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Why do ROI for a Strategic IT?

Fact
Future = OT + IT No Smart Grid without IT
Today IT Integration: Cannot Scale & cannot
Static, Tactical & P2P deploy new Services
Need Alternatives P2P: Tactical, Not Scalable

SOA: Strategic, Scalable

Why ROI & CBA: Provides the Business Case
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#Business Case: Current State of IT
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Business Case: Why strategic IT ?

CURRENT STATE NEWNEED
> NEW DATA
—> The Accidental Architecture AMI Interval Data
- P2P Interfaces Sensor Data
~ Ripple Effect wie "~ > NEW INTEGRATION
e New AMI System
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Legacy Upgrades CIS,
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Cust Empowerment
Transaction Volume
Real Time Data

Partner Integration

- NEW OPPORTUNITY
Dist. Generation
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Limitations of Point to Point approach

PROTOCOLS PAYLOAD PAYLOAD MECHANISM
FTP Files Database Scripts — various types
MQ FlatFile Table PL/SQL
DTS Fixed Format Views Proprietary: D5 Listener
SQL"Net ~ Delimited Snapshots
Direct SQL Variable Length Fixed Formats TRIGGER
DB Link Excel File Variable Formats 1. Automated & Manual
LinkExpress CSV File 2 Time-based
eMail Free Format File MESSAGE 3. Scheduled
gg:;lETS Snapshot Log MQ Message

Text Print Image Snapshot Lo
HTTP/HTTPS : Report 3 : MODE
HitpClient 1. Batch {95-98%)
2. Real Time (2-5%)

Non Functional Changes

o

- Trigger (Communication, Trigger,
-Mechanism Messaging, data
-Mode transformation) can be
-Messaging significant
-Translation .

-Conversion Functional Changes in an
-Routing application may or may

not be significant
|
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How SOA Solves the Problem
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Strategic IT — What is it?

* Plan:
— Strategic use of IT versus Tactical after the fact

* Develop:
— Strategic IT Architecture (SOA)
— IT Governance
— |IT / Organizational Transformation

* Execute:
— Tactically without compromising strategy
— Catalyst Project
— Service Oriented Architecture (not P2P)
— Integration Center of Excellence

D #GridInterop Phoenix, AZ, Dec 5-8, 2011 3



Sl ROl - Development Cost Comparison

Development Cost of each Interface

—=P2P
-==SOA

Relative Cost per Interface
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Number of Integration Points

L] #Gridinterop Phoenix, AZ, Dec 5-8, 2011 9



SuegPeld ROl - Maintenance Cost Comparison

Maintenance Cost of each Interface

=P P
==S0A

O = N W B U1 O NN

Relative Maintenance Cost per Interface

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50+
Number of Integration Points
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Grid-Inteyop ROI - Total Cost of Ownership

P2P vs SOA Total Cost of Ownership Comparison
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ROI Cost Components —Units of work

|#| Cost | Area | | Point to Point |
Destination
Source App App Total Cost Middleware
. Unit of Unit of Units of
1 DeSIQn Work Work Work Unit of Work
Functional Design 1 1 4
Non Functional Design 1 1
2 Development
Functional Design 1 1 4
Non Functional Design 1 1
3 Maintenance
Functionality Maint. 1 1 4
Non Functional Maint. 1 1
Proprietary Interf Maint. 1 1 2
4 Tools & Training
|Various tools 1 1 5
lOne middleware N/A N/A

With P2P In Src &
Total Units of Work Dest. Apps. 16
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Utility’s Real Cost of one Interface $$

Traditional P2P,Tactical Approach

1 Internal Labor $33,333

2 External Consultancy $66,667

3 Changes to Code $13,333

4 Maintenance (one interface) $17,000
$113,333
Design & Mainte

Development nance
Non Functional Changes (Error, Failure,

> Scalability) 33% $37,400
6 Maintenance (errors, failures) 15% $22,610
Total of Design, Development &
Maintenance Cost $150,733 $37,610
7 13
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ROI -Estimated Dev. Cost (calibrated)
B. Design & Development .
2105 61010 11 to 15 mieEyA) 21-25
4 4 4 4
$113,333 (113,333
150,733

4
113,333 113,333 113,333
$150,733
3.5
131,892

150,733 150,733 150,733

Cost for a Range of

Interfaces
$113,333
$150,733

4

P2P
263,783 226,100 188,417 F3klykr

$263,783

Development Cost of each Interf

—P2P

\\[\
o —soA
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ROI - Development Cost Comparison

Development Cost per Interface: P2P vs SOA

$200,000
ab)
ks $180,000 ==*TPU P2P Development
E $160’OOO Ty ey COSt ($/interface)
£ $140,000
S $120,000
2 $100,000 «=*TPU P2P Development
% $80.000 Projected Cost with Error
g $60,000 har_ldllng and more
S ($/interface)
= $40,000 *TPU SOA Development
b}
= $20’020 Projected Cost

0

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Number of Interfaces

15
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ROI - Maintenance Cost Comparison

Maintenance Cost per interface: P2P vs SOA

$40,000
& $35,000
% $30,000 «==*TPU P2P Cost
= $25.000 ($/interface)
o (-
S $20,000 I ==*TPU P2P Projected Cost
o $15,000 with Error handling and
= .
S $10,000 more ($/interface)
(¢b} * .
_4:% $5.000 TPU SOA Projected Cost
$0
5 10 15 20 25 ?;0 é5 40 45 50 L
Number of Interfaces
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ROI-Total Cost of Ownership

Total Cost Comparison: P2P vs. SOA

~ $10,000,000

(7p)

o

< $9,000,000 ==P2P Approach (Estimated
o $8,000,000 Cost based upon actual
g $7,000,000 cost incurred by TPU)

£ $6,000,000

c§6 $5,000,000 = «===P2P Approach (Estimated
% $4,000,000 ~ Cost based upon actual
é $3.000,000 > cogt o{ TPU ar:\d e(ajc_lding
S $2,000,000 , robust error han |n.g) d
S $1.000,000 SOA Approac_: (Projecte
o %0 based upon industry

= benchmarks and TPU's

= 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50  octualcosy

Number of Interfaces
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Return on Investment — 2.5 years

ROI

Negative

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Individual Projects
with objective to |
achieve IT & Business Project 3
Transformation
""""""""""" 15%ﬂ3n%hﬁn%"""""""""
Complete Complete Complete
Re usable
Service
Portfolio

Positive
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CBA — Quantitative Benefits

Reduction in Integration Cost over time
Over 15 interfaces = Development Cost for SOA less than P2P
Over 14 interfaces - Maintenance Cost for SOA less than P2P
Over 16 interfaces - Total Cost of Ownership for SOA less than P2P

2 to 2.5 year ROl - Utility will save hard-dollars if they do a
Strategic IT investment

Increased Business Agility

19
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CBA — Qualitative Benefits

Business Benefit

Lower Business Risk
Increased Asset Use

Business Enabler

Customer Benefits

More Satisfied Customers — Due to Business Agility & Integrated data provides instant
customer resolution

Self Service billing usage, outage status

Technical Benefits

Simplified and Unified Integration

Low technical risk

20
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Thank You.

Q&A

Tony Giroti
Bridge Energy Group, Inc
TGiroti@BridgeEnergyGroup.Com
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