions from other jurisdictions

In an effort to better ascertain what, if any, the premiums associated with
transporting OTR tires in Ontario is, OTS has requested feedback on the actual
costs associated with transporting OTR tires and a review of the tires moving
on DOTs vs TCRs.

Numerous Haulers provided data as part of the review
As a result OTS is reducing the 25% premium that was previously applied to
OTR tires as follows:

No premium on Ags, INDs or SOTR Tires
15% premium on MOTR, LOTR and GOTR Tires

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

The OTRs where no premium is applicable would be MT cost assumptions with
adjustments made regarding the Processing destinations

DOT forms will continue to be authorized by OTS in order to qualify for the
OTR rates, OTRs not part of an approved DOT will attract MT rates as is
consistent with 2011

Questions/Comments?

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

Estimated Weight Adjustments

In an effort to ensure that Haulers are compensated in a fair manner, and to
validate assumptions made pertaining to the estimated weights of used tires,
OTS has undertaken a study to examine the average weight of Used OTR tires

The results from this study where also compared with results from the OTS
system (i.e. comparison of estimated scale weights, unit counts and actual
scale weights) to determine more accurate estimated weights for the OTR tire
categories.

C)ntario Tire Stewardship

www.ontariots.ca

3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

Based on this analysis OTS is proposing the following changes to the estimated
weights for OTR tires to better reflect the weights being transported in the
market place today (no change to PLT or MT estimated Weights for 2012)

AG 110KG 60KG
IND 90KG 40KG
SOTR 160KG 120KG
MOTR 700KG 580KG
LOTR 750KG 740KG
GOTR 1800KG 1560KG

To be coupled with minor category refinements as well
Questions/Comments?

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

The OTR TI Rate Changes can be summarized as follows:

- Decrease in fuel prices
- No substantial change in average distance to a Processor
- Increase in some of the base costs of operating a business

- Adjustment to base rates to account for culled tire Collection costs in
overall base rates

- Reduction and elimination of premium

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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3) 2012 TI Proposed Rate Changes to OTRs

The OTR TI Rate Changes can be summarized as follows:

Results: An overall average decrease in the base rates of 15% for AGS,
IND and SOTR*

An overall average decrease in the base rates 5% for MOTR, LOTR and
GOTR*

* rate changes vary by FSA, please see detailed Incentive listing for
specifics as not all FSA rates have decreased by the same percentage.

- Questions/Comments?

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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4) Implementation Timelines

OTS is proposing that the falling change be implemented January 1st 2012:

- Review of Hauler HIT percentage versus deliveries to
Processors/Reuse/Retread

OTS is proposing that the following changes be implemented February 1t 2012:

- All applicable rate changes to TI Base Rates (PLT, MT and OTR)

- Removal of the incentive payout (and related items) on tires sold/delivered
to Reuse/Retread

- Adjustment of Estimated Weights

Comments/Questions?

C)ntario Tire Stewardship
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5) Adjourn Meeting

Please send comments/suggestions to before the
end of the day on Friday November 4th 2011 for consideration.

Adjourn Meeting.

O)ntario Tire Stewardship
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B) Proposed Transportation Incentive Rates

Proposed Tl Rates as of February L 2002
[OTRs not in approved foads receive MT Rates)

FSA Community PET | | O’ ML/G

I PTE | Toma | PTE | Tonme
SOUTH
Lig DEHAWA s 5 10468 | & %
LiH _ |osHAWA 2 w0472 % 5
L1J DEHAWA = 5 ind%a| & 5
L1 CEHAWA 5 5 0471 % 5
LiL DSHAWA 3 0470 5
LiM WHTEY 2 10482 | & 5
LiN WHTEY E 5 w4 & £
L1P WHTEY I038%
LIk WHTEY 3 3 10460 3 3
L1g AJAR 2 i04] & 10433 & b
LT |aax 5 104 AR E
Liv FICKERNG £ 104 w430 & b
LW |ACKERING s 1 w429 5 5 187 %
L1X FACKERING H 104] 5 10431 & 2 157 ) %
LY PICKERING % id) & 10445 | & 1] 196 | &
LZ [miax 5 104 0446 E 15
LP |MARKHAM 2 A Ww42s| 4 b 157
L3R |MARKHAM 5 104 5 wane| 5 5 15 ) 5
L35 |MARKHAM 104 0414 1oe | %
LaT THORMHILL 5 1o4| 5 o3e8) 5 ] -
L] RICHMOND HILL 3 1o 8 ooz | & 5 ioe | &
L RICHMOND HILL 5 1.0 wise| 5 5 150 5
L4E RICHMOND HILL % 104 indns| & 5 ice
LaH WOODBRIDGE B 104] 5 mazs| s k3 189 ] %
L) THORMHILL 3 1Ml s paen| & E
L4 |concorD s masal s 5 s
[ WOOOBRIDGE 5 1.08 0LTE 5
45 |RICHMOND HILL 2 i 0408 | & 5
LAT M S5 55ALGA 5 i0d] 5 wiss| & & 5
AV | MISSISSAUGA 104 E:
LA MSSSSAUGA s 1045 5 s 174] %5 5 5
LAX M 53 SSALGA 3 1od |8 3 5 1r4] %5 5 5
L&Y M SSISSALIGA s 104 e 17a| % 5 5
LiZ MSHESAUGA 2 1.0 [ 17a] % -
L5  |MISISSAUGA 3 3 3 3 17a] 3 5 )
L58 M S5 SSAUGA % 5 k] 174]| 5 5 2003
L M S5 SSALIGA 5 5 1E6| % 5 180] 5%




Proposed T Rates as of February 1, 2002
GTR: not in approwed loads receive MT Rates)

