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1.0 Introduction

In Order No. P.U. 19 (2003), the Board of Commissioners of Public Utilities (the “Board™)
ordered that Newfoundland Power Inc. (“Newfoundland Power” or “the Company”) file with the
Board by March 31, 2004 a report suggesting a “peer group” of utilities and performance
measures upon which to evaluate the Company’s performance.

On March 1, 2004, the Company submitted a draft report entitled 4 Report on Peer Group
Performance Measures for Newfoundland Power (the “Draft Report”) which reviewed the
Company’s initial findings in relation to utility performance measures and benchmarking
initiatives. The Draft Report recommended the adoption by the Board, on an interim basis, of
several performance measures that could be used to benchmark Newfoundland Power’s
performance against composite performance measures available from the Canadian Electricity
Association’s (CEA) Committee on Corporate Performance and Productivity Evaluation
(COPE).

On March 19, 2004, the Board wrote to Newfoundland Power seeking clarification of certain
matters relative to the recommendations contained in the Draft Report.

On March 31, 2004, Newfoundland Power submitted a report entitled 4 Supplementary Report
on Peer Group Performance Measures for Newfoundland Power (the “Supplementary Report”)
addressing the questions contained in the Board’s letter and recommending certain additional
measures. In the Supplementary Report, Newfoundland Power indicated it would participate in
the COPE 2003 data cycle, and report to the Board on its evaluation of the COPE process.

On February 28, 2005, the Company submitted a report entitled Peer Group Performance
Measures for Newfoundland Power (the “February 2005 Report™), which provided comparative
statistical data together with an assessment of the appropriateness of the recommended
performance measures.,

The February 2005 Report included comparisons between the Company and a composite of
Canadian utilities and a composite of American utilities. The report indicated that, due to
concerns with data availability and quality and observed differences in participating utilities’
operating profiles, it was not possible for Newfoundland Power to draw meaningful conclusions
regarding the Company’s performance through comparisons with others. The February 2005
Report also committed the Company to report annually on the measures presented untif
otherwise directed by the Board.

This report is provided in fulfillment of the Company’s commitment to report annually on the
measures presented in the February 2005 Report.



2.0 Performance Measures

This report provides a comparison of Newfoundland Power performance measures against the
performance measures of a composite of Canadian and U.S, utilities.

2.1 Canadian Utility Measures
The following measures are presented for comparing the Company’s performance against a
composite of Canadian utilities:

I. Direct Distribution OM&A (operations, maintenance & administration cost) per circuit
kilometre;

Direct Customer Service OM&A per customer;

Corporate Services OM&A as a percentage of Total Corporate OM&A;

Total Corporate OM&A per MWh;

System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI);

System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI); and

All-injury Frequency Rate (Injuries per 200,000 hours worked).

S el

Appendix A shows comparisons of the Canadian utility composite measures and the equivalent
Newfoundland Power data. For this report, as with the previous reports, the Company used data
from COPE, as well as information from the CEA’s annual Service Continuity Report on
Distribution System Performance in Electrical Ulilities and Accident Statistics Reports. All of
the CEA financial measures were obtained from COPE.

Due to concerns over changing data definitions and changes in participants, the CEA has
restricted the data available for trending certain financial measures to composite information
from those utilities that have reported data for each of the previous three years. Since only
composite results are available, high and low range results are no longer included in the
comparisons.

Appendix B contains the profiles of the Canadian utilities that participated in COPE in 2003.’

In 2005, the CEA issued a policy paper, Benchmarking Data in Regulatory Seitings, regarding
the appropriate use of CEA utility data in assessing utilities” performance in a regulatory setting.
Appendix E contains the CEA policy paper. .

The CEA policy paper states that it is currently developing appropriate benchmarking
performance measures for use in a regulatory setting. The performance measures resulting from
this review may or may not include the measures presented in this or previous reports and will be
dependent upon their being considered appropriate for regulatory use by the CEA. The CEA
currently restricts the use of data that it considers not appropriate for use in a regulatory setting,
However, the CEA will allow utilities to use composite financial data for 2003 to 2005 during
the transition period.

A more recent version of this table is not available from COPE. Since 2003, FortisBC and Toronto Hydro are
no longer participating in COPE, while Nova Scotia Power is participating.



