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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The British Columbia Utilities Commission (Commission or BCUC) has developed performance measures and 
targets to be implemented in the 2016/17 fiscal year (effective April 1, 2016). This report presents the 
culmination of the Commission’s efforts to develop these performance measures and targets. It begins with a 
look at performance measurement at the Commission, and continues with the selected performance measures 
and targets, information regarding routine reporting and the definitions of each performance measure. The 
appendices provide detailed information regarding the development of the performance measures and targets. 
 
In April 2014, an independent task force was appointed by the Minister of Energy and Mines and Minister 
Responsible for Core Review. This task force’s mandate was to review the Commission with the goal of 
identifying ways to increase the Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency. The task force reviewed comparable 
utility regulators in other jurisdictions in addition to internal BCUC processes, structure, resource needs and 
performance. KPMG LLP was also involved in the review process and in September 2014 produced a report titled 
Performance and Operational Review of British Columbia Utilities Commission.1 On November 14, 2014 the task 
force submitted the Final Report of the Independent Review of the British Columbia Utilities Commission2 (Final 
Report) to the Ministry of Energy and Mines.  
 
The Final Report from the task force contained two specific recommendations regarding performance 
measurement: 
 
Application cycle (turnaround) times: 

21. The BCUC should develop performance targets for key application cycle times and report on them 
annually. 

 
Performance measures: 

30. In consultation with government and stakeholders, the BCUC should establish performance indicators 
and targets, including but not limited to application cycle times (recommendation #21), and report 
results on its website and in its Annual Reports. 

 
The Provincial Government subsequently produced a written response which addressed each of the 
recommendations outlined in the Final Report. In the Response to the Final Report,3 the Provincial Government 
requested that the Commission, in consultation with government and stakeholders, develop performance 
measures and targets including key application cycle times and report results on its website and in annual 
reports.  

                                                           
1http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EEC/Strategy/EEA/Documents/BCUC%20KPMG%20Operational%20Review%2017Sept2014%2
0FINAL.PDF  
2 http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Review%20Final%20Report%20-
%20Nov%2014%20-%20FINAL.PDF 
3http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Recommendations%20and%20Governm
ent%20Response.pdf 

http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EEC/Strategy/EEA/Documents/BCUC%20KPMG%20Operational%20Review%2017Sept2014%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Review%20Final%20Report%20-%20Nov%2014%20-%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Recommendations%20and%20Government%20Response.pdf
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EEC/Strategy/EEA/Documents/BCUC%20KPMG%20Operational%20Review%2017Sept2014%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EEC/Strategy/EEA/Documents/BCUC%20KPMG%20Operational%20Review%2017Sept2014%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Review%20Final%20Report%20-%20Nov%2014%20-%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Review%20Final%20Report%20-%20Nov%2014%20-%20FINAL.PDF
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Recommendations%20and%20Government%20Response.pdf
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EPD/Electricity/BCUC_Review/Documents/BCUC%20Recommendations%20and%20Government%20Response.pdf


 

Final Report – BCUC Performance Measures and Targets  Page | 2 of 6 

2.0 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AT THE COMMISSION 

Performance measurement and evaluation will provide useful information to aid in process improvement and 
innovation. The Commission aims to improve key aspects of its regulatory efficiency and effectiveness, which 
should result in an improved regulatory experience for stakeholders.  
 
The key aspects of regulatory efficiency and effectiveness that the Commission will focus on measuring at this 
point are timeliness, responsiveness and transparency. There are other facets of regulatory performance that 
are equally important but difficult to measure. One such example is integrity, which includes the issuance of an 
objective, well-reasoned decision with adequate justification based on the evidence presented during the 
proceeding. Given the above, the Commission has developed performance measures and targets that will 
measure its regulatory efficiency and effectiveness without negatively impacting other important aspects of 
regulatory performance.  
 
In developing performance measures the Commission utilized a balanced approach to ensure that attention to 
performance is balanced across key categories which reflect the current strategic direction of the Commission. 
These key categories are: 

A. Cycle time 
B. Customer and stakeholder experience 
C. Organizational and financial performance 

 
Within the identified categories the Commission focused on performance measurement in operational areas 
that would have the most immediate and beneficial impact on Commission performance while taking into 
consideration budgetary and resource constraints. 
 
Performance measurement and improvement is a continuous process. The Commission intends to periodically 
assess performance measures and targets to ensure their continual alignment with the organization’s strategic 
direction. This could lead to the addition, replacement or removal of performance measures or the adjustment 
of targets.  
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3.0 PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND TARGETS  

Table 1 below summarizes the performance measures and targets selected by the Commission to be 
implemented in the 2016/17 fiscal year (effective April 1, 2016). The Commission identified two types of 
performance measures:  

i. Performance measures with targets 
ii. Indicative performance measures (without targets) 

 
Indicative performance measures do not have targets due to the potential for erratic trends caused by external 
factors outside of Commission control. Targets may be developed for these indicative performance measures 
once more data is obtained. 
 