ESA/ Community PIT MT OTRAJS OTR MAIG
STE orE eTE ST
L5E 1 551 SEALIGA 5 1045 5 128] % 5 1L74] 5 5 1. Z
L53 B SRISSALGA & 1od) % 5 125] % 5 174 % & a4 %
L5 M S5 SSALIGA 5 104 ] % 5 135] 4 % 186] %5 5 I
1] MISSISSALIGA 5 S 5 138) % 4 5 . 1
LEK M S5 S5 AUGA 5 im|s 5 129 5 5 5 3 1 %
LS M S5 S5 ALGA 5 1m) s 5 129]% 5 5 3 5
LS MISSISEALGA 5 am|s 5 1.29] %5 5 5 5 b
L |MISSISSAUGA H e - 128) 3% 5 5 ) ]
L |MISSISSALGH s e B i F [ F £
L= ] LG H 104] 5 H ] ] ] E] E]
LS M ESHESALIGA H 104 % s 5 b 5 5 s
L5T MESSISSALIGHA 5 104)5 ] 5 5 5 E E
L%  |essissaucs s 1.04] 5 H ) 5 ] 5 &
LSV | M S5 S5ALIGA H 1o4| % 5 4 5 5 5 3
L6A  |MAPLE ] S - ] 5 5 5 ] ]
LEE  |MARKHAM H 104) % ) 5 L 5 3 E
LEC MARKHAM 3 104) %5 5 3 5 5 k3 E
LEE M R KHAR i 1045 S 5 3 b 3
LEG AR FERH A 5 1045 - s 5 5 5 H
LB |[OAKVILLE ] 108 )% ) 5 5 5 ] 3
L& ORKVILLE s 1ol s ) 5 ] 5 k] 5
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LEL CRKVILLE 5 108 % 5 5 5 5 3 161 )%
LEM CAKVILLE s 1m| 5 -3 5 3 5 E 5
LE® BRAMPTON Z 1 5 5 5 5 5 dmls
LER ERAMFTON s 1.0 & 5 5 5 5 E 20005
LES  |ERAMPTON 3 104] 5 $ ] L3 5 ] ioo| 5
LET BRAMFTON 5 104]% B 5 5 5 5 amo|s
LBV |BRAMPTON 5 104) % ) 5 3 4 200
LGN | BRAMFTON 5 104| 5 5 5 5 Lre| 5 L 3
LEX ERAMPTON & 1.5 5 5 3 1BG| 5 -] 5
L&y ERAMFTDN 5 1m|s 5 5 & 1B6| 5 -] ¥
LB BRAMFTON 5 104 ] 5 5 i i 5 % %
L7& ERAMFTON i 1| s ] 5 | |3 % %
LTL BURLINGTOMN s 1m| s s 5 3 5 E 5
L™  |BURLINGTDM E 1) % 5 5 5 5 s S
L™ [BURLINGTOM 5 1oa) s 5 ) 5 5 E s
LT BURLINGTOMN 5 1m) 5 5 5 5 5 5 1w |5




Proposed Tl Rates as of February 1, 2002

[OTHs not in approved loads receive MT Rates]

FEA/Community BiT OTRAJIS OTR M/LIG
PTE FTE

LR BURLINGTOMN & 1.m 3 & 167] % &
LTS EURLINGTON 5 1m| s 5 5 1E7| & 5 5
L EURLINGTOMN 5 1m| s 5 5 LEF] & % 5
LEE STOMEY CREEK 5 1m| 5 -] 5 1LET| & % 5
LBG STONEY CREEK 5 1.0 5 % 5 167| & 3 189 | &
LeH HAMILTON 5 1m] 5 5 5 1675 5 15 | &
LEJ STONEY CREEK 5 10| 5 -3 5 LET| & 5 5
Lk HAMILTOM 5 m| % % - 167] & 5 5
LaL HAMILTON 5 10 % 5 5 167 % 5 L 5
LM HAMILTOM 4 10 % 5 4 167 5 i 15 | &
LEM HAMILTON ] 1m) % 5 ] LE7| 5 3 138
Ler HAMILTON b 1) % 3 5 167] 5 5
LR [HAMILTON 5 1005 5 5 1678 5 5
L5S _ [HAMILTON s e I B s 1e1]s E s
LET HAMILTOMN 3 108 % -3 -3 3 1E7] & -3 152 | &
LEW HAMILTOMN 5 10 % % % 5 167 & % 152 | &
LW [HaMILTON % 1m] 5 5 5 5 1675 5 5
Lo HAMILTOM ] 1] % 5 ] ] LET| 5 5 ]
=] HAMILTON £ 103 % -] 13 5 18] % ] ]
Lac HAMILTON 5 10 % 5 5 5 o 5 5
LaG ANCASTER & 10| % 5 & 1LE8] & % &
LeH DUMDAS ] 1m) % 5 ] 1E8| 5 3 ]
Lok ANCASTER & 1Mm| % 3 & 168] % % &
MIE |SCARBOROUGH 4 104 % 5 4 1725 5 157 ) &
MIC  |SCARBOROUGH s 1) % 5 s T2 s 5 19 (s
M1E SCAREDROUGH 5 1| 5 -] 5 172]| % k] 158 | &
W10 | scARBOROUGH 5 104] % 5 5 L72] % 5 108 | &
MiH |SCAREOROUGH 5 15 5 5 172 % 5 o s
M1 SCAREDROUGH 5 1| 5 -3 5 172| % 5 108 | &
MiK  |SCARBOROUGH 5 ] ] 5 172l s ] 1608 | &
MiL  |SCARBORCUGH 5 1] % 5 5 173 % 5 158 | &
MiM SCAREDROUGH & 14| 5 & 172l & % 108 | &
MiN _ |SCAREOROUGH $ 1.04) % k] $ 173| % 5 =R
M1 SCARBOROUGH & 1| % 3 & 172] 8% % 158 | &
MiR |SCARBOROUGH 4 104 % 5 18 | 5 1725 .42 | % 158 ) &
M1S  |SCARBOROUGH s 1) % 5 12038 | & T2 s 0| 5 1%
T SCARBDROUGH 5 i ] 3 13036 | & 1.72| 8 172,27 % 188 | &
M1V |SCARBOROUGH 5 1] 5 5 5 1725 1T & 168 ) &

Page3




Froposed Tl Rates as of February 1, 2002

(OTRs not in approwed loads re ceive MT Rates)

E=A/Community PLT OTR &/I/S OTR ML/
PTE PTE Tonng
MW |SCARBOROUGH s 1.04 | % s - -3 172 % 172.24] % 3
MiX  |scsRecROoUEH F 1.04 | & s ) B 17| & 1raea| E
MZH  |NORTH YORK 5 1|5 5 3 ] 171 % 172.37[ 5 k3
NZJ  NORTH YORK s 1.04] % s 5 5 172 % 172,44 % 5
MZK MNORTH YORK 5 1| 5 S 5 5 173]| 5 17254 | 5 5
NZL HNORTH YORK -3 104 % 5 5 - 173( % 17aER| 5 -3
MIM |NORTH YORK ] 104 5 -] ] ] 193] 5 172.60| & 188 %
MZMN  |NORTH YORK H 14| % 5 5 % 172| % 17274 5 155 | %
MZF  |NORTH YORK 5 1|5 5 130 % ] 173 % 1T Tel s 199 4
MZR  |NORTH YORK 5 1.04) % 5 130 % 5 173] % 172m ) % 1955
MGA  |NORTH YORK 5 104) % 5 130| % H 172 | % 17283 % 1225
MGE  |MORTH YORK -3 104 % 5 130 % - 173( % 17064 | 5 -3
MEC  |MORTH YORK 5 104 5 5 -] L] 173( % iy ] 150 ) %
MGH  |NORTH YORK 3 1| 5 5 3 ] 172 % 17aEs| 5 195 %
NG HORTH YORK 5 1|5 5 3 ] 173 % 173 5 199 4
MGK  |NORTH YORK H 104 | % 5 3 ] 173 % 1Tm| s -l
MGL  |NORTH YORK 5 1.04) % 5 5 5 173] % 17336 % 5
MGM  |MORTH YORK H 104 % - - s 173 ] % 173,15 | % 198 )%
MGN  |NORTH YORK H 14| % 5 5 % 172| % 17218 5 195 | 4
B4R NORTH YORK - 1.04 | %5 ] 130) % 5 173 % 172.87] % 158 | %
M4E |EAST YORK 5 1.04] % 5 130) % 5 173] % 17266 5 199 %
MAC | TORONTOD H 1.04 | % ] 130] % 5 173 % 1l s -l
MAE  |TORONTO 4 1.04) % 5 130 % 5 173] % 17274 % 5
MG EAST YORK % 104 & -] 130 % -3 1LTal % iTaEma| g 109 |%
M4H  |EAST YORK H 1.04 | % H 130] % H 173 % 1Tare| s 15,8 %
Ll TORONTD 3 1| % 5 130 % ] 172| % 17284 5 155 | %
MK |ToRoNTOD 5 104 % 4 4 5 173 % r =l A E
MiL | TORONTD 5 1.04] % 5 5 5 173] % 17285 ] & 5
MAM | TORONTO b3 104 %5 j: b b 173 % 1o s 158 %
MMM INORTH YORK i 104 | % 13 13 -] 173 % 1TeEa | % 128 E
M4F [ TORONTD 5 104 % 5 5 5 172 % 17220 5 =1 ]
M4R | TORONTO 3 1| % 5 3 ] 172| % 1| s 155 | %
M4S | TORONTO 3 1] 3 5 5 ] 172] % 17| 5 =l
MAT | TORONTD s 1.04] % s 5 5 173 % 17200 5 5
MY | TORONTO 4 1.04) % 5 5 5 173] % 17308 % 1955 1
MW | TORONTD H 1.04) & - H B 173 | & 1Tas| % 195 % 19883
M4X | TORONTD 5 104 % 5 5 5 172 % 174 5 150 | % 195,00
MY | TORONTO 3 1) % 5 3 ] 172) % 17310 5 = s 155,08
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Proposed Tl Rates as of February 1, 2002