2.2 U.S. Utility Measures
The following measures are presented for comparing the Company’s performance to a peer
group of U.S. utilities:

I. Total Distribution Operating Expense per Customer;

2. Total Distribution Operating Expense per MWh;

3. Total Customer Service Expenses per Customer;

4. Total Administration and Other Operating Expense per Total Operating Expense
(Excluding fuel and purchased power);

5. Total Operations Expense per Energy Sold (Excluding fuel and purchased power); and

6. Total Operations Expense per Customer (Excluding fuel and purchased power),

All of these measures arc based on information found in utility filings with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC). FERC requires major electric utilities to annually file
prescribed information regarding their operations. This principally involves the reporting of
accounting information broken down in accordance with the FERC code of accounts. The FERC
filings are public information. :

Appendix C contains the comparisons of the composite measures for U.S. utilities and the
equivalent Newfoundland Power data. For each measure, the number of utilities providing data
for the composite information and the range of individual results is provided.

The measures for the U.S. data are presented without any adjustment for exchange rates. With
the significant shifting in exchange rates since 1999, converting U.S. dollar figures to Canadian
figures would greatly distort cost trends.

Appendix D is a list of the U.S. utilities from which the composite measures in Appendix C were
compiled. The composite benchmark data for 2005 contains one less contributor than previous
years, as New Hampshire Electric Cooperative Inc. did not file their data with FERC for 2005.

3.0  Summary and Conclusion

This report presents comparative utility data for a variety of measures of utility performance.
The measures shown are the same measures as were provided to the Board in the February 2005
Report.

The February 2005 Report assessed a number of performance measures for comparing the
performance of Newfoundland Power to other utilities. The Company concluded in the February
2005 Report that it was difficult to draw meaningful conclusions regarding the Company’s
performance through comparisons with other utilities. This is because of continued concerns
with data availability and quality and observed differences in participating utilities’ operating
profiles. The Company’s assessment remains unchanged.

Newfoundland Power will continue to report to the Board annually on the measures presented
herein until otherwise directed by the Board. '
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Direct Distribution OM&A Per Circuit Kilometre
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J COPE Participants — « - Newfoundiand Power‘
CEA COPE Newfoundland
Year Composite Power
2001 1.989
2002 1.949
2003 1.102 1.726
2004 1.035 1.732
2005 1.173 1.737

Thus 1s the Direct Distribution OM&A per Circuit Kilometre measure as defined by CEA’s
Committee on Corporate Performance and Productivity Evaluation (COPE). It measures the
total direct cost of operating labour and materials, excluding allocated corporate shared services,
invalved in the operation and maintenance of the distribution portion® of the electrical system,
expressed on a per distribution circuit kilometre basis,

COPE composite data for trending 3purposes is only available for 2003, 2004, and 2005 and
encompasses 10 reporting vtilities.

The trend line for Newfoundland Power shows a reduction in the Direct Distribution OM&A per
Circuit Kilometre over the five year period. With only three years of historic CEA data available
for trending, it 1s difficult to draw any definitive conclusions from comparison of the two trend
fines.

? The distribution system is the portion of the electrical system that links the transmission system to customer
facilities.
> Due to CEA restrictions on use of data for trending purposes, 2001 and 2002 composite data is not provided,
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Direct Customer Service OM&A per Customer
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2001 0.047
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2003 0.075 0.047
2004 0.070 0.046
2005 0.077 (1.048

This 1s the Direct Customer Service OM&A per Customer measure as defined by COPE. It
measures the total direct cost of operating labour and materials, excluding allocated corporate
shared services, associated with the management of customer relations and billing functions,
expressed on a per customer account basis.

COPE composite data for trending purposes is only available for 2003, 2004, and 2005 and
encompasses 5 reporting utilities.”*

The trend Iine for Newfoundiand Power shows a relatively stable Direct Customer
Service OM&A per Customer over the five year period. With only three years of
historic CEA data available for trending, it is difficult to draw any definitive conclusions
from comparison of the two trend lines.

* Due to CEA restrictions on use of data for trending purposes, 2001 and 2002 composite data is not provided.
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Corporate Services OM&A as a
Percentage of Total Corporate OM&A
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2001 36.4%
2002 34.7%
2003 20.1% 36.8%
2004 18.2% 34.2%
2005 18.0% 36.3%

This is the ratio of Corporate Services OM&A expressed as a percentage of Total Corporate
OM&A as defined by COPE. Corporate Services OM&A includes operating labour and
materials associated with corporate shared services’ compared to the total cost of operations,
maintenance, and administration.

