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Introductory Remarks by Peter Fraser:

MR. FRASER:  Good morning, everyone, everyone in the room and listening in.  My name is Peter Fraser.  I am vice president of industry operations and performance here at the Ontario Energy Board.  I have got on the dais with me here a number of members of my team, and my former team, and in the audience here working on the subject of the scorecard.

Thank for participating in today's webinar on the implementation of the electricity distributors' scorecard.

Today's webinar arises from the Board report that was issued on 5th of March of this year.  That report, Performance Measurement For Electricity Distributors, a Scorecard Approach, sets out the Board's policies on the measures that will be used by the Board to assess a distributor's effectiveness and improvement in achieving customer focus, operational effectiveness, public policy responsiveness, and financial performance to the benefit of existing and future customers.

The form and implementation of a performance monitoring tool, the scorecard, is also addressed in this report, and it includes a number of new measures that distributors will be reporting for the scorecard and work for the scorecard.

Work on these measures will commence immediately, beginning with the measure known as billing accuracy.

Furthermore, the report indicates an expectation that the scorecard will evolve, and the Board expects to develop more customer-focussed service standards as part of that evolution.

The creation of the scorecard is part of a set of broader changes that are happening at the Ontario Energy Board.  These include recent changes to the organization of the OEB, and in particular the creation of the new Industry Operations and Performance division, of which I am head.  This division has been created to give greater focus to the Board's relationship with the entities it regulates, and particularly to focus on their performance.

One of the units that has been created as part of the new entity is called audit and performance assessment, and Daria Babaie, who is here with me on the dais, is heading up that team.

In addition to the audits that many of you will have had the pleasure of knowing Daria for, Daria and his team will also be responsible for intake of the triple R to review the quality of that data and then to performance analysis of that data, to translate it into useful information for decision-makers.

In addition, we have undertaken a new set of responsibilities on what we call performance reporting, and it's a little different from performance reporting you are used to.

Viive Sawler's team will be responsible so that in the future, when you go onto the web site, on the industry web site and try to find out some information the Board has about your utility, you don't have to spend half an hour and futilely looking for something.  You will be able to find it on one page, and on that page you are going to find the scorecard.

That is something we really feel we have to change, to give much stronger focus to information about you, and making that open and accessible to you and to others.

As you can see from the changes that we made and in no small part due to the scorecard that it's going to make it more important that the data that you supply is going to be provided promptly and of high quality so that we can provide the kind of analysis and assessment of that information that is going to assist our decision-makers, assist the broader public in understanding the performance that you provide, and provide more insight to everyone and ultimately more effective regulation.

With those opening remarks, I would now like to turn it over to Lisa Brickenden, who is going to be your MC for the webinar this morning.  Lisa?

Introduction by Lisa Brickenden:

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Thank you, Peter.  I want to welcome everyone to participate in this webinar, and just articulate the purpose of today's session.

This session is for you.  For those of you in the room that have come in to participate in person, good to see you.  And also, from those who are participating remotely, it would be good to hear from you.

The focus of the webinar is to answer questions that distributors have on the scorecard and on the process that is set out in the Board report on how the scorecards will be populated and generated and what you need to do between now and the end of April in relation to your annual filings.

We are here to answer any questions you have.  Those of you who are participating remotely, we have enlisted the help of Bell Canada Teleconferencing and we will periodically pause during the process and canvass questions on the phones.

For those of you here in the room, we will prompt you at appropriate times for questions.

Today's session is being recorded so we can have a transcription of it in the future, for easy reference.  I'm sure there will be a lot of questions asked.  There might be some overlap; that's okay.  We would like to be able to put together an FAQ for easy reference going forward, and recording the session and then transcribing it facilitates that.

From a technological standpoint, for those of you participating in the room, the microphones are on in front of you.  You are asked to note -- I see people starting to flip them away -- there is a little green light that will be on when your microphone is active.
When you do want to participate, you will have to turn your microphone on and we ask that you please identify yourself and the distribution company that you are representing.  That will help the folks transcribing this for us.

Overall approach for today:  Staff, Peter welcomed you and thank you for the opening remarks.  Staff has a very brief presentation that we will go over with you before opening up the floor for questioning.

Some of you have sent in some questions in advance, and once the presentation is over, we will kick off today's webinar with answers to those questions and then it will be over to you, questions that you have.

There are a diverse number of staff here to help out, and so a number of different staff members are here to answer your questions.  If for whatever reason we don't have an immediate answer, we will make note of that and endeavour to get back to you on that.

I don't know if I missed anything.  Do you have to add, Brian?

At this point in time I will pause.  Are there any questions in the room with respect to how we are going to proceed today?  Or any preliminary matters?  I might ask Dave, then, on the phone:  Do you have any questions with respect to how the day is going to roll out?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Questions will now be taken from telephone lines.  If you have a question at this time, please press *1 on your telephone key pad.  

There are no questions registered on the telephone lines at this time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Great.  We will proceed.

Presentation by Lisa Brickenden:

The foundation for the scorecard, the subject of this webinar is today, was established, as you know, back in October 2012, founded with the launch of the renewed regulatory framework which set out four key outcomes that the Board is focussing on, in looking for distributors to improve continuously improve in their customer focus, operational effectiveness, public policy responsiveness, and financial performance to the benefit of existing and future customers.

This is a focus on continuous improvement at this point in time, year over year, how a company chooses to evolve to improve itself towards those outcomes.

The focus on continuous improvement does lead towards future potential for benchmarking.  Individual improvements can collectively contribute to overall change in the sector.  I believe that is the evolution that the renewed regulatory framework has set about.

As expanding your performance, the distributors, your performance capabilities and therefore adding value to customers, you are expanding the value in the sector.

More specifically, as Peter pointed out, the Board issued a report on the specific tool that it was going to use to measure distributors' effectiveness at achieving those outcomes.  Peter commented on this previously and high-pointed, I believe, the four key elements of the scorecard approach.

These elements did come up in consultations, and for those of you who are listening in or participating live, you will recall these issues being debated during the working group process and the stakeholder consultations, those issues being comparability, reporting and publication on an annual basis, the ongoing use of the scorecard, and how things are expected to evolve over time.

I will briefly go over these one at a time.  I won't spend too much time on it because it might be more fruitful to hear from you on your questions on these matter.

But to give you a little bit of a foundation with respect to comparability, in the short term, what we are looking at is a tool that can be used to reflect the self-improvement that is going on out there, year-over-year improvement of individual companies.

In the medium term, as distributors and the Board gain experience with the use of the measures on the scorecard and the overall scorecard itself, some comparisons will naturally take place, and in the longer term as the Board sets out in its report, there is an expectation that greater comparability will be possible once all of the measures on the scorecard have uniform definitions and the sector has experienced measuring those and reporting on those.

In terms of reporting and publication, there had been some discussion during consultations on an appropriate launch for this concept, and the Board is committed to -- continues to be committed to continuous improvement and is not persuaded and in its report has indicated it is not persuaded that it need delay in the reporting and publication of these measures.

The scorecard will use data and many of the measures already exist, so the scorecard is using data that already exists has been reported to the Board for many years now.

There are some new measures, and we will discuss those momentarily, but for the most part, to the distributors out there, it is your data and it is your scorecard.

So while we are asking that you report this information to us for reporting purposes and we are collecting a subset of all of the information that you report to the Board and projecting it out to the public on this scorecard, it is your data and it is your scorecard.  It needs to tell your story.

In relation to ongoing use of the scorecard, this will be a familiar message to many of you, especially to those of you on the working group.  The scorecard will be used by the Board as an ongoing monitoring tool.  Early days; it will be for year-over-year continuous improvement.  Eventually, it will be used to compare performance across the sector.