OTRs rowed loads receive MT Rates) )
ESA/Community FLT T OTR S OTR ML/G
FTE Tomne

NSA | TORONTO 5 1) % 10380| 5 ] 3 5
MSE  |[TORONTO H 1| 5 ware| % % % %
NSC  |[TORONTD H 14| % ware| % % -3 5
MSE [ TORONTD 5 104] 5 10378 ] 5 5 s 5
N5G  |[TORONTOD H 104 % 0277] % 5 % % %
MSH [ TORONTD 5 104] 5 103.77] % 130 % 173 % s 5
W5 |ToRONTD . e . & TAE « .
MSK | TORONTD 5 o4l s ] & ElE] ] 5
MSL [ TORONTD 5 104] 5 5 5 173 % s 5
NSN TORONTD I3 imd| 5 L3 2 L3 I3 L3
MSN | TORONTO 5 1|5 5 $ 5 ] 5
NSF  |ToRONTO - ™ - & - . -
MSR_|TORONTO 3 0] 5 3 3 H 3 H 3
NSS TORONTD & e & 2 2 2 2 2
MET  |TORONTO 5 1.4 5 5 5 ] 5 ] 5
MY [TORONTO L] 1M 5 L] L] ] E] E E]
MEW | TORONTOD 5 1.4 5 5 k] ] k] ] k]
NSX | TORONTO 3 g ] ] ] ] 5 ] 5
MEA  [NORTH YoRK ] o4 % ] ] E E] E El
MEE | TORONTO 3 104) % 3 3 4 173]| % 5 199 %
MEC | TORONTD 5 104] 5 5 5 5 173 % s 199 %
NGE  |TORONTOD H 1| 5 % % 172 % % 109 | %
MGG [ TORONTD 5 104] 5 5 173 % s 199 %
WEH  |ToRonTO P ME . & . « .
MG)  [TORONTD 5 M5 5 & 5 ] 5
WEK | TORONTD « 14| % . < . r .
MEL  |NORTH YORK - 1od| % . & . & .
WEM | NORTH YORK < 14| % . « . . -
MEM TORONTD 2 ol I e I e I
MEF [ TORONTD 5 M5 5 & 5 ] 5
MER__[ToRONTD E 1.04] % E 5 ERE B 18] 5
MES | TORONTD 5 104 % 4 174 s 200 %
MTA, TORONTD ] 14| % ] -1 174| % ] am| 5
NTY | TORONTO 104 % b 4 b 17384 % 200 %
NGV |ETOBICOKE ) o4 % ] $ E |5 20| %
MEW  |ETOBICOKE 5 M| 5 5 5 AR 200]|5%5
NEX ETOEICOKE 5 104) % k3 5 k3 LE2 | £ 200] %
NEY  |ETOBICORE i 104] %5 i 4 174 % LET| & a00] %

Fage5




Proposed Ti Rates as of February 1, 2012

[OTRs not in approwed loads receiwe MT Rates) 3

FSA/ Community PILT Ot AYS Ot MAIG
PTE BTE PTE

MBE ETCBICOME 3 1| 5 3 £ - 174| & 3 100 |5

M3A  [ETOBICOKE 5 el 3 % s Fal s 5 2|3

MIE  [ETOBICOKE g 1| 5 % £ % 174 % 3 im0 |8

MEC  |ETOBICOME 5 e 5 b 5 17a) % 5 200 )%

ML NORTH YORK 5 1. 5 5 3 5 173 § 5 198 ( 5

MOM  [NORTH YORK 5 1048 13 -3 s s 5 10 |8

MaN NORTH YORK 14| 5 3 g 199 | 5

MIF  [ETCBICOHE 5 i) s % 5 5 5 5 am| %

MaR ETOBICOKE -3 1|5 3 -3 5 s -3 200 | %

MIY  |ETOBICOKE 5 1o 8 5 5 s 5 1= |4

NOW | ETOBICOHE s il ) b $ £ s im0 5

Lo BETHANY 1.73 . i7sls 23als i 28480
LoE ASHBLRN s 5 5 12 % 5 2286 s L 28771
LOG GOCDWIDOD i 5 Lo} % 228 28048
LE  |BALOWIN 5 5 5 3 5 2.27) 5 E] 5 26054
LOG EEETON 5 £ s % s 233 ].8 5 % Ee80
LoH EROUGHAM g 5 5 £ 5 231] & s 5 AEEE
LL KLENBURG 5 5 % % 5 34| % 5 k) B
L BEAVERTON 5 F 5 s 5 283 s 5 5 2mOTS
Lo EELLE EWART ] 5 & 5 a83) s 5 5 agoog
LM |ANGUS B B 5 H 5 za8| & E 5 eEiss
Lo ALTON ] ] 3 5 5 128 § ] 5 MRS
LOF CAMPBELL VILLE 5 -3 5 233 % i BLED
LR ALBERTON 5 5 5 % 5 1| & 5 k] 25732
LIS Al LANELRG 5 = 5 b 5 23] % 5 5 BEEE
LA | FORT HOPE - 5 % 4 ) a3l & s 5 ps4ms
Lie NEWCASTLE s & 5 5 5 224] & s 5 25501
LG BOWMANVILLE 5 i 2238] 8 E FE
LiE COURTICE 5 5 s 4 5 a3y| s 227128 5 & 2G13E
2% |FORTERIE $ s ) 5 5 335|s  rammalg 3 eism
LE NIAGARA FALLS 5 5 5 -3 L 298| % 2m3a) % 5 w2147
L2G NIAGARAFALLS s £ ) £ $ 2am] & 22757 | 5 2 15217
LH NIAGARA FALLS 5 5 5 188 % 5 228§ 2mae| s 5 237
L2 MIACARA FALLS i igE| % - 238) & 213760 i B1TE
Lo ST CATHARIMES 5 5 % 57 %5 t) 138) 5% 117E3| 5 L] 16188
LM 5T CATHARIMES 3 £ 3 3 & 238 & 12834 & ) W36
LF ST CATHARMNES 5 5 5 228) % 2mas)s 2E3 |3 W4T




