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Moderator Patrick F. Flanagan: This afternoon we have only one panelist, Bill Osenton, who is a member of the
Committee on Consolidated Standards of Practice (CSOP). He is going to talk to us about the process that has been
followed in the past year or so. This is where we moved from a discussion draft of the pension-specific standards
document, which was released in June of 2000, to the most recent document, which is the exposure draft that was released
in the past week. There are copies of the exposure draft outside the door in case anybody doesn’t have a copy.

Without further ado, I will turn this over to Bill and he can take it from here.

Mr. William G. Osenton: Thank you, Pat.

The topic is “Consolidated Standards of Practice – Practice-Specific Standards for Pension Plans.” Although some of you
will have heard this at other sessions, such as the session on the general standards, I propose to make a very quick run-
through of the overview of the process because I think it sets the scene. Then, I intend to look at some of the comments
we received. There are comments of interest that generated a bit of discussion within the committee and within the
Pension Plan Financial Reporting Committee (PPFRC). There are also one or two significant changes that, I think, will
interest some people, and then, I will throw this session open to questions and comments.

Standards
Standards are guidelines for certain people to follow when engaged in certain activities. That is not my wording, and
it is a bit cumbersome. The compliance with standards is required under Rule 4 of the Rules of Professional Conduct,
and the standards relate to specific activities but cannot be expected to anticipate every potential circumstance. They
comprise recommendations and other guidance. There will be, under the structure we have now, two parts to the
standards. There will be general standards that apply to all work and there will be practice-specific standards that apply
to one particular practice area. We don’t yet have practice-specific standards for every area, but they will be developed
as needed.

Practice-specific standards, obviously, will address circumstances specific to that practice. In this sense, there are many
areas that practice-specific standards don’t cover at all. Those areas are considered to have been covered sufficiently by
the general standards, and so you do really need to look at both documents if you are trying to make up your mind
about how to comply with the standards, or how to proceed.

Both the general standards and the pension standards, which we are going to discuss today, are going through the
exposure draft stage, which is the second stage.
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Process for Adoption
The process for adoption, which, I think, is going to go too fast for me, is for the Practice Standards Council (PSC)
to delegate responsibility to practice committees for standards in each area of practice, and then the practice committee
proposes revisions to existing standards or the creation of new standards. The proposal is released as a discussion draft,
which, in the case of the pension standards, was released in June of last year. Comments are then received from the
membership. The deadline for comments was something like August 31 last year, although we have been fairly open
to receiving comments after that date, as long as they didn’t come in too late after we had started the work.

The revisions to the discussion draft are approved by the affected practice committees, which, in this case, are just the
PPFRC and the PSC. We have been through that process this spring. Then, the revised document is released as an
exposure draft, which is where we are at today. The next stage is further comment, and then, adoption at a CIA meeting.

History of Development
In 1995, the consolidated standards, which included general, pension, and others, were brought out. In 1997, the
consolidated standards were re-issued as an exposure draft, and, in 1999, the general standards were re-issued. In 2000,
practice-specific standards for pension plans were issued as a discussion draft, as I just mentioned, and now we are
looking at the exposure draft. Some of you who are on the pension list or the consolidated standards list may have seen
the appeal I sent out to the lists last week to see if anybody had any questions they wanted answered at this meeting.
I didn’t receive a single question. I did get back a diatribe from a well-known member about how long the process had
taken and how useless it was.

Consolidated Standards – Interpretation
I would like to emphasize just a couple of points because this is pertinent to understanding the standards and the process.
A couple of key points come in at the beginning of the general standards. The first is that noncompliance with standards
is a violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct – that is the whole concept of the standards. The second thing is
that the standards have more than one level of wording in them and the actual standards themselves use the word
“should.” This is the strongest wording in the standards according to the structure that we have established. Those
sections that use the word “should” should also be in italics (if we have our word processing right). “Would” is used
throughout, more for guidance than direction, and those sections generally follow the italicized sections and they are in
regular type.

There are two other things that you should thoroughly bear in mind if you are going to try to apply the standards. These
are the sections in the general standards on “judgment” and on “materiality.” If you don’t look at those two sections,
you are going to find that the standards can appear to be terribly rigid and almost impractical, but if you do take into
account those two sections, I think they come out as reasonable.