So it's important that the information that comes in be to the best of your ability and knowledge, reflecting your performance at that point in time and telling your story over that period of time, that five-year period of time.

The Board's use of the scorecard, the evaluations and comparisons, I think I would have to defer to Daria on any specific details on how this may evolve over time, but they are critical to the various rate-setting tools under the renewed regulatory framework.

It's an approach to focus on what is achieved, not what is necessarily being actively done.  So it's a focus on the outcomes, not on the activities.

So that is the importance of honing on a concise set of meaningful measures that we think or the Board thinks at this time best reflects the achievement of those outcomes.

One clarification that I would like to reiterate that was made with the working group, early days I guess last year, that no, the scorecard is not intended to replace a corporate scorecard.  It is acknowledged that the companies that have existing scorecards will be more comprehensive than this and include specific measures that may be important to the shareholder.  That doesn't change.

And also, the scorecard does not replace the tripe R or the filing requirements.

The initial focus, as I said, will be on individual year over year, continuous improvement using the scorecard, then moving towards more cross-sector comparisons.

Which ties up the last key message on evolution.

In the spirit of continuous improvement, we know that the scorecard will evolve as a Board gains experience using it, and as you gain experience using it.  Refinements and improvements will be made to the measures, and to potentially the targets that are on the scorecard.

Do you have anything you'd like to add?  Any questions at this point?  Doug?

Question and Answer Session:

MR. BRADBURY:  Doug Bradbury, Canadian Niagara Power.  I know you mentioned in your introduction that the Board intends that the scorecard for the period 2014 to 2018 be mostly an indicator of self-improvement or comparability.  We all know the minute the gate opens and the horses are out, that people are going to use the data to compare.

Can we expect the Board to make a statement to that effect, so we are not all saddled with countless numbers of interrogatories asking as to compare us with the utility down the street or the utility across the province?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  In the report, the Board has tried to foreshadow some of this, and in the report has indicated which measures right now are not suited for comparisons.  I believe we are quite specific or explicit about it in appendix A.  So in those areas, and I look to my colleagues for confirmation, in those specific areas I think it's quite clear you should not seek comparisons.

There are others, though.  I don't know, Doug, if you can avoid comparisons.  Like, if we are talking a service quality metric that has been in place for up close to 10 years now and been reported on consistently, I don't know if there would be comparisons there or not.

The Board has to tried signal at this point in time what is definitely comparable and what is definitely not, but I don't know if that is helping answer your question.  Anyone else want to add anything?  Any other questions?  Carm?

MR. ALTOMARE:  Carm Altomare, Hydro One.  This is probably a question more directed to Daria, in the auditing validation that you are planning to do.  One of the things that would be helpful to the utilities is through the process that you go though in auditing the data that comes through, is there an opportunity for you to bring forward the findings to the -- all the LDCs, so that we can learn from your process and your findings in not only talking about continuous improvement with the targets, the performance, but also continuous process improvements with the data.  I think that would be very helpful.

MR. BABAIE:  Definitely, and as a matter of fact, recently we conducted a sector review on deferral variance accounts that we took the opportunity.  We conducted a webinar just a couple of weeks ago and we shared with the sector a number of lessons learned.  In that sector review, we identified 28 LDCs that they didn't do proper regulatory accounting or reporting to the Board.

And in conjunction with that webinar, we also took the opportunity, a number of common findings that we had from the prior audits, we shared with the sector as well.

As I see in the future, as we learn more about the scorecard, I see more opportunities for us to share some of those findings with others.

MR. ALTOMARE:  As a follow-up to that point, Daria, the results of that webinar that you held, was there anything published?

MR. BABAIE:  We published the presentation for that webinar.

MR. ALTOMARE:  Yes.  Thank you.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Perhaps in fairness to the folks on the phone I should ask Dave, could you canvass for any questions?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, as a reminder, you may queue up for questions at any time by pressing *1.  We do have one question from Andrew Sasso.  Please state your distributor name before asking your question.  Your line is now open.  Please go ahead.

MR. SASSO:  Thank you.  It's Andrew Sasso from EnWin Utilities.  Picking up on your comment, Lisa, about the evolution of the scorecard over time, has the Board or Board Staff turned its mind to when these changes occur -- so let's say the change was in how we were calculating total cost and maybe total cost at one point was including LV and then not including LV, just to pick on a little example.  Is the sense that when these updates are made that they will be translated back to reflect the previous years, so that trend lines and that sort of thing is all speaking the same language?  Or is the thought that as updates occur there will be footnotes or that sort of thing?

I guess the broader comment is that will be a challenge.  It's a challenge in any type of scorecarding, and particularly when it's scorecarding for the public and they are just looking at something at a glance and not watching over time.  I think it will be very important to distributors that there be, to the extent possible, communication of externalities that are driving changes, particularly whereby the calculation itself is the reason why a trend line has changed.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  That is a good point, Andrew, and I would hazard to suggest that that would have to be considered on the case-by-case basis.  And I don't have a specific example for you because I don't want to set up any flares that any particular measure is right for review.

But if it was discovered that there was a better way of assessing something, and if a measure was completely swapped right out, and you are starting from scratch, then obviously you won't be able to backtrack.  We've got some examples of that already on the scorecard.

If, however, we have discovered a new way of refining or focussing a measure of something that we have been measuring for many years, I think at that time we would have to ask the question and get advice from the sector on what are the implications of this change and what are the costs of backcasting, and would it be meaningful.  If it's a meaningful thing to do, it would be considered.  If it's not a meaningful thing to do, then we may potentially be working as if it's a brand new measure and saying there have been significant changes; therefore we don't have a trend on this because business has changed so dramatically.  Does that help, Andrew?

MR. SASSO:  It does.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Or just make things worse?

MR. SASSO:  Put it out on the table there.

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any further questions.  There are no further questions registered on the telephone lines at this time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Thank you, Dave.  At this point, being sensitive to the time, I would like to pass the microphone over to my colleague Ben Baksh, who is going to briefly go over the annual implementation process.  Peter had done such a fine job in his opening remarks going over the new measures.  We can answer any questions you do have on those throughout this webinar, but I thought I would like to get to Ben's presentation.  Ben?

Presentation by Ben Baksh:

MR.  BAKSH:  Thank you, Lisa, and good morning, everyone.  Essentially what I would like to do is give yourself an overview of the process with respect to the implementation of the annual scorecard.  In terms of the this process chart you see before you, it has I guess four rows and it comprises the role of the distributor, the generation of the scorecards, the information that the OEB produces annually as well as the data of the OEB systems.

In relation you those four components, you also have the timelines, which run from April to September.

Essentially, when the distributor inputs its annual information, it comprises the service quality information, information associated with the ROE, the trial balance, which is the 217, and that information, which is inputted in April 30th, for example, will go on to the OEB data system.  At point that input of information the distributor has the ability, then, at that point in time, to select an option to generate a draft scorecard.

The a draft scorecard at this point in time does not contain all information with respect to the 2013 information; it essentially contains the service quality information, systems reliability, connection of renewable generation, financial ratios, including the ROE.

It also generated, along with the 2013 results, will be a prior years.  In this case you will receive information with respect to the 2009 to 2012 information.

So in contrast to the information you have received recently respect to the draft scorecard, the 2008 information will be dropped out, and added to the scorecard will be the 2013 information.

At this point in time the utility then has the ability to input information into the management and discussion analysis section.  This will be, again, a context to the information that is generated at this point in time, which is done all of the information, but that module which is selected, it will be activated from the time the draft scorecard has been produced and each distributor has then the capability at any point in time from the production of that first draft scorecard to the updated to input or revise that information on an ongoing basis.  That is added flexibility so that you can adjust the information during the course of that period of time.