Proposed T Rates as of February 1, 2002

[OTRs not in approved loads necefve AT Rates) _

Fob/ Community BT T OtR AMS oTR MA/G
PTE ETE BTE PTE

LR ST CATHARMES L] 187 & 3 1EE| 5 5 228 L] 283 %
s ST CATHARMES 5 187 | & 5 156 | % 13 i} 5 5 183 | %
LT ST CATHARMNES 147] 5 187 ) 5 5 5 283 5
L |THORDLD 5 187| 5 5 i858 & E ] 5 163 | %
LW |STCATHARIMES $ 187] & % 186 % $ & 5 1833
L38 WELLAND -] 1885 3 189) % s s -] 2E8 | 5
L3C WELLAND 5 L7 [ i%s | 5 = 5 IEE |5
L FORT COLBORNE 5 18%| 5 5 1B0( 3 5 H 5 265 (3
L3 GRIMSEY H] 1835 5 183 % -] & H] 2E8 | %
LAy ORILLIA -] 1%80| & 5 124 % -] s -] 2835
L3 MEWMAREET £l 189|5 13 i3 | 5 ) s % i1ER| g
LI MEVWIARKET L] 18] 5 4 164 | 5 5 L] 26T |5
L= BRADFORD ) 181 ) & 5 183 4 ) b ) 184 | %
Lk |STOUFFVILLE 5 A s 1es] s 5 5 5 2865
L4 ALIRORA - 187 | & 5 183 % £ £ - 284 (%
LM BARRIE 5 183[ 8 3 168 | 5 5 5 5 283 (5
LaN BARRIE 4 162 & 5 166 5 3 igs |5
L4P EESWICK 5 1815 5 166 | % 5 & -3 2B4| 5
LaR MIDOLAND % 120| & 5 182 % 13 H 5 28| 8
L8 KING @TY H 180 8 5 161] 8 5 - H R
L7 CALEDON EAST 1.60 187 5 5 261
LTE BOLTON B 18a[ 8 5 155 8 ) H B FECN
L7 CECRGETOWN ] 185 & 3 5 5 228]| & ] 283 | %
L7 ACTON k3 183] 5 3 k3 s 23p] & k3 154 %5
LTH CALEDDN ] 18] 5 % % 5 27| & ] 281 | %
Lo PORT FERAY 5 164| & 5 5 5 236| 8 5 280 | 8
Lom PEMETANGUISHENE ] 181 5 ] 5 5 280 & ] r - R
Lo HOLL AND LAMDING -3 18] & 5 3 & 2328 -3 18| %
L LXERIOGE 5 18] 5 5 5 5 2285 5 28| 5
LeR ALLISTON 5 161) % 5 5 5 233| 8 5 285 5
LaG INMISFIL -] 1825 5 5 -] 22018 -] 2E8| %
Lar MILTEN 5 185)| & 5 184) 5 3 1 5 164 |8
LV ORANGEVILLE 5 187]5 5 180 | 5 K 23T & 5 P
L DRANGEVILLE L] 187]| & 4 158 ([ 5 5 236 5 280|5%
Lo COLLINGWOOD 5 1 5 5 il | & ) E 5 28 | 2
Loz WASAGA BEACH 5 1 5 5 1EE | & 5 5 5 283 %
EDA |8 MONTE [= = 1os22] s 1585 5 Lol s 1mas] s o] % 10584
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Proposed Tl Rates as of Febuary 1,2 2

[OTRs not in approved loads receive MT Bates) )

EShy Community PLT

KB |ALFRED ] ] ] ] 5 ]
HOC  |ALEXAMDRIA s $ H b 5 E]
KIE  |aDDISON s 5 - - E

K03 |BALOERSOM H
KH  |aroEn s 4 5 5 5 B
Kl |BARRYS BAY 5 s B 5 5
K AMELIASELURG ) 2, 2 # & &
KO AFRLEY 5 5 5 5 5 5
K |BcBCAYGECH [ $ H ] i &
KIA  |OTTAWA ] ] ] ] 5 5
KIE  |OLOUCESTER 5 4 g & 5 )
EiC DRLEANS - ;- 5 & - &
KIE  [oRIEANS (3 E B ) E: s
KiG OTTAWA ) & s s %

KiH OTTAWA 5
K1l DTTAWA ) 5 5 5 % s
KK OTTAWA 4 i 3 i 5
KL VAMER ) ] s & % 2
KM |ROCKCLIFFE 5 5 5 5 5 5
BN [oTTawa s ] H :

KIP  |orrawa 5 5 5 E ]
KIR  [oTTawA 5 $ 5 123[ 5 E 5
K15 |oTrawa 5 5 5 123 % 4 s
KiT__ |oLOouUcESTER [ 4 & 121] 6 5 s
K1V OTTAWA £ 4 5 1a2]8 3 s
KW |oRIEANS B B B 13al ¢ 5 5
KiX  |GLoUCESTER ) - - 131] % ) ]
By [oTTaws s s B 12a]s B
KiZ DTTAWE 2 2 2 & &
WIA  |OTTAWA ] 3 E] ] 3 E
KE CTTAWA ] 5 5 %

KC  |oTTawa 5 5 5 5 5
HIE MEFEAM & & 5 5 5 5
KIS MEFE AN 4 5 g 1 ! % 5
2H MEPEAN i 5 5 134 & 4 138) 8
T ¥ 4 s 1228 5 13z2]8
L= MANATA 134] % % ] -]
KL KANATA 5 5 5 133 5




Proposed Tl Aates as of Febroary 1, 2002
[OTRs not in approved loads receive M Rates) X