Two issues that have been mentioned in other sessions are worth mentioning in the context of pensions. These are actually
in the general standards. One is the question of actuarial versus non-actuarial assumptions. There was an attempt in the
discussion draft to classify two types of assumptions. The first, actuarial assumptions, considers such things as what is
the interest rate or the mortality. Non-actuarial assumptions concern some factor that you can’t learn from actuarial tables
such as, what is the probability that the plan will be wound up? An easier non-actuarial assumption to understand is
in the context of actuarial evidence. An example would be whether or not the 16-year-old who was injured in an accident
would have gone on to be an airline pilot or would have gone on to sweep roads. That is more of a problem in actuarial
evidence than it is in pensions. That particular discussion has come to an end because it has been decided that the whole
concept of non-actuarial assumptions was not helpful and that has been removed from the general standards.

The other issue is in respect of the comparison between current and prior assumptions. This is one issue where we don’t
really have a general standard for it because it has been agreed that the two practice areas will differ. Basically, in the
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pension area, the consensus is that if there is a change in your nominal assumption which is a change in assumption,
it must be reported as such. In the life area – which I have not been in for quite a long time – I understand that the
normal practice is that if there is a change in the effective assumption rather than your nominal assumption, then that
is what should be reported. No consensus was reached on that issue, and so, for the immediate future, there will be a
difference between those two practice areas.

I am turning now towards the comments we received in the process. We received input to the revised draft from the
following groups: the committee itself generated some of the changes in trying to improve the wording; and the PPFRC
introduced some changes for clarification, and, very often, kept it closer to the existing standard. The lawyers went
through this and we didn’t do as badly in the pension standard in dealing with the lawyers as the general standards,
but it was still quite a long document. The scheduled two-hour conference call turned out to be about a 50%
underestimate, but we got through it. Then, there were a few comments received and it is on this is that I would like
to spend the next five or ten minutes

There were two comments received from regulators – one from each of two regulators. There were three comments
received from one individual member. Of the large firms, three firms contributed 38 comments. At the annual meeting
last June, there were 18 comments on the discussion draft. No groundswell issues were raised. When I talk about a
groundswell, I remember at a meeting, many years ago, noting a comment from an actuary from one of the large New
York life companies. He was talking about dealing with agents, and, in particular, agency managers. He reflected
something that I had observed when he commented that three agents was a groundswell and four agents was a grassroots
movement, and those of you who have worked in insurance companies will know what I mean by that. There was
nothing received that was a “groundswell.” Last June, I think there was a maximum of two comments per section and
they weren’t usually even on the same point. There were certainly no comments where there were multiple comments
to the same effect. Given that, we still tried to respond to as many comments as we could, but I will just mention ten.

• The first comment was really in response to the general standards. We have one comment regarding the general standards,
which is a definition of “work in Canada” versus “work in another country.” We find it inconsistent that, for example,
accounting valuations performed in accordance with the International Accounting Standards (IAS) would be treated as work
in Canada; whereas, valuations performed in accordance with the US Financial Accounting Standards (FAS) would be treated
as work in the US even if the plan members are in Canada. We believe the definition needs to be revisited. This comment
was sent to the general committee to review, and, as far as I know, no change was made. However, I thought it was worth
reporting that, although this is an issue for many pension plan consultants, there isn’t all that much that can be done about
it by our committee or by the practice committees. There is a protocol that is been agreed to between the CIA and the other
actuarial bodies, which has essentially determined what we have to write into the consolidated standards. I thought that was
just worth reporting.

• The second comment was from one of the regulators. It was that “Section 4.2 of the Valuation Technique Paper (by “Valuation
Technique Paper” (VTP), they mean the VTP on Solvency and Wind-Up) states that, in certain circumstances, interpretation
may be required before the actuary can complete the valuation of benefit entitlements upon the wind-up of a pension plan.”
The concern of the regulators was that it is not apparent that the draft contains a similar provision suggesting that one should
go to the regulators to obtain the decision. We looked at this and we decided that this wording was, indeed, in the draft at
Section 3720.19 and 3720.20, and so we have dealt with that one.