Now, one of the reasons why the process does take a few months to undertake and get updated is, as you are familiar with, is that there is a need to produce the annual yearbooks for the distributors, as well as to produce the benchmarking analysis information which is done annually as well.  This information is generally released in July, and at that point in time the distributor will have the ability to then update the scorecard.  At this point in time the information will be added.  The new information added will include the cost control information.  So essentially that will be the efficiency assessment, the total cost per customer and total cost per kilowatt of line.  That information is added to the first set of information that was mentioned before, in the first draft scorecard.

In terms of the process, now, there's a need to also consider the CDM information.  Staff is currently working on a process to see how that will be integrated and included into the updated scorecard.  As you are familiar, the OPA releases that information to distributors in August of each particular year and the distributors then will file their CDM reports to the OEB in September.

So there is a need to include that information into the scorecard.

The utility at this point in time will again have the option to produce an updated scorecard, and that scorecard should be reviewed.  If there's a need to update the management discussion analysis that should be done at this point in time, as there will be new information presented in the updated scorecard, for example.  And the trending, obviously, will then be completed respect to the 2013 results, also now included in the scorecard.  So then the trends will be indicative as perhaps as to what the management discussion analysis may endeavour to say in terms of explaining, perhaps, that information and providing further details.

Now, at this point in time, in between August and September, there will be a cutoff and I believe we will notify distributors of that cutoff that will take place.  There also will be a need for an official sign-off from each distributor respect to that information.

That will take place end of August, presumably.  We will get more specific dates when on that.

When that information is then signed off -- this information, by the way, during this time frame, say from April to August, it's all internal information in the OEB's system.  No one else has access to this information, and each distributor can only see its own information.  So no one has access to this information at this point in time.

And I think it's important to know that, because it doesn't go public until it is officially signed off and the final scorecard is then publicized on the Board's website and concurrently will be published on the distributors' websites at that point in time.

That is the high-level summary of the different components of the expected scorecard processes, and obviously it's driven by inputs from the distributors, which then influences what goes into the data system, what can be produced at certain points in time, and also the generation of the OEB's own results or own reports as inputs into the updated scorecard which then leads to the finalization of the scorecard itself.

That is a high-level summary.  I guess if there are any questions, I guess you can ask those questions now.

Question and Answer Session:

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Pat?

MR. HOY:  It's Patrick Hoy, with Hydro Ottawa.  I will apologize for my voice.  I have a couple of questions.

On the benchmarking analysis, you said it will provide three things:  the total cost per customer and the total cost per kilometer of line, and the -- I will call it the stretch factor number.  But the stretch factor number is for the forward year; it's not for the past year.  Is that correct?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  The stretch factor number is used for setting of the rates in the following year, but it is determined at a point in time, based upon historical.

MR. HOY:  For '13, are you using the one that we already are using today, or the one that they are going to produce in August?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  For 13?

MR. HOY:  For '13.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We will be using the one that -- that is a good question.  Right now, in the sample that we sent you, we used the one that was estimated for this year because it was issued in 2012.

MR. HOY:  Right.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Following that logic, we would be using the one that's issued in the fall for 2013.

MR. HOY:  Right.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  So it's the number that within the year -- the year within which the study is published, Pat.

MR. HOY:  But that doesn't apply to your operating within that year.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  But it's your efficiency assessment at that point in time.  It still reflects your efficiency assessment at that point in time.

MR. HOY:  For that period of time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yeah.

MR. HOY:  But then there's an inconsistency between where you are in your efficiency assessment.  So I could be in number two for '13 and you could say that, well, the new one says I'm in three, but three doesn't happen until '14.  It's because I'm already in it.

If you are going to a prior period assessment, is it the assessment that I was operating under, or the new assessment?  It seems to be inconsistency there.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It's reflecting, as Brian just said, it's reflecting the assessment based upon the data that you filed in that prior year.  So it is actually, it's that point in time.

So if we do the benchmarking work and it includes -- last year it included the three, '10, '11, and '12, so the stretch factor assessment reflected status as at 2012.  So yes, I understand that was used for 2013 rates, but it's your assessment as at 2012.
So on the scorecard, the assessment is aligned with the data that is used to make the assessment.

MR. HOY:  This has to be really clear, because if someone asks you the questions, so they look at your current stuff and say, well, where are you right now?  Well, I am in group number three but I'm going to be in group number two.  But they put two on the card.

This the going to confuse the public in terms of where you are and what you were doing.  Like, my current rates that I am in in '14, I already know where I am.  And now we are going to change that on the scorecard for '14, effectively.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We could clarify that, I guess, in the notes, to say.  But it's -- I understand your comment that for rate-setting purposes it's used the following year, but it really reflects your performance at that point in time.

MR. HOY:  In the total cost per customer, total cost per customer line, why does it have to go through the benchmarking analysis?  Why can't that just be done offline?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I don't understand the question.  Help me understand.

MR. HOY:  Where do we get -- who is calculating the total cost per customer?  Is PEG doing that?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It's actually in the workbooks the PEG has posted; correct.  And the reason why those numbers are being used was to provide something more relatively aligned with the efficiency assessment.

There were concerns raised in our consultations that total cost numbers put out there that don't reflect any of the normalization that we are attempting to do with respect to HV and LV are potentially misrepresentative, and there was a lot of discomfort with that.

And so the recommendation at the time, coming from our working group and from our consultant was that when looking at total cost performance, especially in the context of any benchmarking that we are doing, the numbers should be expressed consistently and we have been able to make some adjustments for HV and LV to try to make costs more comparable for benchmarking purposes.  And that is why those numbers are on the scorecard.

MR. HOY:  So is PEG is going to generate those numbers?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  How can I own the numbers?  Unless I know their model and have their model, I can't verify the number.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  You do have the model.  It's posted on the --

MR. HOY:  It's the new model that they just put out?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes, it's on the Board's website.

MR. HOY:  So it will pull from the US of As and tell you exactly what numbers go in the numerator --

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  And exactly what numbers go into the denominator, so we can do that already?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  So we can verify the results of PEG?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  Can I get a sense of, on the table here you have August and September, and I am speaking at least from our utility.  I need a lot better dates than that.  I need it right down to the week, because if this stuff is going out to the public, we have to have a communications plan done at least a week in advance.  We have to have sign-offs from presidents, sign-offs from VPs.  There is a whole approval process for any document going out in the public.

Four weeks right here, and I don't know whether it's four weeks, I don't know whether it's five weeks, I don't know whether it's six or seven.

We really need a lot more detailed assessment for that for us to have any ability to make sure that we are ready for the launch of this.

So we'd appreciate a really detailed schedule, when the Board Staff -- what week the Board Staff comes out on; when we have to have the information back in; when it's going to go to launch date.

MR. BABAIE:  I think that's a great idea.  Let us look at it and then get back.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Are there any further questions in the room?  Doug?

MR. BRADBURY:  Doug Bradbury, Canadian Niagara Power.  I was just wondering about the MD&A, the mechanics of it.  Is there a limitation to the -- I can foresee pages coming in, or just paragraphs.  I was just wondering if there's some type of limitation to the amount of data that you are willing to accept on MD&A.  I'm sure you don't want reports and everything attached to it.  Have you given any thought?  Like is there going to be a field limitation?

MR. BABAIE:  As far as we understand there are no field limitations in the system itself.  Obviously if you are presenting information of this nature, I would always use the financial statement context as a way to self-gauge the discussion of some issues, at least from a financial perspective try to provide high-level highlights, if you will, and perhaps explanations as for example in relation to trends, what could be reasonable, rational behind it, the trends, change in a particular cycle.