Esa/Community PLT
PTE Tonna

= KAMATA 188 | & 5 it oa -]
K OTTAWA 5 157 | 8 5 5 5 5 134,57 ]
KR HEFEAMN 188 ) & ] ] 3 133 g7 j
K35 [STTSVILLE ] 1E8) 5 5 5 5 ] k] 154) 5
KIT  |KAMATA 5 1685 3 ] 5 5 5 186 ) %
KRV |mAMATA s 1ER| & s ] ] 5 £ 1 ]
F2W |kanATA 5 168 | & 5 5 5 5 5
HaA CRLEANS s 188 | 5 3 £ 3 s 5 £l
KAS MAVAN 5 LEE| & k] 5 5 s 5 5
KA CUMEERLAND b 1E8| 5 % 3 b3 3 k3 ]
B4k [ROCKLAND 5 1) 5 £ 5 ] 5 5 -
Kl [mamomck £ 1o & ] 3 3 % E] ]
KiP  |GREELY 5 168 | 5 3 ] 4 5 5 ]
KR [RUSSELL ] 203 % £ ] ] 5 5 $
KEA HAWKE SELUIRY 5 237! 5 5 3 5 k3 5 E:
HiH CORMWALL 5 218 | & 5 5 £ 5 5 ]
KEI CORMMALL ) 2335 5 -3 5 5 5 E
KER CORMMALL 3 233 % 5 3 - 5 3 ]
KET ELIZAEBETHTOWN 5 12205 & 5 % 5 s ]
KEV BROCEVILLE 5 233|8 3 % s 5 5
KA SMITHS FALLS 5 1238 5 -3 3 5 E E
BTC  |CARLETOM FLACE 5 1m0 5 3 5 5 5 5 k]
K7D CGANANDOUE 5 1.0 |5 % -] -3 5 & 5
KH __|FERTH 5 2228 3 ] ] £ 5 ]
KK |KINGSTON B 197 | & 5 5 7 5 5 &
KL [KINGSTON 5 197 | 3 5 4 5 E
KM |NGSTON 5 10| & 5 4 % 5 5 5
KTH__|AMHERSTVIEW 1z s % 3 5 E
KIP KINGSTON 5 1085 3 -] ) 5 5 5
KR HAFANEE 5 15| & 5 5 % 5 5 5
KBTS ARMPRIOR 4 g % & L] 4 - £
KTV |RENFREW E 4 E 3 - 2 4 ]
KB4 [FEMERDKE 5 ] ) 5 ] £ 5 ]
KEE | FEMBROKE L3 E H H L = 5 &
KEH | PETAWAWA 5 5 5 1oofs 19933 | % 5 5 H
KEN BELLEVILLE 5 & 5 07| %5 ioeel % 5 5 &
HEFR BELLEVILLE 3 3 5 07|35 Pie 0 B 3 3 ]
KER BELIFVILIE 5 i07) % apeol |5 5 5
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Praposed T Rates as of February 1, 2002

[OTRs not in approved loads receive MT Rates)

ESA/ Community PLT OTR ai's OTR ML
BTE PTE

KB TRENTON 5 am|s 3 5 5 5 5 285 | %
K34 | COBOURG 5 1m| % 5 5 £ 5 5 5
KaH FETERECRCUGH b ico| 5 L3 s s 3 & k]
L) FETEREORCUGH 5 iga| 5 5 -] 3 5 5 5
WK FETERBOROUGH 5 193 % & s s 5 5 5
=5 FETERBORDAUGH 5 1ol s 3 1og| 5 5 5 5 5
KN |LINDSAY 4 184 % ] 1og| 4 H 4 4 5
P4 |SUNDRIDGE ) EE ) 2520 % t 5 5 5
P8 |BAYSVILLE 5 243 % k3 245] 3 5 E 5 5
FIC | TORRANCE 5 248 5 5 245 5 ] 5 5 L}
FOE HOWEY HAREOUR s 48| 5 & 248 5 £ s s 5
PG FOINTE-ALUBARIL-STATION | & 57| & 3 182 | 5 = L 3 b
FiH HUNTSVILLE 5 3143 % L] PN 5 5 5 5
PiL ERACEERIOGE i 244 % -3 41| % 3 3 i 3
FiF | GRAVENHURST s 245 | % 13 85 i 3 5 5
FaA PARRY SOUND 5 246 | % & 247] % s 5 5 5
HOA CANFIELD & 5 - 1ay| s 3 s 5 A7 5
MOB ALK 5 5 - iTi| S s 5 5 237| 8
MIC  |BADIEROS 5 5 5 24| 3 3 3 5 P-4 -]
MOE  |BURFORD 5 ol s 5 8- T ] 5 5 2438
NG |ARTHLR % 23| % & 18| 5 5 £ % 28| 5
MIH _ |FORTELGIN i 23m| 4 k3 2304 i i 3 2e9] %
O BEAGHVILLE 5 178 5 5 1| s 5 5 5 237|5
NOK BORMHOULM 2 o % 127 | % 5 % 5 24215
HOL AFFIN Z 80| 5 5 180) % - 3 Z 215 %
MOM | &l 54 CRAID 2 5 5 5 13 s 334 %
oM ALVINSTOMN 5 5 5 5 5 5 2365
WP BLENHEIM 5 3 s s s 5 2105
MOR BELLE RIVER 5 5 5 s 5 5 232 |8
MH1A DLNNVILLE 3 1. 5 5 3 5 5 218315
Hic GLIELPH 5 ¥ 5 5 s b 5 239)%
M1E GLELPH % N % % % % 2305
MG | GUELPH 4 1k 8 3 3 A 3 239 %
N1H GLIELPH E] 16| 8 5 % 5 5 23015
HIK GLELFH Z o % % % Z 29| %
ML GUELPH 5 12| 5 5 3 ] 5 30)5
HiM FEROUS % o isimd | & 174 % 5 3 % 331 | %
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Proposed T Rates as of Felbruary 1, 2002
[OTRs not in approwved loads receive MT Rates)