Table 1: BCUC Performance Measures and Targets to be implemented effective April 1, 2016 

No. Performance Measure Target 
 

A. Cycle time 

1. Decision Cycle Time 
90% issued in 90 calendar 

days or less 

2. Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time 
Maximum annual average 

of 40 calendar days 

B. Customer and stakeholder experience 

3. Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 85% in 5 business days or less 

4. Participant Assistance/Cost Award  Cycle Time 
100% issued in 60 calendar 

days or less 

C. Organizational and financial performance 

5. Employee Engagement Baseline (73) / Benchmark4 

6. Total Expenditure per Capita  
None 

(Indicative Measure) 

7. Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule 
None 

(Indicative Measure) 
 
Section 4.0 outlines the Commission’s plans for reporting on performance and also presents additional 
information the Commission will report. Section 5.0 provides the definitions for each of the performance 
measures. Details of the development of the performance measures and targets are found in the appendices. 

                                                           
4 The Commission’s 2015 baseline score was 73 and the benchmark is set to the most recent BC Public Service WES 
Engagement score that is available. 
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4.0 REPORTING ON PERFORMANCE 

As requested by the Provincial Government in the Response to the Final Report, the Commission will report 
performance results in its annual report and on its website. The Commission will post performance results on a 
quarterly basis on its website and has already posted the Decision Cycle Time results for the first and second 
quarters of the 2015/16 fiscal year.5 
 
In its annual report, the Commission will report results for performance measures with targets and indicative 
performance measures. Other metrics will also be reported to provide context and transparency. The other 
metrics that will be reported annually are shown below. 
 

Annual Average Decision Cycle Time 

The Annual Average Decision Cycle Time is a metric that provides the average deliberation time for hearing 
proceedings during a given fiscal year. This is reported in the quarterly results on the Commission’s website.6 
 

Total Cycle Time for each hearing proceeding 

This metric will provide the total cycle time, from the date of the application to the earlier date of decision or 
order, for each proceeding included in the Decision Cycle Time performance measure. 
 

Business Plan project updates 

The Commission will report on all projects completed within the fiscal year. These projects would have 
previously been introduced in the Commission’s business plan. 
 

Mandatory Reliability Standards metrics 

The Commission will report on key Mandatory Reliability Standards (MRS) program metrics for the fiscal year. 
This includes the number of confirmed violations, the number of MRS registrants/de-registrants as well as other 
relevant details. 

                                                           
5 Cycle Time Quarterly Update – Q2 FY 2015/16, http://www.bcuc.com/AnnualReport.aspx. 
6 Ibid. 

http://www.bcuc.com/AnnualReport.aspx
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5.0 PERFORMANCE MEASURE DEFINITIONS 

This section provides the definition for each performance measure. Appendix E explains how the target for each 
performance measure was selected and responds to the feedback received through the stakeholder 
consultation process. 

 Decision Cycle Time  5.1

Decision Cycle Time measures the duration in calendar days from the date of a final event signalling the 
beginning of Commission deliberation (typically the date of the reply argument in a hearing proceeding) to the 
earlier date of the decision or final order. This performance measure includes any proceeding with arguments or 
that allows for arguments, which results in a final order, decision or report. 

 Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time 5.2

Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time measures the duration in calendar days for processing orders or letters 
issued for applications/filings/items not handled through a proceeding with arguments. This typically covers the 
duration from the date of application receipt to the date the final order or decision is issued.  
 
This measure excludes: proceedings with arguments; all procedural orders and letters; participant 
assistance/cost award items; Commission-initiated items without applications; and Mandatory Reliability 
Standards items. All of these exclusions, except for procedural orders and letters, are either captured in another 
performance measure or will be reported as metrics in the Commission’s annual report.  

 Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 5.3

Complaint and Enquiry Response Time measures the duration in business days between receipt of a complaint; 
an enquiry; or a Freedom of Information request by the Commission and the date of the Commission’s first 
substantive response. This measure includes complaints and enquiries from regulated company customers as 
well as complaints regarding the Customer Choice program and associated gas marketers. This performance 
measure does not include correspondence where the Commission has been copied on a complaint or enquiry 
addressed to another party.  
 
A substantive response is defined as a response which includes acknowledgement of the specific complaint or 
enquiry, outlines next steps and provides follow-up contact information if a specific Commission staff member is 
assigned to the correspondence. In cases where the complaint or enquiry can be immediately addressed, the 
single and final response would constitute a substantive response. Automated responses are not characterized 
as substantive.  