• The next comment was from a different regulator having to do with the forecast method. There were some other comments
on this point. “In light of the fact that the CIA is contemplating implementing a new funding approach for pension plans
that would use the forecast method, and in light of the July 2000 Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions (OSFI)
consulting paper on minimum funding, we think that it would be appropriate to change the wording of Section 2.2 of the
discussion draft to allow the use of the method under certain circumstances.” We looked at changing that section but it was
decided that it could not be changed without going through due process. This is one of the things where we kept to the existing
wording because it was in the existing standard, and the process that we are following is just consolidation.
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• There was a very long comment from one company to the effect that if you apply the cross references shown in the discussion
draft, it came through to some sections in the general standards which were just not usable, at least in the context of pension
plans. That has not resulted in a change in these standards. What has resulted is that a considerable amount of wording in
the general standards was removed. That wording concerned setting assumptions and economic cycles, etc. If you did look
at the prior standard, you will need to review what has been done there because that wording has been completely taken out
and changed. My personal opinion is that it leaves a little bit of a hole in the standards because it now gives too little guidance
rather than giving too much, which is impractical.

• Another comment stated: “We do not believe that current standards explicitly refer to plans that cover a single member. If
the standards are to be amended as per this discussion draft, it should be recognized that there are plans that cover more than
one member that should receive similar treatment. Perhaps designated plans, as defined under the Income Tax Act, would
be a more useful description.” For people who deal with executive plans, individual pension plans (IPPs), and similar plans,
this is a significant issue. The question is, do you just report the calculations you need in order to comply with the designated
plan provisions under the Income Tax regulations, or do you also have to report what you think should be prepared according
to actuarial accepted practice? This parallels the discussion for those of you who were there at the session on practice-specific
standards for actuarial evidence. They had exactly the same debate this morning. The decision made by the PPFRC was that
single-member plans were not the appropriate definition. The wording that has actually been put in there includes designated
plans and plans consisting entirely of people who are considered persons connected with the company. In other words, it
is those people who can actually control the issue. So, when you have a person who is the company owner, or him and his
wife, then you meet this test, and it will not, when these standards come in, be necessary to report a second set of figures. You
will just report the ones that are in the regulations.

• The next comment has to do with Section 3500.06. I mention this one because we had quite a debate about it regarding a
question of principle as to how the standard should be written. The objection was raised that this section, as drafted, was
repeating Rule 7 in slightly different words and this could potentially create a problem. It made it easier in some ways to have
the section in the practice-specific standards because it gave the implication of the section immediately without having to start
referring to rules. But the standard that we follow in the CSOP is that we don’t repeat things that are shown elsewhere. So,
while we first tried to clean up the wording so that it matched Rule 7, we eventually took it out entirely. This is just an illustration
of the process of discussion that goes on.

• This next is quite an important issue because it is the question of what you do when you are being asked to produce some
work that uses assumptions which you would not normally use and which you would consider to be outside accepted actuarial
standards. The way you deal with it is that you look at the general standards and Rule 7, and they tell you whether or not
you should accept the assignment.

• The following comment was received with respect to Section 3600.03. “The last item should recommend disclosure of excess
of wind-up liabilities over market value of assets, if such a situation exists. The condition that wind-up liabilities exceed going-
concern liabilities should be removed since going-concern liabilities could exceed wind-up liabilities, but, due to the use of
a smoothed asset valuation method, the plan ends up with a going-concern surplus and a wind-up deficit.” Just to illustrate
our process, after we discussed this, the PPFRC considered it would be a change of standard and should be addressed as part
of the review, not as part of consolidation, and this is the way we resolved a number of the issues.

• This next comment was in regard to Section 3710.02. It says, “In the fourth item of the list in this paragraph, the phrase ‘funding
obligations’ means something different from the phrase ‘employer debt.’”

The CSOP had introduced the word “employer debt” because it was felt that “funding obligations” was not quite the
right word. The objection was raised that we should go back to “funding obligations.” The decision was to change and
use the word “funding obligations” rather than “employer debt” because it is “employer debt” that is misleading. Is that
right, Jim?

Mr. James G. Paterson: We went to “funding obligations” and I think that was a change.
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Mr. Osenton: It was a change. That was the point I was making. That particular phrase was a change, and, as such,
you will find a footnote in the standards to show that it is a change.

The final point was regarding Section 3720.01. It says, “The current standard states that assumptions should be selected
to reflect conditions on the cut-off date, which is defined as the date up to which the events are recognized for the purpose
of determining the plan’s financial position as a result of the wind-up. This compares to the wording in the discussion
draft, which states that the assumptions should be determined as of the report date. We believe the wording in the current
standard should be used in this instance.”