And respect to -- further issues where the Board has articulated in their record that a lot of issues are under review in terms of measures, some discretion is provided to the distributors how these measures will be determined in the future.  I don't think you have to turn your attention to that particular issue at this point in time for this first reporting period.

But I would say when those measures become finalized by July 2014, for next reporting, I can see going forward into the next cycle where you will probably have to provide more discussion around those issues in MD&A as to how you arrive at those measures and the rationale for having those measures in play.

So I think's it's really trying to have address a number of issues, as well, in trying to provide information in the context of trending, for example, the basis for why something has occurred.  If there was, for example, a negative result, what was the rationale or reasons behind a certain trending downwards, for example, if it's on a financial reporting issue.

Respect to measures in the future, there will be discussions as to how those will develop and what are the basis of those information used.

So I think there's no parameters per se.  I think end of the day what it boils down to is that, as Lisa has mentioned, it's the distributor's story.  It's your scorecard.  You are trying to provide as much disclosure as possible to provide the analysis, to understand it.  Because these are just numbers on a chart, per se, and just like looking at a financial statement, which is the analogy, it's like you can look at the income statement and the balance sheet.  That tells you some basic information, but it's really the notes of the financial statements that discusses the interrelationship of the numbers, and that gives a story, per se.

MR. BRADBURY:  I agree with everything you are saying, you know, but I'm just trying to think ahead.  For a matter like reliability, there could be a discussion of every lightning storm that went through a service territory.  I think it's just something you have to aware of in the back of your mind.

MR. FRASER:  I guess, Doug, we were just conferring, but my thinking is that you have to look back as well to what the Board said the purposes of the scorecard are.  It's not replacing the other types of reporting and filings that you have to do with the Board; it's about presenting information that will be helpful to customers in understanding something about your utility, and presumably helping understand enough about what is going on on the scorecard that when people look at it they get a picture of how your utility is doing, maybe any major issues you have hit, but I don't think you are replacing the fact that you may have to file more information in terms of system reliability down the road if the board wonders why your numbers have moved around.

MR. BRADBURY:  My only concern was just a matter of bringing it to someone's attention so we are all aware of it.  It has the potential to take on a life of its own, and you may be inundated with engineering reports.  Just a comment as much as anything.

Hopefully utilities keep in mind the Board's emphasis on the purpose of the scorecard, and not try and look at is as the mechanism to provide every single detail about what is going on in their organization.  There are other forums for you to provide that type of information.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Carm?

MR. ALTOMARE:  Carm Altomare, Hydro One.  I have a few questions.  On the reliability, you have in the staff report you have loss of supply in brackets.  Is loss of supply to be included in those numbers, and the frequency and the duration?  Or is it excluded?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We have been explicit, I think, in the appendix.  We are still going with the reduced number.

MR. ALTOMARE:  Excluding loss of supply?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. ALTOMARE:  The other question has to do with the first contact resolution and the billing accuracy.  Correct me here, but when I read the staff report, you are saying those utilities that do measure those should enter them into the spreadsheet for April, but then you also say that, come July 1st, I believe, the OEB will have defined definitions.  So I'm just wondering, wouldn't it be prudent for -- no?  For one of them; for I believe billing accuracy.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Billing.

MR. ALTOMARE:  For billing accuracy, wouldn't it be prudent to wait for July 1st when the OEB has the definition, then we report the numbers?  As opposed to put numbers forward in April, which may not amount to anything because the OEB definition still has been developed.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We are actually hoping, and I will defer to Daria on this, because we are hoping to learn from the practices that are there.  We understand from our consultations that a number of distributors are already measuring this and we are asking -- the Board has asked distributors to file information this time out so we can get a good handle on current practices.

MR. BABAIE:  Yes, Lisa, I don't have anything to add to what you mentioned.  The whole idea is to see, really, what are the definitions the LDC is using and then bring them together and then have a consensus in terms of really what definition should be adopted by the sector.

So this reporting that are going to happen by end of April going to help us understand what are the practices exist, and then we basically look at those ones and have some type of consultation with number of utilities, at least have something, and then have some dialogues and discussions and then that would help us in terms of coming with a common definition and measurement for the whole sector.

MR. ALTOMARE:  Thanks for the clarification.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Pat?

MR. HOY:  If I calculate billing accuracy one way and a bunch of other companies calculate it a different way, on July 1st the other way is picked, how do I -- do I have to go back into my systems and start to drag out the numbers and figure out what the past history is?  Is that the expectation?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We haven't made that decision at this point in time.  I think that will definitely be part and parcel of the process to establish a uniform approach, but the message was clear in the Board report that billing accuracy is important.  The Board wanted to move swiftly on it, and at this point in time it's better to start the investigation on what is being down now, and learn from that.

MR. HOY:  No disagreement; it's just July 1, Board comes out and says this is the way we are going to count it.  if I am not counting in that way --

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It may not be July 1st.

MR. HOY:  -- I now have to go back, change my business processes, do software adjustments and test it to ensure that I get the data.  That could take months.  There is potential for that to take months.

MR. BABAIE:  I can take that one.  First of all, the classifications, we are looking summer, it's not necessarily July 1st.

Your point I guess is well taken.  At the time that we basically look at really what are the definitions used by the utilities.  We need to look at also the practical implications as well.  Doesn't make sense for a utility to go back and recalculate what they been already using I guess for a number of years, or not.  That is a question that we should address it at that time.

Then in terms of whether how much data is available, what we are looking here this is now for the reporting year 2015, hopefully then that gives the opportunity for the utilities to collect some of the data they need into the report.

But again, going back to your earlier questions, we will have some practical issues that we need to look at at the time.

MR. HOY:  I understand your question, that should we go back.  The other question that really should be asked is can we go back.

MR. BABAIE:  That is exactly what --

MR. HOY:  Meaning I have the data.  Just it may not be on the systems.  or it may be onerous, way too onerous to go back and grab something.

MR. BABAIE:  Definitely, and that was my point in terms of practical implications.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Any other questions in the room specifically with respect to the annual process?  Pat?

MR. HOY:  I think you mentioned something about the conservation targets and the OPA releasing the report.  When I read the Board's report, my assumption was that for 2014 filing we would be 2013 numbers; correct?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Mm-hmm.

MR. HOY:  We are not waiting until September to see what the OPA might or might not come up with?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  That's correct.

MR. FRASER:  That is certainly what the board said in the report.  I guess if something happens with the OPA and they start being in a position to provide the information sooner, obviously to be better to be as current with the information as possible, but at the moment we know we get the reports in September, so that will be too late the put the numbers in.

MR. HOY:  Secondly, on that, because at least to a process question, I know that our company is in discussions with the OPA because we believe that the numbers that they have posted for us for prior years is wrong.  And we are in the process of getting it.  So if numbers were to change, do we go back and change the back stream of numbers that were on the previous scorecards?

MR. FRASER:  I would think, if that was the case, that there was a major change to the data for some reason that should be reflected, it would make sense to have a mechanism to do that.  I don't know how easy it would be and we would have to look at that.
But certainly, going forward, I would expect that you would report whatever is the correct information on the scorecard.

MR. HOY:  Yes, I mean like we get to '15 and we report the number for '15, but the OPA may have agreed that '12 and '13 have to be adjusted as well, at the same time.

MR. BABAIE:  I guess two points here.  One is that at the end of the day we want to have accurate information with the performance.  That is the important.

The second thing is we have a process in terms of any amendment to the data  that the LDC reports to the Board.  We look at the rationale and see a problem therein terms of there is a reasonable, I guess, reasonable factors to modify the information filed, I don't see any problem.  We have a process in place as we speak.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Doug?