COPE composite data for trending purposes is only available for 2003, 2004, and 2005 and
encompasses 8 reporting utilities.®

The trend line for Newfoundland Power shows a relatively stable ratio of Corporate Services
OM&A to Total Corporate OM&A. With only three years of historic CEA data available for
trending and a limited number of reporting utilities, it is difficult to draw any definitive
conclusions from comparison of the two trend lines. While Newfoundland Power’s number is
higher than the COPE composite, it is more consistent with the US data. This may be
attributable differences in accounting practices and operating profiles.

Includes corporate administration, legal, finance, human resources, internal audit, and information services

functions.
®  Due to CEA restrictions on use of data for trending purposes, 2001 and 2002 composite data is not provided.
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Total Corporate OM&A per MWh
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2001 11.9
2002 10.9
2003 10.1 10.7
2004 9.9 10.3
2005 10.5 10.5

This 1s the ratio of Total Corporate Services OM&A per MWh delivered. Total Corporate
OM&A includes all operating labour and materials for the electrical utility business. The MWh
delivered figure includes both energy sold to end users and energy sold for resale.

COPE composite data for trending purposes is only available for 2003, 2004, and 2005 and
encompasses 5 reporting utilities.”

The trend line for Newfoundland Power shows a reduction in the Corporate OM&A per
GWh over the five year period. With only three years of historic CEA data available for
trending, it is difficult to draw any definitive conclusions from comparison of the two
trend lines.

’ Due to CEA restrictions on use of data for trending purposes, 2001 and 2002 composite data 18 not provided.
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System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI)
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Year Significant Events) Significant Events) Power
1996 2.39 2.39 3.82
1997 2.35 235 4.02
1998 2.40 3.58 5.60
1999 2.56 2.56 6.60
2000 2.26 2.26 493
2001 2.41 2.41 3.99
2002 2.33 2.33 4.76
2003 2.37 2.67 5.20
2004 1.98 1.98 3.58
2005 2,13 2.13 3.21

SAIFI is a standard industry index of the average annual cumulative frequency of service
interruptions to customers.

The CEA trend line is the composite performance for over 30 Canadian participants (31
participants in 2005). The trend line shows significant variability year over year when
significant events are included in the CEA data. While there appears to be a slight decline in the
trend lines for Newfoundland Power and the CEA composite, this variability in the data makes it
difficult to draw conclusions about any underlying trend. Also, technological advances that



improved data collection may have impacted the trend in reliability data. This factor was
recognized by COPE in the following statement:

“It is important to note that technological advances in data collection systems
coupled with additional rigor in the data processes as a result of utilities’
increased focus on customer service and outage management implies that there
has been additional improvement in the average number of outages experienced
by customers that does not appear in the trend line.” ®

2003 Industry Evaluation Distribution Business Unit Executive Summary, CEA COPE report, December 2004,
page 5.
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System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI)
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CEA excluding CEA including Newfoundland
Year Significant Events Significant Events Power
1996 2.86 3.67 4.23
1997 3.70 4.06 4.64
1998 3.32 30.31 7.41
1999 4.31 4.31 9.7
2000 3.23 3.23 593
2001 3.67 3.67 3.73
2002 4.06 4.06 4.54
2003 5.11 10.65 5.28
2004 3.95 3.95 4.86
2005 4.80 4.80 3.53

SAIDI is a standard industry index of the average annual cumulative duration of service
mterruptions to customers.

The CEA trend line is the composite performance for over 30 Canadian participants (31
participants in 2005). The trend line shows significant variability year over year, especially
when significant events are included in the CEA data. The tread lines also appear to show a
decline in SAIDI for Newfoundland Power and a slight increase in the CEA composite. The
vartability makes it difficult to draw conclusions about any underlying trend. Also,
technological advances that improved data collection may have impacted the trend in reliability
data. This factor was recognized by COPE in the following statement:



“Though the data over the 10-year period shows a slight increase, technological
advances in data collection systems coupled with additional rigor in the data
collection processes as a result of utilities” increased focus on customer service
and outage management implies there has been additional improvement in the
average duration of outages experienced by customers that does not appear in the
trend line data.” ®

The anomalous results evident in the “CEA including Significant Events” trend line reflect the
Quebec ice storm in 1998 and the eastern North America power blackout in 2003,

2003 Industry Evaluation Distribution Business Unit Executive Summary, CEA COPE report, December 2004,
page 3.
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All-injury Frequency Rate
(Injuries per 200,000 hours worked)
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CEA Newfoundland
Year Composite Power
1996 5.90 5.90
1997 5.51 60.44
1998 4.47 5.67
1969 4.41 5.84
2000 4.09 6.35
2001 3.91 3.96
2002 3.47 4.33
2003 3.41 3.87
2004 3.48 1.36
2005 2776 1.65