We agreed. By the way, the change is incorrectly not tracked as a change in the exposure draft. So, on that occasion,
it was agreed that we should stick with what the current standard says.

Those were what I thought were the most worthwhile of the comments. I do have copies of all the other comments should
somebody wish to refer to one that was made. At this point, I would like to throw open the floor to comments, questions,
and suggestions.

Moderator Flanagan: Are there any comments, questions, or suggestions? Is everybody perfectly happy with what we
have?

Mr. Paterson: There is just a very minor procedural issue. I think one of your earlier overheads, Bill, said that the
standards would eventually be approved by a vote of the members at a meeting, and I think that is a possibility, but
not assured. That is a suggestion and I think the Practice Standards Council is considering it. I don’t think they are
obliged by the bylaws to go through that process, and, Pat, you can probably speak to this issue better than anyone since
you are on the Practice Standards Council. I don’t think that has been resolved finally one way or the other, has it?

Moderator Flanagan: It is pretty close to resolved and the conclusion was that there shouldn’t be a vote of the
membership. The consensus within the Practice Standards Council and other bodies seems to be that the standards are
not something that should be determined by plebiscite. We have people who dedicate some time to developing an
appropriate standard and provide a full consultation process and then somebody makes a decision. It is not a popularity
contest; it is done by due process.

Mr. Faisal Siddiqi: I have a question for Bill. It is a pretty basic question, I think. Are we just combining the standards
on the valuation of pension plans and the VTP on wind-up? Does it also include the transfer value standard? Are we
expecting to include the new transfer values standard, which is, I think, currently a discussion draft?

Mr. Osenton: The decision was taken that the whole area of transfer values was up in the air. We had enough to do
with consolidating the standards that were included and we decided to leave those aside for the time being. This, I
believe, is actually covered in the introductory memo, but we will be looking at those after the decision is made on the
transfer values and we will be consolidating them. They are intended to be in there.

The other issue was that there was a hope that the transfer value standards and the marriage breakdown standards would
contain some very parallel processes for determining the discount rates and the way that you handle the economic
assumptions. At the moment, it seems as though the marriage breakdown practice doesn’t want any part of that, and there
have, in fact, been a couple of comments on that. They don’t feel that they should be tied to the pension transfer
standards, and so that was another reason it was being held back until we saw what was resolved on that issue.

Ms. Nancy J. Linley: I just want a clarification regarding the designated plans. If I am reading this correctly, a designated
plan that has connected members only has to do the maximum funding valuation, but a designated plan which is there
because it has highly paid executives is still going to have to do going-concern valuations, solvency valuations, and
everything else. Is that correct?

Mr. Osenton: Yes.
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Ms. Linley: Is that a change to the standards or has that always been the case?

Mr. Osenton: I think the whole thing is a change to the standards. If I understand it, there isn’t any exception even for
a single-member plan at the moment, but the discussion draft had the single-member plan written into it. (By the way,
there is a footnote there.) The PPFRC was very divided on this issue. Half of them wanted to go from a single-plan
exception to no exception; and half of them wanted to go to a broader exemption as was being suggested in the comments.
We went through a number of stages. At one stage, we were looking at doing it for just restricted funding members.
Then, we realized that restricted funding members was completely the wrong class because that has to do with whether
you have retired or not. It has nothing to do with your ability to control the plan. But the idea is that it should be purely
restricted to connected persons because those are the persons who, typically, would have a choice of where the money
went.

Moderator Flanagan: I would like to ask a question. In the section on the scope of the standard, I wondered whether
we had extended the scope as it would apply to unfunded supplementary executive plans, for example. It seems to me
that what we are saying here is that the standard applies to a pension plan whether it is funded or not, whether it is
registered or not. The question then arises when we get into actuarial cost methods, for example, as to whether we were
extending the requirements for choosing actuarial cost methods that would apply to these plans. The thing that I am
thinking about, in particular, is when you have a supplementary executive plan where, in the past, all that has been
done is a terminal funding approach. That is, if the plan were wound up today, here is what the obligation would be.
Perhaps that is used in connection with determining letters of credit. Are we inadvertently, or otherwise, putting
additional requirements on the actuary?