MR. BRADBURY:  I have more of a technical question.  For utilities reporting statistics, SAIDI and SAIFI, have you given any consideration to asking the utility to identify whether it's generating its results from smart grid technology, be it asset management system or SCADA, as opposed to doing it from telephone logs when a customer notifies you that they are without power?  The quality of the data is different between the two and not always comparable, so it may be useful if when the utility submits its data it identifies the source of its data so it give more comparability.

MR. FRASER:  Interesting point to think about.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I haven't had a chance to canvass the phone lines for a while.  Dave, are there any questions on implementation on the phone lines?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Yes, there is.  The next question is from Andrew Sasso.  Your line is open.  Please go ahead.

MR. SASSO:  Andrew Sasso from EnWin Utilities.  My original question was going to be about this initiative that apparently Viive is involved in, but maybe I'll just park that for a second and then pick up on Doug's question that he just asked.

I think that is a great innovation, but I would strongly encourage the Board not to be too narrow.  There are source issues on all sorts of these things, including telephone calls answered.  Some -- many utilities have automated systems that will capture that information.  Others, it basically rings like your home phone and if you pick up, you pick up, and if you don't, you don't; you really know anything beyond that.

I know the Board is aware of these things from previous consultations into the SQIs and the other reliability indices.

So I think it's a great suggestion by Doug, but we should not be too narrow about it and make sure we capture that on any number of metrics, and it may be something that is of value to reflect in the MD&A if -- even if the Board doesn't do it more formally.

In terms of the -- and Lisa, if you want to park my question about Viive until a later point, because it's not directly on the annual process, but I will ask it and you can do with it what you will.

Peter mentioned that Viive is going to be responsible for or her group is going to be putting together, as my marked down in my notes, one page all LDC information so it's open and accessible to the LDC and the public.

I might have blacked out if that has been discussed on a previous occasion, but I am just not familiar with it.  I am wondering if maybe once the scorecard questions are all taken care of, maybe there could be some further communication to us about what that involves and whether LDCs are going to be involved in that conversation.

It springs out of this conversation about MD&A, because there may be other information that is going to be communicated about LDCs that we would like to have an opportunity to provide some perspective on, or capture it within the MD&A or through other communications with customers.

I will leave it for you in terms of how you want to speak to that.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Thank you, Andrew.  I am not sure how to respond to that at this point, but we won't completely set it aside for now and then we will get back to it.  Hold that thought.

Any other questions on the line with respect to the annual process?  Because I would like to get to some of the questions that were set in in advance.  I imagine there are people sitting out there waiting patiently:  When are they going to answer my question?

Dave, if there are no more questions on the line?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any further questions.  There are no further questions registered at this time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Pat?

MR. HOY:   I just want to clarify one thing.  The date for the release for the scorecard from the distributor onto their website and the date that the Board puts it on, that will be an agreed-upon -- like that will be a date; correct?

MR. FRASER:  Yes, that is certainly my reading of the Board report, that that should be the same date so that utilities, customers can access it either way.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I would like to take a minute because some of you did provide some questions in advance, some of you in the room, and others I think are participating remotely.

We have collected a number of questions and tried to group them together to provide one answer, if multiple questions came in.  I think we will start walking through them, and if they raise additional questions, then by all means let us know and I will pause periodically and canvass for further questions over the phone.

For the first question, actually, Pat it's from Ottawa.  The question is a good one.  In light of the fact that the connection measure for residential, for low voltage is termed "residential services connected on time", the question was, gee, does this mean that we are no longer reporting other low voltage connections through the triple R for scorecard purposes?

The answer is no.  Those still are to be reported and counted with that triple R requirement.  We do understand that the low voltage classification can include other customer classes, yet when we were trying to think up how to provide plainer language on the scorecard that was more accessible, we landed on "residential services connected on time."

One option that might -- alternative that might be broader but still be clear would be perhaps "residential and small business services connected on time", but then I don't know if that would be all-encompassing or not.  I am looking to those in the room to see if that has particular appeal or -- Carm?

MR. ALTOMARE:  I think what you are interested in knowing is how long does it take for connecting a service to the system.  Now, the residential-small business, or what we call under 350 volts, the requirement there is five business days, and the LV is 10 business days.

What we found, and I can't compare this to the LDCs that are more urban, but we don't have LV connections, new ones, per year.  So it's a very small number.  So I'm not so sure -- we are going to report that in the triple R as it is, the LV, so let's just continue doing that.  But in the scorecard, let's focus on where the most frequency types of connections come in, and that is the residential.  And really the residential-small business, because it's really the voltage that dictates whether it's residential versus LV.

I would say just open it up, but for connections under 350, I believe, so it could be a small business and it certainly will be a residential.

Maybe just put some verifier around that, like under 350 volts, or whatever.  It's all in the definition as it is.  We are not making new grounds here on definitions, it's just reiterating what the definition is right now, and the service quality.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I see.  Because I thought we had tapped into that by terming it "low voltage connection."

MR. ALTOMARE:  Low voltage, I believe is over 350.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I defer to --

MR. ALTOMARE:  Or there is a voltage distinction between the two.  One is ten business days and one is five business days.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  What were you suggesting?

MR. ALTOMARE:  I am suggesting go with the lower voltage.  I am just suggesting going with the one category, which is -- correct me here, but under 750 volts?  Go with the categorization under 75o volts for the scorecard and then in the triple I you are capturing both streams.

MR. FRASER:  I think that is exactly what we are trying to capture.  I think the question came up about whether putting "residential" was clear, or whether putting "residential-small business" would be a better depiction of what the group of connections actually is.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  At the risk of being the only person in the room that may not understand the specific requirement that we are talking about, this is currently keyed off of Distribution System Code 7.2 and triple R 2.1.4.1.1.

I need to understand if you are discussing changes to that, or whether you are just talking about changes to the label.  That wasn't clear to me.

MR. HOY:  We will clarify the question for you.  The requirement doesn't specify whether it's residential or commercial, it just says low voltage.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  But the definition says residential.  What we were wondering was do we have to now go back and strip away the other stuff so that we get the residential?    How much work -- or are we just using the number?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Just using the number.

MR. HOY:  So it was whether we had more work to do or less work to do.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  No, it's just using the number.  This the helpful.  Thank you.

There was another service quality/reliability question that came in, and it was in response to -- seeking clarification on why would we delay reporting of the revised reliability indicators that were previously approved by the Board and effective the reporting period January 1st, 2014.

The answer to that is that the revised requirements were introduced in the middle of a cycle, the 2013 reporting cycle, and generally we try not to introduce, change, or alter reporting requirements in the middle of a reporting cycle.  Doing so in the middle of the year can result in the numbers being quite different for the first part and the latter part of the year, and therefore being more problematic, not as comparable.

For this reason we have typically selected a cut-off period of when the new reporting would come into effect.  However, if there are some distributors that wish to report their 2013 numbers under the revised definitions, they could do so, assuming that they had been normalized or made consistent.

I don't know if you'd got anything to add to that, Brian?

Another question came in more specifically with respect to the asset management measure.  I would like to turn over to Brian on this on.

MR. HEWSON:  Sure.  We got a couple of questions.  Obviously this is a new measure, that the Board asked utilities to start reporting on in their next report.  It's focussed on, really comes from the Board's focus in the renewed regulatory framework on monitoring how utilities do in terms of implementing their distribution plans.

The questions we got; we got three questions.  First question we got was:  If a distributor hasn't filed its distribution system plan yet, the one contemplated under the new filing requirements, is the utility expected to provide this measure?