This represents the rate of disabling injuries and medical aid injuries per 200,000 exposure hours
(hours worked). '

The CEA data is based on approximately 40 participating Canadian utilities (41 in 2005). Both
the CEA and the Newfoundland Power trend line show a clear and comparable level of
improvement.
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American (U.S.) Peer Group Composite Comparisons
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Total Distribution Operating
Expense Per Customer
(20059)
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U.S. Peer Group (§ US) = - ~ Newfoundiand Power {$ Can) i
U.S. Peer Group Newfoundland
Year Composite Power
1599 05.8 84.0
2000 91.8 76.3
2001 90.8 73.8
2002 89.9 72.9
2003 96.0 65.8
2004 &5.1 65.3
2005 86.2 654

This measure represents the total cost of operating and maintenance for the distribution function,
as defined under the FERC code of accounts, expressed on a per customer account basis. These
costs substantially mirror the costs inclided in Direct Distribution OM&A as defined by COPE.

The Company has included 7 years of historic data for trending purposes. The trend shows a
general downward trend for both Newfoundland Power and the U.S. peer group. The U.S.
utilities” individual 2005 measures range from approximately $43 to approximately $160 per

customer.



Total Distribution Operating Expense

Per MWh '
(2005%)
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U.S. Peer Group ($ US} == - ~ Newfoundiand Power ($ Can)%
U.S. Peer Group Newfoundiand
Year Composite Power
1999 4.29 3.98
2000 4.06 3.59
2001 4.02 3.42
2002 3.96 3.34
2003 4.28 2.97
2004 3.80 2.93
2005 4.18 2.95

This measure represents the total cost of operating and maintenance for the distribution function,
as defined under the FERC code of accounts, expressed on a per MWh of retail sales basis. The
distribution operating and maintenance costs substantially mirror the costs included in Direct
Distribution OM&A as defined by COPE. The MWh of retail sales includes the total MWh sales
of electricity for retail rate schedules. It does not include sales for resale such as those to other
distribution companies and retailers, nor energy interchanged through the power system (usually
through transmission facilities).

The Company has included 7 years of historic data for trending purposes. The trend shows a
general downward trend for Newfoundland Power and a relatively flat trend for the U.S. peer
group. The U.S. utilities’ individual 2005 measures range from approximately $2 to
approximately $14 per MWh.



Total Customer Service Expenses
Per Customer

(20055)
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U.S, Peer Group Newfoundland
Year Composite Power
1999 81.1 53.2
2000 86.0 48.5
2001 83.8 47.4
2002 74.3 45.6
2003 67.3 47.1
2004 63.2 46.2
2005 62.6 48.4

This measure represents the total cost of operating and maintenance for the customer accounting
and customer service functions, as defined under the FERC code of accounts, expressed on a per
customer account basis. These costs substantially mirror the costs included in Direct Customer
Service OM&A as defined by COPE.

The Company has included 7 years of historic data for trending purposes. The trend for
New{oundiand Power in recent years is relatively flat while the trend for the U.S. peer group is
downward. The U.S. utilities’ individual 2005 measures range from approximately $33 to
approximately $145 per customer.
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Total Administration and Other Operating Expense

Per Total Operating Expense
(Excluding fuel and purchased power, 20058)
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1999 27.1% 34.0%
2000 27.2% 34.9%
2001 33.5% 36.4%
2002 35.7% 34.7%
2003 36.6% 36.8%
2004 33.7% 34.2%
2005 30.9% 36.3%

This measure is a ratio of the total administration and general expense to the overall corporate
electrical operating and maintenance expense (excluding fuel and purchased power) as defined
by the FERC code of accounts, The FERC administration and general costs are very similar to
the Corporate Service OM&A as defined by COPE. The overall corporate operating and
maintenance expense (excluding fuel and purchased power) is also very similar to the Corporate
Overall OM&A as defined by COPE,

The trend line for the U.S. utilities shows an increase between 2000 and 2003 and a decline
thereafter. The initial mcrease appears to reflect a dramatic reduction in production expenses
(net of fuel and purchased power) that occurred between 1999 and 2001. The U.S. utilities’
individual 2005 measures varied from approximately 12% to 53%.

The trend line for Newfoundland Power is relatively flat over the seven-year period.