ESA/ Community PLT BT OTR &S OTR MAL/G
PTE FTE Tonne Tonne FTE

MF DAMERIDGE 3 5 2 1BE| & 16838 | 5 3 18883 | % a8l %
NIR CAMBRIOGE 5 5 5 188 | 5 16554 | 5 k] 15577 | $ 136 | &
MIZ CAMERIDGE % 5 s 168 | & 168 4% | & £ 1524 | % 128 %
WIT  |camEmiOcE ? 5 $ 1g2|s aesda |3 $ asels 148 | §
2R HKITCHEMER 5 5 k) 1gs| & 16850 | 5 s 185 ]% 138 %
NZE  [KITCHENER 3 5 -3 i [ -] 18578 |5 2 N 238 | &
NeC  |KITCHEMNER 5 5 ] ige| & 1E809 | & £ - 2345
MZE KITCHEMER 5 £ - LED| & 1EM84 |5 £ L : 223| %
NG |KITCHENER 5 g % 1g9| & 1g839 | % i il 224 |8
HeH  [WTCHENER 5 s 5 10| % 1E0sE | 5 5 ] 5 2245
ME WATERLOO $ 5 & 170| % 17011 | § £ 5 11| 5
MEK  IWATERL GO 5 5 ) ito| 5 imar |8 s 5 sae |8
ML [wieTERLOO H - 5 10| smsen|s 5 5 23405
MEW  (KITCHENER 5 5 s 10| & 1033 | 6 5 22418
MEM  |RITCHEMER L4 3 5 189 5 IBE0S | 5 5 23315
MNP |KITGHENER 5 5 & 189 5 lgam | 5 5 1248
MER  [WITCHENER 5 s 5 1BB| 5 e85 | 5 5 FFE
MET  |WATERL OO 5 5 3 1S 5 18599 4 FEEY B
eV [WATERLDO 5 s -3 1E9| 5 1E2.44 |5 5 222| 5
MNZZ KINCARDINE 5 5 5 33| 5 JiSE | & 3 imm| 5
MNEA NEW HAMELRG 4 - iAY| 5 1EGED | & 5 bl
MNEE ELMIRA 5 5 L 1732) % 178 | § 5 5
MEC CAMERIOGE k3 5 3 itol 4 i o e % 5
MGE | CAMBRIDGE 13 5 5 169 %5 18947 | § 5 5
MGH  |CAMBRIDGE 2 5 - ] 1E542 | & 3 $
WL |PaRS [ B 5 1868  iesim|g F 5
N3P |BRANTFORO - 3 H LEB| & 18633 | & % 5
MR |smamTFORD % 5 -3 1EB| 5 184 |5 k3 k]
N5 |emaNTFORD 5 5 Z 186G & 168.80 | § 5 ]
MT  |emanTFORD 5 5 ) 1BL| & b b s
MEN BRANTFORD 5 g % 1EE| & 187 | % 5 5
MW ICALEDONIA 5 s 5 1Em| 5 1gren | 6 5 5
N3Y  |SIMCCE % - - 124 % 18388 | & H 5
ME  |DEHI 3 5 k3 1835 g5 5 £
MG T SOMNBLRG 5 s 5 183 %5 1m0y | 5 5 5
MK [OWEN SOUND 5 s 5 22m) % 22704 | & 5 5
ML INMEAFORD | s 5 228| 5 a0k | 8 5 5
AN HAMCNER % 3 % 231{ 8 ianed | & % ]
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Proposed Tl Rates as of February I, 2002
[OTRAs not in approwed loads receive BT Rafes) )

E5A) Communizy BLr MT ot bi's oTR MALE
PTE ETE Tonne FTE FTE
MS WOCOSTODR 5 5 s 1B8| 5 1B |5 187 %5 5 238 | &
MAT  IwWOoODSTOK 5 5 5 165 | 5 IESEE | 5 186) 5 5 214 %
MY I WOODSTODK 5 s 3 164 5 16444 | 5 125 % 5 23] 8
AW L STOWEL 5 s 3 214] % 21438 | % 24215 5 2ml %
MAX | 5T MARYS 5 2 3 183]s 18244 | 5 208 ]5 5 238 | &
MZ__|sTRATFORD $ : 5 1265 iEssd)g Lo81 3 ] 147 L2
MGA STRATFCRO H i % 1EE| 5 17 |5 10| % % F )
MNSC | INGERSOLL 5 H 5 14| % 18 |3 183 % 5 205
MEH  |AYLMER ] 5 1m3 181 653 | 4 1o8f 4 S 2388
ML |PORT STANLEY 5 5 180 % 5 183) % 3 2.3
MSF | ST THOMAS 5 5 5 162] 5 ) 14| 5 5 2|5
MSR | ST THOMAS 5 5 3 162] 5 5 Lr4| s 5 2005
MY Lonoon -] 5 5 1g3| % ) Lre| % ) 208 | 8
MEW | LomMDON - z % 163 % % LTR| 5 % 204 | &
MEX LONDON ] £ % 163 % g Lig| & g i | %
RMEY LONDOON 5 5 5 163| 5 5 i17| 5 5 254 5
Z  |LOoMNDoN 4 5 5 163 5 177 3 a8
MEA LONOON 5 5 3 i163] 5 5 117]|5 5 2/ | 5
NGB | LONDON 5 s 5 163[ % 5 177| 5 5 2mls
MEC. LONDON -] L % 162 % % iTe| S H aoE |8
MNEE LOMODM -3 < s 161) %5 5 LTE] S -3 100 | %5
MEG LONDON % K 5 1g2| 8 3 178| 5 5 208 |8
MEH LOMOON 5 5 s 183| 5 5 17T6]| %5 5 200 |5
EJ LONDON -3 i 3 1p3| % 3 1781 % k3 200 | &
MEK | LONDOMN 5 s - 162| 5 5 S 5 20| 5
IEL LONDICN 5 s 5 162] % 5 5 5 2m )€
MEM | Lomnpon 5 s 5 163 ] 5 5 5 5 2048
MEN LONDON -] i % ea| g & - ] i s
MGP | LONDOMN 5 ] k3 162 % 3 h ] - 5 2|2
NTA GOOERICH % % 5 1E5| 5 5 07| 5 3 138 | &
NG STRATHROY 3 5 180 2 193|'%5 3 2338
L CHATHAM ] 5 177 % 5 177] % ] 204
MM [CHATHAM 5 ] 5 177 5 ) 117| 5 £ ER
MNIS | SARNMIA 5 5 3 1mil s 5 1 5 237( 5
WIT _|sARNIA -3 s 5 1mp) 5 ) 28] s 3 216 | 5
HNIV | SARNIA 5 ] 3 im1| % 13 180 5 5 2| &
W | sammia B £ 3 180 % H 188) & 3 236 |8
NTX SHANIA, -3 £ $ i%0)| % 5 1%a] $ 5 217 | §
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Proposed T Rates as of February 1, 2002

[OTRs net in approwed koads receive MT Rates)

ESly/ Community PLT MT OTR &/IS OTR MA/G
PIE PTE PTE PTE Tonme

PEA WAL LAGE BURG 5 5 1B0) 5 5 LE2) 5 - 210 8 20980
MEH | LEAMINGTON £ B 126 & & LEs| & £ 217 |8 21B2T
MM |EssER ] - iEE| % 5 80| 5 z 1io| % 21EED
MEN WINOS0R % z 1BE| & & o g 118 | % Fal 1]
&P WINCEOR 5 % iEe| % % 1EE| % i 2116| % 158K
MER WINDSOR % L iEE| % L] ize| % i 216 |5 Ziedl
NES  |WINDSDR 2 = T 5 5 2 18| % ka1
MET  |[WINOSOR 3 3 186[ 5 ) 5 i 217 | 5 HESD
MEY  |WINOSOR 5 5 186 4 5 3 i 217 el ]
EW  |WINDOSOR 187) 5 5 5 2|5 e
X [WINDSOR 5 5 87| 5 3 £ 5 2125 2820
PEY  |WINDSOR -3 5 syl s 5 5 5 2178 HTI0
HEA  lwiNpsOR 5 4 FEED ) 4 H 5 2200%  2opoe
B |WINDSOR 3 s 1B | 5 5 3 ] 238 | % 18RS
MNEC  |WINDSDR £ = 1m8| % £ - £ 218 | % Hoas
MIE  [WINDSOR 5 5 T 5 5 5 1|85  nem
MG |WINOSOR 5 5 T 4 3 ) 218 % msg
MIH  |WINOSOR E E 188 % 5 5 s 290 % FRLTTS
HaJ WINDS OR 5 5 183) % £ H 5 2205 22024
MEK  IWINDSOR 5 5 16| 5 5 5 5 238 5 21608
MY | AMHERSTEURG < s 1905 5 5 s 2215 22220
MY |KINGSWILLE 5 i 1mE| 5 £ i s 218 |5 943
NORTH
FIH  |ARNSTEIN i -3 3 ] 28339 |4 F - i ERE B
] Nl LIS KEARE 5 3 5 5 b |5 ELLY 5 5
PIK CHAPUT HUGHES 5 5 5 5 570 |5 IR |5 5 5