And our answer to that is, reading the Board's report is yes, you should be providing a measure of how you are implementing your plan even if hasn't been provided to the Board yet.  You still are assumed to have a distribution system plan in some form, and be able to report on how you are doing against that plan in terms of implementation.

The next question, similar in relationship to the first one, is:  Is a distributor expected to report on this each year?

Again, this isn't tied to when you file your plan; it's tied to the idea of the Board wanting to know how well is a utility doing in implementing its plan.

Now, as you know from reading the report, the Board has been not specific in terms of exactly what you have to measure.  What the Board has asked for is something that focusses on implementation of the plan.  So a measure of here is what I plan to do; here is what I actually accomplished.

During the distribution network investment planning working group, of which at least one person here was a member, we had various discussions about how you would measure that on a dollars-to-dollars comparison, on a project-type completion measure, which some utilities indicated they do.

The Board has left it open to utilities to present their best measures, possibly one that they have -- and likely one that they have already using, that reflects how they measure whether they have actually accomplished what they planned to do in the current year.

So they have put together a plan; they have implemented it.  What is their measure of telling them whether they have done a good job of doing that?

The Board has indicated it will, over time, gather information and learn about that, work with the industry, and them come up with -- determine whether there's an appropriate uniform type measure.  But for right now -- this is clearly in answer to Doug's earlier comments -- one of those measures that the Board does not see as being comparable across utilities at this time?

So the Board is looking for you to measure it each year, and it's not tied to when you file your plan.

I think I have tried to answer the next question, which really was tied to is it annual budget or is it completion.  Again, I think the Board is looking to the utilities to be able to provide their best measure of that, whether it's dollars or some sort of completion metric, which I know some of the utilities at the working group talked about.

Is it the five-year budget or is it your current-year budget?  Again, the Board has not been specific, but it has given some help in terms of looking at a measure that shows performance in implementing your system plan.  If you haven't filed one, obviously it's going to be against whatever plan you have.

I think you the utilities will be in a position to be able to judge whether you should be reporting on -- against your plan that was filed two years ago or whether it's against your current plan, and we are trying to gather information to understand what you are doing, and expect that will be part of the MD&A.

I think that gets at the questions that we were asked.  Any other questions related to that?  Patrick?

MR. HOY:  Just because it came to my mind, it's completely up to us to measure, how we measure it, but also what we are measuring against?

MR. HEWSON:  Yes.

MR. HOY:  So even though you might have a five-year plan, you might, when you get into it, you are breaking it down, you do updates and revisions in the year, then you would measure against that.  You can measure against that; correct?

MR. HEWSON:  Exactly.  I think the Board has been very clear going right back to the renewed regulatory framework report recognizing that it's not asking for that five-year plan with the idea that it is set in stone and that you will do absolutely everything in that plan; it's the plan is there to provide the board with an understanding of how you are looking forward and how you are planning for your system.

But we recognize that there will be changes, ongoing changes each year as things come up, as municipal priorities shift, as other priorities shift.  And so in the working group, Doug can correct me, but I recall there was a lot of discussion around this, what is more meaningful.  And it may be much more meaningful to provide information on -- I planned this year to spend and execute a certain amount, and I accomplished this much in the year, as opposed to telling us four years ago I planned to spend this much, accomplished this much in year four, and I didn't do any of that because I actually did it in year three and I did something completely different.
I mean, I don't expect most of the utilities are in a situation that their plan changes that much over five years, but we certainly recognize there can be significant changes.  So it's really your call on the best measure.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Carm?

MR. ALTOMARE:  That was good, Brian.  I was wondering, that answer or a lot of that detail would be in the Q&A, when you put that together in a document?  Because that would be helpful.

MR. HEWSON:  I'm not sure at the moment when we are putting something together like that, but we can look at -- and fortunately this is all being recorded so utilities will be able to go to the site afterwards and look it up and call the information up from there.

MR. ALTOMARE:  And you last name is?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We are recording it and we also are going to have a transcription constructed so you don't have to listen, you can just search.

This is an important topic so I would like to canvass the phone lines.  If there is anyone out there who has any questions with respect to the asset management measure.

Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any questions.  The next question is from Brian D'Amboise.  Go ahead.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  Yes, thank you.  First of all, unfortunately I put my question in a few moments ago and it was before the asset management so hopefully you will be able to deal with this question.

In some respects it's a hypothetical question, but I just wanted to plant a seed in the Staff's mind of something that is possibly will have to be dealt with.

As you know, there are many utilities who are contemplating selling or merging, or doing other strategic transactions.  I'm curious to see how the report cards, particularly related to the historical years, would be dealt with in the context of some kind of business combination, whether there would be sort of a retroactive pro forma combination or whether the new entity would be treated as a new entity going forward.  It's just maybe something the Board Staff ought to put their minds to, if they haven't already, as to how they would deal with that scenario, should it arise.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes, Brian.  I was just looking at the list.  You didn't indicate which distributor you were with, so I was curious.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  I'm sorry, I'm from Brantford Power.  Again, it's a hypothetical question.  It doesn't apply to us particularly, I just wanted to understand that if part of the objective is the comparisons, when you have some business combinations, it has to be dealt with in a consistent manner, however that is.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes.  I won't put one of our participants on the spot, but there's a big smile on his face because he has received a phone call.

What Staff is doing at this point, there are some instances of that already where since we have the five-year period some companies are being chatted with because they are being challenged to figure out how they would like to have their results reflected in the five-year trend because there have been amalgamations or mergers over that period of time.

Going forward, it would be ideal if this issue was perhaps examined and discussed during a MADS application so that it could be a little more proactive so that the company will be planning ahead.

But the position that staff is taking at this point is that we need to take the direction from the companies themselves on how the numbers should appear on the scorecard.

MR. D'AMBOISE:  That makes sense.  My only add-on would be that, again, from a public standpoint, if we are not going to have a one-size-fits-all scenario, there probably needs to be disclosure, a footnote on the scorecard to reflect whatever it is that it is reflecting.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  That makes sense, yes.

MR. HEWSON:  I think that makes perfect sense, Brian.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Good question.

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again please press *1 if you have any further questions or comments.

There no further questions registered at this time on the telephone line.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I will move on, then, to the next questions that was sent in.  We touched on it already a little bit.  Several distributors wrote in asking for clarification on the unit costs and I think Patrick had asked that question and clarified it.

I would like to get access to the machine that we have that is projecting images to show you where you can find this information on the Board's website.  We will provide this detailed information, but for those of you who are not too certain, Ben?  Bear with me.

It's under -- I hope you can hear me.  It's on the defining and measuring performance web site.  And the workbook that I would direct you to is the posting of November 21st, 2013 that goes with the Board's report.  You will see an entry labeled "PEG's working papers."

Part one contains some detailed documentation of all of the accounts that are rolled up into the calculations.  Part two is the actual spreadsheet that shows you the calculations, and has the numbers in them.

This is the workbook that I am highlighting here that is currently being loaded to gather the total cost.  For those of you who are interested, it's column G in the benchmarking database if you are interested in this level of detail, along with customer numbers column, column L.  And the circuit kilometres, I believe.

There was an additional question somewhat related to the unit costs on whether distributors are all using the CEA definition for measuring circuit kilometres of line as per a webinar that we had in March, 2011.  It's my understanding that yes, that is the expectation.  I would defer to our reporting folks.

The next question that came in was in relation to -- back over to Brian -- in relation to the micro connections measure.  We were asked if the Board expects the micro-embedded connections to be tracked only under the a specific section, the new section of the triple R, or under both the 2.1.4.1.11 and 2.1.4.1.10.  Daria?

