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Review panel assessment SP ENERGY

NETWORKS

Do you agree with our proposed revisions to panel assessment?

In principle, yes but introduce for 2014/15
Increased focus on outcomes /outputs is sensible.
Provided outcomes /outputs not be restricted to only those that can be attributed a financial value.

Focus on challenging or hard to reach stakeholders — can’t make them engage but could show how we have tried to tailor our
engagement to reach them

Does the proposed weighting incentivise the right behaviours?

Moving the weighting towards outcomes /outputs sensible.

Are additional changes needed to incorporate social outputs?

Table needs to be able to include outcomes that can’t be quantified financially

Proposed table of outputs

Support a table that collects outcomes in one place to provide an easier comparison between DNOs

Table not to be read in isolation; supported by description of activity and outcome as limited ability to tell story in table
With present table potentially risk weighting towards only outcomes that can be easily quantifiable financially

Financial measures not always most important

Caution on assumptions used to quantify the outcome

Do you agree with our proposed revisions?
Does the proposed weighting incentivise the right behaviours?

Are additional changes needed to incorporate social outputs?
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Estimation of indirect benefits could vary significantly — indirect benefits reason for doing it.

Developing a methodology time consuming and problematic
Unintended consequence of measurement could add additional cost
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e Estimation problematic; how to value time those involved, how to value economic benefits, how

to value risk mitigation

* Developing a methodology time consuming and problematic

* Unintended consequence of measurement/estimation could add additional cost