PESVWAMNLICE 4 k3 & 4 dip sy |4 484 | & i 5
FOM  |ALBEM 5 5 5 5 ATIEE |5 51105 E] %
POM | SOUTH PORCUAKNE 3 5 ] s aMm|s ER- ] -] s 5
FOF EIRCH ISLAMND 5 5 5 5 3|e|s 80| 5 5 -3
FIR THESSALOM g % 1 & 28984 | 5 o4l & £ 5
PG | BATCHANANA BAY ] S s 3 amaals as1]s s 5
POT__ |PAYS ALAT ] 4 - $ amm|4 a7l s H 5
POV | ANGLING LAKE [ 4 4 4 ses 30 |4 Bsz]s 5
PO STRATTON 5 3 BETAL |4 BAZ| % ]
POX ORASSY NARROWS 5 5 & ) BOlEs |5 B[ % 5 5
PO INGOLF L] 5 5 g1 5 F=mEl B BEL| S S s
PiA MORTH BAY 5 | & s 247) % 24722 |5 280f % 5 5
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Froposed Tl Rates as of February 1, 2002
[OTRs not in approved loads receive MT Aates)

FSA/ Community PLT MT aTRAS OTR ML/E
FTE Tomne FTE PTE Tonne FIE

FiB  |NORTH BAY E 23| % 23m31) % 45| % 5 P 28| 5 337 | %
FiC  |NCRTH BAY 5 FEC EER RN 48| % & FEH 2B8Es) 5 14 )%
FoBE  |STURGEQN FALLS 5 245 % 24588 ) 4 260| 5 s PR ] 2paan| 8 E
PN KIRKLAND LAKE 2 383|% amgeo| 5 33l s 5 35| 5 3 e s 455 | %
P38 SUDBLRY 5 253 % FEFE =] ] 45| % E) aEEl 5 JErEs| 5 13 |5
FIE  |SUDBURY 5 2521 % 253 5 248) % s FECE P r 3305
Fac SIDBLURY i 28| 5 FLEELY I 2500 %5 5 188) 5 2813 )5 aanls
FIEE SUDBURY 5 5 FERAT] 8B % ] 1E4] % FEc Y I8 | %
F3G  |SUDBURY 5 5 24885) %5 243)% s 28208 0|5 5
FaL GARSON 5 -3 P 242) % 4 EE-Fd 2Er4ar] 5 ]
Fa WAL CRRON 5 g 15447 % 281 % & 183] 5 mmE| 5 5
FaF HENMER 3 b spsn| 4 838 & 01| 8% 3 5
FaY_ [uveELy 3 [ 38343 | % 280| % s 288) % 5 5
) TIMMMNG & b gyasl s 3e0| % i 403] % 4pa.1z| & 5
s TIMMNS 5 = EOAT | 5 388 | % 3 A= ] e Y 3
PR TIMMMNS L 5 Enes| 5 388 ) % £ doe| & Jgres| t 5
FSA  |ELUCT LAKE 5 S 2saam) % ) £ EN 1 Iar| s 3
FSE  |ESPANDLA - - 257E8) 8 5 ) ez % 5 5
FEN. | BAPUSKASING 5 5 ECEN TN ) ) s 456 | % 5 -
PEA SALLT STE MARIE 5 5 JEEOL| 5 5 5 303| 5 5 5
FEB SALLT MARIE 5 b3 BIES| 5 ) -3 anifs 5 5
FEC SALLT STE MARIE - 5 BEi5 ] 5 3 5 ol 5 ] =]
Fra | THUINDER BAY 3 - 23037 ? 5 5 128 3

FIE THIMOER BAY 5 5 2835 ] 5 218] 5 5 186| 5 5 =
FTC | THJINDER BAY ] 5 242805 22205 & PR L] 5 5
FTE THINDER BAY i 5 2441) %5 133 5 IES |5 5 3
FTG THUMDER BAY ] 5 28| 5 i3p| % £ 188 | & ] 3
Fid THINDER BAY b i 23833 )% 233| % 5 18615 5 s
FK THIMDER BAY i 28| & priN:F] Y 123|% 3 1EE| & % £
FiL MEEEING s 13al % 2878 % 236 |% & 81| % 5 5
AN |DRYDEN ES An|s 472191 % a8 % £ P S 5
PaT SO LOOK OWT 5 SEy| % e Egal g -3 [l - 3 5
oA FORT FRAMCES = 1|5 472845 471 % 5 5425 5 %
P |MEMORA E sl S7asc| % 878 8 5 L ] E b3
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C) Draft 2012 Tire Definition

Product Category

Definition

1) | Exempted Tires All tires with an overall tire diameter of less than 7”
regardless of weight
All tires in which the rubber content is greater than
50% (by weight) derived from Used Tires

2) | On-Road Tires Passenger Tires, Small RV Tires, ST Trailer tires

and Light Truck Tires and Temporary Spares
less than 30 Kgs in weight

Passenger tires are designed for use on passenger
cars, light trucks, small RVs and multipurpose
passenger vehicles (MPVs), including sport utility

vehicles (SUVs) and crossover utility vehicles
(CUV's), and to comply with Canadian Motor
Vehicle Safety Standard (CMVSS No. 109).

The light truck tire category is tires designed for use
on consumer or commercial light trucks, under
10,000 Ibs. Gross Vehicle Weight, and comply with
Canadian

Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (CMVSS No. 119).
Codes found on the sidewall of light passenger and

light truck tires are P (Passenger) and LT (Light
Truck). Temporary spare tires are marked T
(Temporary).

Motorcycle, Golf Cart and All Terrain Vehicle
Tires less than 30 Kgs in weight

Includes all tires specifically designed for on/off




highway motorcycles, motorcycle sidecars, motor
bikes, mopeds, mini-cycles, golf carts and all terrain
vehicles.

Free Rolling Farm Tires less than 30 Kgs in
weight

Includes free rolling farm and implement tires up to
16" rim size used on farm equipment.

Medium Truck Tires Less than 70 Kgs in weight
Also commonly known as Commercial Truck Tires —
Truck and Bus tires including Wide Base or Heavy
Truck tires designed for truck/bus applications and
Larger RV tires not marked "P or LT". All of which

comply with Canadian Motor Vehicle Safety
Standard

(CMVSS No. 119).