Mr. Osenton: The way I would read that, Pat, is that the standards work out according to how you try and achieve the
objective of your particular piece of work. If you were using a terminally funded plan, there would be no intention to
put contributions in, and, therefore, no recommendation for contributions. I don’t quite see how the standards would
say that, for a terminally funded plan, you must calculate what the contribution rate is. I think the fact that this might
be considered a good thing to do – or a useful thing to do – is less valuable than it might have once been. There will
already be a requirement in most situations to calculate an accounting valuation which will require you to place a service
cost on that plan. So, the company will already be aware of the service cost and it will already be declared in the accounts.
If what you are doing is trying to determine what the terminal funding is, I think you have met the objective of your
valuation. The standards talk about what you do in your valuation once you do a certain piece of work. They don’t
require you to do another piece of work.

Can you think of anything else on that, Jim?

Mr. Paterson: I just looked at Section 3200.06 where we list the actuarial cost methods that might be used and I don’t
see terminal funding in there, and so I think we should look at that.

Mr. Osenton: Okay.

Mr. Ian H. Edelist: Responses to a couple of the questions today have been that we are not going to look at an answer
because we are just consolidating. So, does the PPFRC have a list of things it is going to be looking at after everything
has been consolidated, and we will then change the standard? Or maybe you can tell me what the next steps are and
where things are going six months from now.

Mr. Osenton: I am not certain about what the PPFRC is doing. The Committee on CSOP is keeping a list of those things
that they thought were a good idea but have been forced to put aside in order to proceed with the consolidation. So,
we have our “wish list.” But the first thing that we would have to do with those is take them forward to the practice
committee because they don’t go anywhere without the practice committees. Does the PPFRC have a wish list? I don’t
know that for certain. If you feel that something should be changed, the best thing to do is contact a member of the
PPFRC and ask the member to raise it at the next meeting.
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Moderator Flanagan: I can assure you that the PPFRC has a long list of things that they will do when they have finished
stamping out the current fires, but they are always happy to receive further suggestions.

Mr. Joseph F. Nunes: I would like to make a comment about the terminal funding issue. It seems to me, in the section
on reporting, it says that there are requirements “if the report gives advice on funding.” I think Bill was right, and that
if you are not funding the plan, then you are not going to give advice on funding. I don’t think that the projected unit
credit method requires you to calculate a normal cost. It just gives you an ability to calculate a normal cost that will
reconcile the liability forward to the next year. I think that you could use any method to calculate an accrued liability
and not give advice on funding. I think that would work under this standard, but I have to admit that I am kind of
“reading on the fly.” I guess my question would be regarding this issue in respect of the PPFRC. Are there any changes
here that we know about that are contentious and that we should be concerned about? We are all, I think, sitting here
quietly saying, “Okay, great. We have consolidated everything and everything looks fine. “ I think the job today is maybe
to bring forward any things that we should really be looking at and concerned about.

Mr. Osenton: I couldn’t guarantee that nothing is contentious, but, in going through the process, when we were preparing
the early drafts of this exposure draft, we had all sorts of notes buried in the text for issues that were contentious and
had to be resolved. Those that weren’t resolved by our committee were mostly resolved subsequently by the PPFRC. They
usually determined that it would be a change of standard, and we could not do that now. The internal standard for
the committee is that, where there is a change in practice, it shows up at this stage as a footnote. I believe that we only
have about one or two footnotes. So, the 10 or 12 footnotes that we had when we started the process were mostly
eliminated, meaning that we don’t have controversial changes written in there.

Mr. Paterson: You saw some of the things with which we had to fuss, but I will compare that with the actuarial evidence
draft where we had some thorny issues and the debate this morning was heated and quite passionate. By contrast, our
work on the pension draft was relatively uncontroversial and there weren’t any huge issues. That is reflected in the
discussion here.

Mr. Osenton: I was around at the time that we produced the 1981 standard, and, at that time, there was a considerable
amount of discussion. When the 1993 standard was produced and people were used to the 1981 standard, there was
a much lower level of discussion. I think most of the potential areas have been resolved some time in the past 15 years.

Moderator Flanagan: Perhaps I can ask another question that may point to a contentious area. In the section on
accounting for pension cost – Section 3500.04 – the actuary is given three choices on reporting on the assumptions. The
three choices are, first, that whoever prepares the financial statement (i.e., the plan sponsor, in most cases) has selected
the assumptions and the actuary expresses no opinion on them. Secondly, whoever prepares the financial statement
selected the assumptions and they are in accordance with accepted actuarial practice. The third is that the actuary has
selected the assumptions and they are in accordance with accepted actuarial practice. My question is whether or not this
is consistent with the present standard of practice. I am particularly concerned about the first option, actually, where the
actuary can say that those who have prepared the financial statements have selected the assumptions and the actuary is
not expressing an opinion.