MR. BABAIE:  I guess the expectation is that distributors not to report micro-embedded connections under section 2.1.4.1.1 and to report on micro-embedded generation connections separately in section 2.1.4.1.10.

MR. HEWSON:  It's Brian.  Just adding to that, I think what that means is that you may in fact be reporting a connection in two places because you may go out to a home or a business and connect the microFIT generator while you are connecting the home or the business, but you should count one as a connection under 2.4.1.1 and one under point 10.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Thank you.  Let me see.  There was a more specific question on one of the features of the scorecard that has to do with the trend indicator on the scorecard.  There was a request for some additional information on how this trend indicator was being calculated and when it would appear on the scorecard.

It's set out, I believe, in chapter 4 of the report.  This trend indicator will only appear if there is a target set up for the measure.

It is only calculated on the simple slope of the line of the points associated with that.  If there's only one year's information to show, then obviously there's no trend.  There will be a trend calculated, however, if there is more than one data point.

Also, in terms of the colour, that is relatively simple, too.  We have tried to keep it simple.  It is green if the results in the most current year are within the target range, or meeting the target, meeting or above the target, and it will be red if the value for the most current year reported does not meet the target or is outside of the target range.

Are there any additional questions on that?

Before I open up the lines for any other additional questions, there is one I would like to address.  It was a general question on the Board providing distributors discretion on the new measures.

As you know, there are the five new measures, two of which the Board is planning this summer of having uniform definitions for, that safety and bill, and the other three, however, at this point in time the Board is providing discretion to the distributors asking that the distributors describe their measure in the MD&A.

A question was asked why at this point in time, would discretion be provided, and how will the public know that these measures are not consistent across all distributors.

The rationale set out in the report, is it's clear to recognize that some distributors have already implemented these measures, in particular billing accuracy.  We know that many have.  With respect to first contact resolution, there may not be quite as many but there are several that are currently doing it.  And it -- we do not want to try to preclude one approach versus another being the most appropriate.

With respect to customer satisfaction, we also learned through this consultation that there is a broad range of approaches that are implemented in the province right now.  Some are using annual perception surveys.  Others have implemented automatic transaction type surveys that are triggered once a customer interacts with the company.  And yet further, other distributors are more one on one, in person.  They are holding focus groups or regular meetings with client groups to get a better handle on what customer groups, what their customers value, what the customers don't value, et cetera.

As a consequence, that is why the Board at this point is not ready to be prescriptive with respect to these measures, and the expectation is that over time the sector will collaborate and identify, perhaps, some of the best practices in Ontario, what is working well, and we will gather together and perhaps be able to create more consistent approaches.

Would you like to add anything to that?

Any questions in the room?  Before moving on the financial ratios questions, because some did come in, perhaps, Dave, we could check on the line to see if there are any questions in relation to these general matters that we have been discussing.

MODERATOR:  Once again, you may queue up at any time by pressing start-one on your telephone key pad.  We do have one question, from Grant Brooker.  Please state your distributor name before asking your question.

MR. BROOKER:  Hi, it's Grant Brooker from Cambridge North Dumfries Hydro.  You addressed some of my comments already, Lisa, when I entered the question a minute or two ago.   I just wanted to talk a little bit about the customer satisfaction survey results.  At least we are contemplating that we will provide you with the executive summary, as opposed to the entire document.  I don't think you want all the documents that are attached to the surveys and I just wanted your reaction to what we certainly propose that we are going to do.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  No, I think it would just be a high level description of the approach, and obviously the result.  The result would be reported and then a high-level description of your approach.

MR. BROOKER:  Yes.  Most of the time the survey results come out in a -- there's an executive summary as well as all the gory details, and I don't think you want the gory details.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  No, correct.

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any further questions.  There are no further questions registered on the telephone lines at this time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  At this point, there were a few questions that came in with respect to the financial ratios.  I didn't know if I -- Ben, do you want to take the lead?  Do you want me to kick it off?

MR. BAKSH:  if you have a generic one, you can start with that, perhaps, and I can do a more specific one.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  There were a couple of questions on how the financial ratios are calculated and we have got the details for the scorecard calculations in I believe it's appendix B.  We have endeavoured to list the accounts that are used, how they are used.  Let me call it up on the screen.  Maybe you can scroll up and down.

The problem with including important details like this in an appendix is sometimes the reader goes, "That's in the appendix.  I will read that later."

We have tried to document the details of the calculations in the appendix, and it's also to help our colleagues transform this into an automated system for you in the triple R.  So I don't know if it's necessary to walk through this.  I can open the lines and ask those of you who had been asking questions if you require additional information, if this is sufficient.  Dave, if you wanted to canvass?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any questions or comments.  I have nothing registered on the telephone lines at this time.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Then I pass it over to Ben.

MR. BAKSH:  Yesterday we received one inquiry.  It was quite specific because it provided a chart with certain details.  This particular utility did check the calculations on the draft scorecard issued last Tuesday.  They were able to verify everything except that there was an issue with respect to the debt-to-equity ratio for 2008 to 2011, which did not agree to the scorecard versus their own calculations using the same account numbers and same values.

So the point is we did review back to our system to get further details respect to the values that we provide on the scorecard.

What we are able to determine was that in the tabulation of this data for the total debt, two incorrect account numbers were in fact used.  That was 2268 and 2272.  As a result, it did change the numbers slightly.

Now, in terms of the comparison to what the scorecard produced versus what was produced by the distributor, the numbers were very small or immaterial in terms of the values.  But nevertheless, Staff will endeavour to continue to review this information going forward before April 30th.  As you recall, the report came out on March 5th and shortly thereafter we issued a draft scorecard on March 11th.

So we will go through further steps and a verification of the prior year's information to ensure that all the calculations are correct and the all data sources were extracted from the right values from our database, and we will ensure that that is done before the updated -- before April 30th.

There was one general question in respect to the information on the values respect to the original equity, as to what will be presented in the scorecard.  Essentially, those values are predetermined.  As you know, the Board establishes the deemed equity an annual basis.  So that is the number that you will see, that should be on the scorecard.

Now, there will be some instances where maybe in isolated cases where the Board could change that deemed equity ratio, or amount, I should say, to be a different value in a rate case.  So in those circumstances, obviously, the actual amount approved through a rate or through a Board decision should be reflected, but we think that will be a very isolated as to when that will occur.

In terms of the return on equity, last week I believe in fact we did issue a new revised schedule with respect to the 2154 of the triple R where we have provided more details, a more detailed calculation to be complete.  That, then, is the source going forward for the 2013 results that will be used to establish the actual return on equity that will be displayed on the scorecard.

I believe that was the -- those were the main ones I received specifically with respect to the financial ratios.  I don't have any further questions on this issue.

MR. HOY:  Ben, just to clarify one question, on the appendix you said certain accounts you were going to exclude from the total debt.  Which were those accounts, again?

MR. BAKSH:  The appendix is correct.  This was a calculation correction we have to make to the scorecard data.  So in other words, we extracted there out two incorrect account numbers that were added incorrectly.  So we are going to remove those internally.  That is the 2268 and 2272.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Any further questions in the room?  Carm?

MR. ALTOMARE:  Yes.  Carm Altomare, Hydro One.  In the appendix B you have second column from the left called "source".  What does APH stand for again?

MR. BAKSH:  That is the Accounting Procedures Handbook, and that contains a chart of accounts that is referred to as the Uniform System of Accounts, which is essentially what drives the 2-1-7 filing.

MR. ALTOMARE:  Thank you.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Can we canvass for questions on the phone, Dave?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any questions or comments.  We have one question from Jane Wilkinson.  Please state your distributor name before asking your question.  Your line is open.  Please go ahead.