3)

Off-Road Tires

Agricultural Drive less than 200 kgs in weight

Includes drive wheel tires used on tractors and
combines and tree harvesting equipment. These
tires are normally identified with a sidewall marking
with suffix letters (R), or (HF) or (LS) and are 16.5"
and up rim size. These tires are listed in The Tire
and Rim Association Inc. annual yearbook Section
5 Agricultural.

Industrial Forklift, Bobcat/Skid Steer Tires less




than 250 Kgs in weight

Includes pneumatic and solid forklift tires,
Bobcat/Skid Steer

With a rim diameter greater than 16”.

Small Off The Road Tires less than 375 Kgs in
weight

Sizes 1300Tires < and = to 23.5R25 Rim Size

Medium Off The Road Tires less than 700Kgs in
weight

Above 23.5R25 to 33 inch Rim Size

Large Off The Road Tires less than 1200 Kgs in
weight

Above 33 inch to and including 39 inch Rim Size

Giant Off The Road Tires 1200 Kgs or more in
weight

Over 39 inch Rim Size




Appendix B: Registrant Listing

Attendees in Person

Reg # Name Company
3000183 | Matt Garcia Kal Tire Ontario
Peninsula Tire
3000005 | Ron Politewicz Exports
3000007 | Grant Caven Harolds Haulage
3000174 | Terry Gilmore Treadcraft Ltd
3000012 | Gerry Milone National Tomlinson
Emterra Tire
3000003 | John Cassell Recycling
MacPhatter Group
3000008 | Jeff MacPhatter Inc.
3000156 | Mark Capland Micor Recycling
Tire Disposal
3000022 | Nancy Rochon Facilities
3000220 | Ralph Tammaro St. Joseph's Tires
Liberty Tire Recycling
3000180 | Jesse Hertel Canada
3000051 | Stephen Manley Eco Tire Recovery
3000053 | Denis Arcand A1l Blasting Mats
3000053 | Tony A1l Blasting Mats
3000067 | Terry Tomlinson Tomlinson Systems
3000001 | Adrew Soifert Old Tire Inc
3000184 | Mike & Ron PS LOGISTICS INC
3000150 | Ashram Chadee Tire Direct
Liberty Tire Recycling
3000180 | Mike Moffat Canada
Liberty Tire Recycling
3000180 | Peter Hutley Canada
Via Webinar
Reg # Name Company
3000181 | Jeff Smith Mcmahon Motor Products
3000017 | Kevin O’'Brian Ridge Recycling
3000666 | Charles MacLaurin AKTT Enterprises Ltd.
3000165 | Patrick Fenlon Pack Pros Plus
Haldimand Norfolk Auto Recycling
3000101 | Jeffrey Houle Inc




Appendix C: Invitations & Communications:

a) Initial Meeting Invite:

If you are interested in attending this meeting, please fill out the registration ballot below
and reply back to Communications@ontarioTS.ca .

This is to invite you to participate in the November 1% Hauler 2012 Transportation Incentive
Session.

The meeting agenda for November 1* Session will include the following topics:

e Overview of Proposed 2012 Tl Rate Changes

e 2012 Tl Proposed Rate Changes to PLT & MT Tires

e 2012 Tl Proposed Rate Changes to DOTs (including revisions to premiums and estimated
weights)

¢ Implementation Timelines

Additional materials will be distributed to all Haulers for review prior to the meeting.

To attend this meeting you must complete the ballot below. OTS will confirm your method of

attendance via e-mail along with instructions within 2 business days.

There are two ways to attend:

1. In person: limited space is available for up to 40 people (first come, first serve). The
meeting will be held at, Markland Wood Country Club (dress code required)

2. Webcast: we will send you a link and a conference call number where you can join the
meeting by webcast and phone

To Register:
Fill out the following information below and send an e-mail back to

Communications@ontariots.ca

- Name of your organization:

- OTS Registration number:



- Attendees First and Last name (only 1 person ):

- | would like to attend(check off X): In person (In Person attendance is limited to 40

people on a first come, first serve basis)

Webcast

The intent of this meeting is to review the proposed changes to the 2012 Tl rates and related
items. If you have questions or comments specific to your organization, please contact us by
email (info@ontariots.ca) or call 1-888-687-2202.

We look forward to your participation.

b) Confirmation of Attendance: In Person

Thank you for your e-mail.

You have been approved to attend the Hauler 2012 Transportation Incentive Meeting on
November 1* 2011 IN PERSON.

Location: Markland Wood Country Club - 245 Markland Dr, Toronto, ON M9C 1R1
Dress Code- Business Casual attire (no running shoes or jeans)

Start Time: 9:00 am

End Time: 11:00 am

If you have any questions please call 1-888-687-2202 or e-mail us at Communications@ontarioTS.ca.

Regards,
OTS

c) Confirmation of Attendance: Webinar

Thank you for your e-mail.

You may attend the Hauler 2012 Transportation Incentive Meeting by webcast on November 1* 2011.



Instructions:

Log into the following link (step 2) starting at 8:45AM. The meeting will start at 9:00am.
https://www.livemeeting.com/cc/momentumconferencing/join?id=Nov+1st+2012+Tl+Session&
role=attend

Type in the Meeting ID and Entry Code. (to view meeting materials)

Meeting ID: Nov 1st 2012 Tl Session

Entry Code: *Please leave this field blank* (no password required)

4.

For Audio: Dial into 416-343-2285 or 1-877-969-8433 PIN 4467765

If you have any questions please call 1-888-687-2202 or e-mail us at Communications@ontarioTS.ca.

Regards,

OTS

d)

Meeting Materials (Sent to all Haulers included attachments outlined in Appendix A a and b)

Attention Registered Hauler:

Attached, please find the proposed Transportation Incentive Rates for 2012 as well as the slides
for the session for your view prior to the November 1* 2011 hauler Session (please see notice
below for details). If you are interested in attending the session and have not already RSVP'd
please respond ASAP by completing the information below.

Please note that the slides and rates will be discussed in detail during tomorrows session.

If you have questions or comments, please feel free to send them to OTS at hauler@ontariots.ca

by end of day November 4" for consideration, or table them during the Hauler session on
November 1% 2011 as applicable

Regards,
OTS

Follow Up Email and Material Circulation (includes items in Appendix A a, b and c)

Attention Registered Hauler,

Attached please find the revised powerpoint presentation from the November 1* 2011 Hauler
Consultation Session as well as the draft rates for your review. These items are also available on
the OTS website for the time being.



As discussed during yesterdays meeting, OTS is also attaching the DRAFT Tire Definitions for
2012 for review in conjunction with the other proposed changes to the Tl rates and estimated
weights for OTRs.

Please send any questions or comments on the presentation, rates, definitions or weights to
OTS by no later than the end of day on November 9™ 2011 (OTS has extended the deadline for
comments from the 4™ of November to the 9™).

Regards,
oTS