Mr. Osenton: My understanding is that this is more of an issue that came up with the general standards than one that
is being raised and resolved with the existing standards. This was an issue that was essentially coming at us from some
of the wording that was in the general standards. There was one comment from one of the companies to the effect that
they had some actuaries who were uncomfortable with allowing that, but they couldn’t say that all of their actuaries were
uncomfortable with allowing it because about 50% were comfortable with it. So, the opinion is split out there. I do know
some individuals who feel very strongly that the first statement shouldn’t be allowed, but I don’t have all my previous
drafts here. I think this is one that we eventually referred to the PPFRC.
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Mr. Paterson: Legal counsel commented either on the general draft or on the pension draft. I can’t remember. I
participated in both teleconference calls but I know that the Institute’s legal counsel has some concerns in this area about
the liability that our members assume when they express opinions about someone else’s assumptions.

Mr. Michael J. Harrison: I was a little confused about what this standard was when I came here today and I am now
more confused. Am I correct that this is not a totally new standard? It is just a combination of standards that already
existed? So, if, for example, I had a problem with one paragraph and thought that it should say something totally
different, it wouldn’t be appropriate to talk about that now because all you are doing here is bringing together standards
that already exist.

Mr. Osenton: Yes, but we are putting problem issues on the “wish list” and I think we are quite happy to receive any
comments along those lines. We have been open to suggestions and the same is true with written comments. I think
we would expect to get some written comments which propose a change in the standard, and although we might not
adopt them at this particular time because of the process, we would still move them forward for future discussion.

Mr. Harrison: Okay, then, I will mention one pet hate of mine. It is in Section 3600.02 where it says, “If the valuation
includes no provision for adverse deviations, the actuary should say so and say why.” I am quite happy for that to be
there but I think the counter should be there as well. It should basically say that the actuary should state explicitly what
allowance he has made as a provision for adverse deviations. I think it is far too easy at the moment for actuaries just
to use a set of assumptions that were the same as those used last time without thinking about them and never thinking
about whether there is any margin in there for adverse deviations at all.

Mr. Osenton: Speaking as a pension practitioner and not as a member of the committee, I would be reluctant to force
a standard on people that required them to say what their provision for adverse deviations is. Having a provision for
adverse deviation presumes that you have put a stake in the ground and then said, “This is the neutral assumption. Then,
from the neutral assumption, I have gone this much this way.” The placing of the neutral assumption is by no means
well-defined and the range with which you could place what actuaries might consider to be the neutral assumption or
the unbiased assumption is probably wider than the margins that they are putting in. So, I think, if you force people
to report what their margins are, that obscures the fact that the basic process of an unmargined assumption is extremely
vague, probably to a greater degree than the amount of margin that they have put in.

Mr. Harrison: I still don’t think I agree. You should be able to say, “This is my neutral assumption and it is my best
estimate.” If you can’t say that, then you can’t say what margin you have for adverse deviation. If you can’t say, “Well,
my margin for adverse deviation is x,” you cannot say that you do have or do not have a margin for adverse deviations.

Another point I would like to highlight is in Section 3500.03, which is about accounting. It says, “The assumptions
which the actuary selects should be best-estimate assumptions.” I am sure you will have talked about this one before,
but the discount rate presumably isn’t a best-estimate assumption, or, if it is, let us start using that in funding.

Mr. Osenton: Are you talking about the risk-free discount rate as opposed to what you might reasonably expect to fund?

Mr. Harrison: It is as opposed to whatever you are using in your valuations, which may or may not have an adverse
deviation in it.

Moderator Flanagan: But is the answer that the discount rate is not an assumption selected by the actuary because it
is prescribed by the accounting standard? That might be a subtle distinction, but I think it is a critical one.

Mr. Harrison: Yes, okay. Thank you.

Moderator Flanagan: Do you have any final words, Bill?
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Mr. Osenton: Well, we are hoping to receive further comments if there are any significant issues. I think we gave the
cut-off date for comments as August 15 and we look forward to receiving any comments that you do have. The comments
should be addressed to me.

Moderator Flanagan: If there are no further comments, I think we should conclude the session. Thank you very much.