Total Operating Expense
Per Energy Sold
(Excluding fuel and purchased power, 20058)
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| U.S. Peer Group (§ US) — - — Newfoundiand Power (§ Can) |
U.S. Peer Group Newfoundland
Year Composite Power
1999 19.1 12.8
2000 14.3 12.3
2001 12.5 11.9
2002 12.7 10.9
2003 13.5 10.7
2004 13.0 10.3
2005 15.1 10.5

This measure represents the corporate electrical operating and maintenance expense (excluding
fuel and purchased power), as defined by the FERC code of accounts, expressed on a per MWh
of total energy sold basis. Total energy sold includes sales according to retail rate schedules, and
sales for resale, such as sales to other distribution coinpanies, sales to retailers, and energy
interchanged through the power system (usually through transmission facilities).

The trend line for the U.S. utilities shows a significant decrease up to 2001 and a slightly upward
trend since 2001. This reflects a dramatic reduction in production expenses (net of fuel and
purchased power) that occurred between 1999 and 2001. The reduction in production expenses is
hikely due to industry restructuring or a change in policy for reporting such costs to FERC. The U.S.
utilities’ individual 2005 measures varied from approximately $5 to $39 per MWh.

The trend line for Newfoundland Power shows a decline over the seven-year period.
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U.5, Peer Group Newfoundland
Year Compeosite Power
1999 590.53 269.73
2000 392,07 260.67
2001 318.82 255.96
2002 313.44 238.80
2003 325.14 236.20
2004 308.49 229.36
2005 333.62 233.08

This measure represents the corporate electrical operating and maintenance expense (excluding
fuel and purchased power), as defined by the FERC code of accounts, expressed on a customer
account basis.

The trend line for the U.S. utilities shows a significant decrease up to 2001. This decrease
reflects a dramatic reduction in production expenses (net of fuel and purchased power) that
occurred between 1999 and 2001, The reduction in production expenses is likely due to industry
restructuring or a change in policy for reporting such costs to FERC. Beyond 2001, the trend is
relatively flat. The U.S. utilities” individual measures varied from approximately 207 to
approximately 594 in 2005,

The trend line for Newfoundland Power shows a decline over the seven-year period.
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Appendix D

List of Companies Included in
U.S. Utility Peer Group
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CEA Policy Paper
Benchmarking Data in Regulatory Settings
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Canadian Electricity Association
Policy Paper
Benchmarking Data in Regulatory Settings (BD/RS)

As approved by the CEA Execative Committes 14 Qctoher 2005

1.0 Overview

CEA und its members are seeking 10 improve their common Same work for wility
performance messurerent and best practices in order o ensure that the ndustry,
sharsholders, custoness and rate-payers bienefit flom improved performance.

For many years, Canadian ntilites have been participaifng, via CHA and other
senchmarking organizations, in studies converning the continuity of service, customer's
satisfuction, employee safety and cost related indicators. The main purpose of these
efforts wes to impreve the operstional prrfrmance of fie partisipating whlities, The
prouess involved: '

«  Hentifying participating ntilities and the key performuance indicators
v (athering dels on various performaence indicators
#  Conducting analysis to identify “best performers™

s Establishing working groups fo validate “best performers™ and determing “best
practices” in the various business zreas. ln muny cases this effer? includad 1 review of
reporing practiess 1o validste “best perforimers™,

Birwe the main fovus of thess effonts was w0 improve operational performance, through
the identification of utility "best practices”, the data collection methods ware not of
sufficient quality for we in benchmading for Regulatory porposes,

Regadatory in Canada are noreasingly requesting date and results from these
tencimarking shadies ag o basls to assoss elactrio utility company porformance. While
CEA and its members beliave there are Hmitations to the use of benchmarking dae fn
regulatory provesses, CEA and its members are actively engaged with repulators to
inwprove regulstory reporting in Canada.
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2.0 Contaxt

Ty of the murrent ingticators weed st busaded for oparationed puesosss and 08 sush do
net regive the degres of sesirsiy fmplivi in regulatory procesdings

Fartivipation iy benchowarkdng stualies teplendly ore wolotary, Regolulory actions usivg
dats Tor porposes 1t was oot intended s Bkely o residt in fngorrest resalts and cosld
thesefore {nlibit participation in bensherkiog acthvitios for the purpose of oowrtionsl
imgrovemend. This woudd adversely fmpact the ability to identify begt practices sl the
pursuit of pesforosence huprovement and witimately will do o disservice 1o the miepayer..