MS. WILKINSON:  Thank you.  It's Jane Wilkinson from Ottawa River Power.  We did not receive our draft scorecard, and I am not sure who to contact to get that.

MR. HEWSON:  Jane, it's Brian Hewson.  We will check into that.  We had thought we had sent something to all of our normal regulatory contacts.  We will get it off to you right away, though.

MS. WILKINSON:  Thanks very much.

MODERATOR:  There are no further questions registered on the telephones at this time.

MR. HEWSON:  Given there are no questions pending, I will try and address Andrew's question of a little while ago.  Andrew Sasso asked a question about -- I think it was a comment Peter made in relation to Viive Sawler's work going forward.  I think the best answer anybody could give you right now is this is a brand new role, brand new responsibility she is taking on.  But it really is building on the expectation the Board has coming out of the renewed regulatory framework that performance data and performance information is going to be provided out in more useful forms, more helpful forms to both the industry, other participants in the sector and customers so that they have a better understanding of how the sector is performing and operating.

So it's something that is under development and I'm sure you'll hear more about it as her team starts embarking down that path.  Thanks, Lisa.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Thanks.  And as a related note on that, one of the materials that we did skip over in the interest of time this morning did address something related to this, and it's in the appendix where the Board has attempted to provide not only the technical definitions for all of these measures that are going to be on the scorecard, but also to provide some plain language description of these measures to help you inform your customers what a consistent message would be.

If I call that up -- for example, since I have the report up, let's take a look at some of the service ones.  For example, on the screen are the customer satisfaction.  We provided technical definitions or what be considered something more technical, and then tried to provided a plain-language description to make the scorecard more accessible to your customers.

So this information will be helpful, hopefully be helpful when they are posted that you have plain language to accompany it.

Any questions on that?  Any other general questions?  Maybe we will be able to wrap up early, if there aren't.  Pat?

MR. HOY:  Patrick Hoy with Hydro Ottawa.  On the efficiency assessment indicator on the scorecard, how are we going to deal with the issue that we move to a different cohort groups in the last year from the prior here?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  How to you mean?

MR. HOY:  Used to be a peer group being exercised and there was only, there was something like eight or nine different buckets.  It wasn't done the same way as PEG does it for '14.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Actually, what is going to appear on the scorecard are only values starting in 2012.  We are unable to, since the --

MR. HOY:  But '12 and '13 were done differently than '14.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I guess it's '13.

MR. HOY:  We weren't in group three in 2012 and 2013; we were in group five.  Now we are group three in '14.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We are not going to be including -- the OM&A cost benchmarking results will be not be compared to the total cost, so last year's stretch factor assignment will appear on the scorecard and this year's stretch factor assignment will appear on the scorecard.

MR. HOY:  What is last year's?  2013?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It is what was published I guess  in --
MR. FRASER:  November.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  November.  November 21st, I guess, or whatever it is.

MR. HOY:  PEG's calculation of what it was?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  No, the Board's assignment, as published in the Board report.

MR. HOY:  For '14?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. HEWSON:  Reflecting your 2012 costs.

MR. HOY:  So you are using the number in November '13 as the '12 number?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It's the number that reflects your performance in the year of the underlying data.  So there was no 2013 data in that assessment, so your performance at that point in time is aligned with the end of time series of the benchmarking data.

MR. HOY:  Getting back to the problem of could be in a different group in the year you are presenting the evidence versus.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  We won't be changing that.  It's only whatever comes out of the Board report.

MR. HOY:  But for '14, it will say -- it will be back to the same issue again of the report is one year later than the actual in which you are operating within.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  I know what you mean.  The assessment is done on historical data.  You are correct.

MR. HOY:  Right.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Are there any other general questions on the line?

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  We do have two participants lined up for questions.  The first one is Andrew Sasso.  Your line is now open.

MR. SASSO:  Thank you.  Andrew Sasso from EnWin Utilities.  Lisa, I wasn't even going to mention it, but you've got it right up on the screen so I don't know how I can ignore it.  In the billing accuracy measure in the appendix, it says that it may be compared distributor to distributor.  This is notwithstanding the fact that distributors are not required to use the same way of measuring.

I noticed in all the other sections where it was not a standard comparison that seemed to be where the Board put a little red X for not comparing.

Now, is this because eventually there will be a standard definition?  Or what is the logic behind that?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Yes, you're correct.  This is one that the Board would like to move quickly on and establish a uniform definition so it will be comparable.

MR. SASSO:  So at that time the technical definition will also change; correct?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Correct.

MR. SASSO:  So the expectation is the technical definition will change by the time that this is actually being implemented, and then the checkmark doesn't need to change -- just as long as it doesn't get -- we don't run into a situation where we are saying we are using different things and you can still compare distributor to distributor?

MS. BRICKENDEN:  Right.

MR. SASSO:  Thank you.  And thank you to Brian for his for warning that there is more policy work to come in these portfolio.  That is very helpful.  I understand that there is also more policy work to come in terms of what are the compliance implications if we don't meet these scorecard requirements.  Was that going to be discussed at all towards the end of this call?

MR. FRASER:  I can address, again, at the very high level, just as I addressed the other question.

As you will recall, in the Board's renewed regulatory framework report it indicated that a next step after it had concluded the rate-setting and other initial implementation of the framework, including the scorecard, it was going to commence a project to look at what it calls regulatory mechanisms related to distributors' continuous improvement in performance across the sector.  That work will be commencing in the not-too-distant future.

That would deal with both potential compliance or consequences, and potential incentives, wherever the Board believes it's appropriate to have those.

MODERATOR:  Thank you.  The next question is from participant -- please state your name and your distributor name before asking your question.  Your line is open.  Please go ahead.  I'm sorry, we are unable to hear anyone.  If you are using a speakerphone, please lift the handset.  Hearing no response, we will move on.  Once again, please press *1 if you have any further questions.  There are no further questions registered on the telephone lines at this time.

Concluding Remarks by Lisa Brickenden:

MS. BRICKENDEN:  If there are no further questions on the line or in the room, I think we can wrap up.  I hope that you found this morning's session useful.  Don't hesitate.  If questions do come to you, you know where to find us.  Please don't hesitate to send them in.

A couple of things that I am taking away with me as highlights.

First, let's be specific on timelines with respect to the publishing of the scorecards.  We need specific dates.  We need to establish a clearer process so that everyone is on the same page and can get the communications lines set up.

The other note that I am taking away is the suggestion that perhaps we should adjust the labeling on the scorecard, be more clear that it is residential and small business services connected on time, so that it will also reduce hopefully questions coming into distributors when the small business customers see that and say what about us.  I think that is a good suggestion.

A couple of other more operational notes; we will follow up with those companies that have contacted us and said excuse me, I didn't receive my introductory scorecard.

And something that came to me in our final discussion that we having with Andrew is that I think appendix A has to become a living document.  It can't be subordinated into a board report and fade away.  We will have to figure out a way of making sure that we keep it up to date and don't reinvent the wheel unnecessarily.

On that note, thank you very much.  I want to thank my colleagues Ben and Eijro, Daria, Brian.  And Carm, of course.

MR. ALTOMARE:  Carm Altomare, Hydro One.  Just a quick point on what you just said earlier.  Is it possible when you get into the website on the scorecards if you point on the measure, it calls up the definition.  And then that's maintained on a going-forward basis?  So the customer, when he looks at the measure he says what it is, so he points on it and bang, he gets the definition right there.

MS. BRICKENDEN:  It's a good idea.  With that, this session is over.  Thank you very much.

--- Whereupon the webinar concluded at 11:48 a.m.
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