CEA belisves it hoy a responsibifity 2o develop the appropriste costions somperning the
wre of pon-verified benchmerking dats in mgaiatory setlings, and provide dhsss caiong
4 merbvers for Heir wee when Bnacfacheg with regelatory bodies,

(Hves the mbarerd challenges in benchenrking with others, wilifiss heve tended to Hodt
the wse of "peer group™ henehmarking t dizcovery and Henlificalion of “hest prestices”,
For ntititive, the relative ranking of the participants or the somperisen of a nility 2o =
comptstte has Hmited value srd, when wles sl fees valee, bos littls cormslation ©
individual utilitics” prrfurmence. The witineee goal is perforemance bnprovensnt through
imformed declsion mweking aed the deferraination and wilization of *hest prastines™,

By g very nature, "peer proup” beschinerking ¢ g extremsly challenging wnderiabing,
Atapts to apemsmt Ror endaue opemting aod busheess envivonments are complex sl
s detsiled nfmmation. This detelled nfonnation, while more then edequate for fie
“dleeovery” progess which is at the boare of pecformence benchimerking, is ofter not of
gnffieiogt gualily do be used in regulatory environmemts.
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3.0 Policy

31

Paiiey 1 :

Approprisie benchmarking performance information (whick is aceurste, vorifishle, and
verified snd includes the proper considerntion, caveats, siandardized frerpretations ans
collsetion methodotogies) witl be developed by CEA Bor use in Regulatory sofiings.
Parficipating CEA members commit to work towards providing data that meeis these
efteria, on o yearly busts, that will be used in the development of an agreed-to st of
incdices,

3.2

Poliey 2

CEA menbers do not support a peer-to-poor spproach when assessing 2 eompany's
performence and especially to establish paes/fall oriteriy for braneh and consequence, dus
tor the complexity of identifving troe “peors™. This coroplexity is due to differences
batwesn companies” geography, chimate, cugtomer mix, growth rafe, system ngs, tesowss
mix, degree of ibervonnection, impast of signifionot events, xud o range of other Bictors,

3.3

Pulivy 3
Ag g remilt of the complexity of “peer” benchmerking, trending the performance of an

Individoal willty over time should be used a5 opposed 1o peer-fo-peer heachmarking

3.4

Policy 4

CEA and itz miemnbers will work coopemtivaly with repuletory authorities to snsurs that
audicators need in regulatory scitings are ateurale, verifiable and verified, and we
merringful. Throtgh CEA’s Counils, and in eooperation with members of CAMPUT,
approgris banchmarking indicators for assessing individual company performance over
fime will be doveloped,

3.3

Poticy 8

CEA members will mest or sxeeed standards of data quality, integrity and comsistency of
seporting for thess fndicators
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34

Poliey &

Tmproved productivity and peeformuance rsult in sigatlicant benefits to compenies,
sharehalders sud customers, CEA therefors will continue o promote the uge of
benchimarking to ideniify best practices for performance improvement.

37

Poliey 7

Chaly comyposite benchinwrks deemed appropriste for megulitory environmments, will be
produccd. Participants are cantioned that pulilication of metries not identifisd pe
appropriste for ragulatory envirosments in composite or other form b a2 regulstory forum
or elsswhers may resull in blocking Suther partisipation by that member or the
fwrmination of furiher CEA benchmacking on that metric,

3.8

Pulicy 8

CEA will subject all propesed new or modified indices to 1 agreed review provess by
the appropriate Conpedl Gy ensvre that the qualifing crivtria ars met
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4.0 Impact on CEA Activitios

CE& Councils will develop 3 approgriate a short set of high-leve! fndicators to b
proposad as appropriste for repulatory purposes.

CEA Councils will provide direction to CBA dufs gathering bodies. This will include
diraction cn the sppropriale breadtl and scope of dute being gathersd, and any changes
reguired 1o the current indicators.

CEA's data gathering prograums will establish siandards for data quality, integrity and
cousisiency of reporting,
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5.0 Implementation

The CEA Poliey on the uee of Benvhenasiing Data In Regulstory Settingy will be
developed and refined by the Task Group,

'ﬁrc CEA Policy will be preserded o Councils i August-September for review.

Cree vetted by the Cowncils, the Policy will be subritted tor approval to e CEA
Executive Cormmities and Board of Directors in Gotober and November, and, pending

spproval, will become public.,
Begirmg in Tall 2003, the Councils will work with CBA, data gathering prograrms to
define the approprinte indicators for vse in regulatory settings,

CEA Councils will provide strategie direation of data gathering bodics snd aotivitiss
baginning in 2006,
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