 Participant Assistance/Cost Awards Cycle Time 5.4

Participant Assistance/Cost Awards (PACA) Cycle Time measures the duration in calendar days from the later 
date of the decision/order for the proceeding in which the PACA application was submitted or the receipt of the 
final intervener PACA application to the date of the PACA order.  
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 Employee Engagement 5.5

Employee Engagement is determined by the Commission’s overall Work Engagement score from the Work 
Environment Survey (WES), an employee engagement survey designed by the central statistical agency of the 
province of British Columbia (BC Stats).7 The WES is a biennial online survey that seeks to determine an overall 
Work Engagement score which represents the health of the work environment by taking into consideration key 
areas including, but not limited to: satisfaction, workplace tools, professional development and management. 
The Work Engagement score ranges from 0 to 100 with 100 being the optimal score. More information on the 
WES can be found on the BC Stats website.8  

 Total Expenditure per Capita  5.6

Total Expenditure per Capita ($/capita) is the Commission’s total expenditure in a given fiscal year divided by the 
population of British Columbia at the end of that fiscal year. Nominal expenditure figures are used. The 
population is obtained from the Population Estimates webpage on the BC Stats website.9 

 Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule  5.7

Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule ($/GJ) is a calculation of the Commission’s total expenditure, 
excluding expenditure related to the Insurance Corporation of British Columbia, for a given fiscal year, divided 
by the amount of domestic energy delivered by regulated utilities in that year. Nominal expenditure figures are 
used. 
 

                                                           
7 Commission employees took the WES for the first time in October 2015, as part of a pilot program administered by the 
Ministry of Justice.  
8 Work Environment Survey: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES.aspx 
9 BC Stats Population Estimates: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Demography/PopulationEstimates.aspx   

http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES.aspx
http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Demography/PopulationEstimates.aspx
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APPENDIX A: PERFORMANCE MEASURE AND TARGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW 

The process undertaken to develop the performance measures and targets is outlined below:  

1. Research and review of performance measures and targets utilized by energy market regulators in 
other jurisdictions across Canada and in select US states as well as certain BC ministries. 

2. Data collection and review of the Commission’s historical performance where possible, as well as a 
review of performance measures reported in the Commission’s historic annual reports.  

3. Development of proposed performance measures and targets based on historical and jurisdictional 
data.  

4. Consultation with the Ministry of Energy and Mines and the Ministry of Justice. 

5. Consultation with stakeholders. 

6. Incorporation of feedback from ministries and stakeholders into the final development of 
performance measures and targets for the Commission. 
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APPENDIX B: STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION  

On September 8, 2015, a request for feedback on proposed performance measures and targets was posted on 
the Commission’s website and circulated to regulated companies, Mandatory Reliability Standards program 
registrants, Customer Choice program registrants and interveners/interested parties in proceedings since 
January 2014. The deadline for feedback was outlined as October 9, 2015. 
 
The Stakeholder Consultation document contained 8 proposed performance measures and targets for 
stakeholders to comment on, in addition to 10 specific questions and a general request for input regarding 
future channels for feedback (see Appendix C for the specific requests).  
 
The Commission received responses from 12 stakeholders representing a diverse cross section of stakeholders 
(see Appendix D for the list of stakeholder respondents).  
 
All stakeholder respondents were supportive of the Commission’s performance measurement initiative, and a 
majority expressed support for all but one of the proposed performance measures. Stakeholders also 
contributed target modification suggestions and additional performance measures to consider. 
 
As a result of this consultation, the Commission removed one proposed performance measure: Annual Business 
Plan Project Completion. This decision was twofold. First, the measure lacked majority support, and second, the 
measure would have been highly variable given its dependence on the specific goals proposed in each annual 
business plan. Project information will be reported in its own section of the annual reports.  
 
The remaining performance measures and targets were retained as proposed or modified following stakeholder 
feedback, with the exception of Employee Professional Development Goal Completion. This performance 
measure was replaced with Employee Engagement as measured by BC Stats through the Work Environment 
Survey. Details regarding this replacement can be found in Appendix E. 
 
Appendix E provides insight into the final selection of each performance measure and target. 
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APPENDIX C: STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION FEEDBACK REQUESTS (ABRIDGED) 

This appendix presents the specific feedback that was requested through stakeholder consultation. 

Feedback on proposed performance measures 

1. In a list, please indicate your level of support or opposition for each of the proposed performance 
measures and/or their respective targets. Please include explanations. 

2. Are there additional performance measures not proposed which you believe would be useful to 
measure an aspect of the Commission’s performance? If so, please list the additional performance 
measures.  

3. Of the proposed performance measures that you support, and any additional measures that you 
have listed, please identify and rank the top five that are most important to you or your 
organization. Please elaborate where necessary. 

4. If applicable to the measure, please propose targets for each of the top five performance measures 
listed in your response to the previous question. 

5. Please provide any other information you deem relevant to the development of performance 
measures for the Commission. 

Stakeholder Feedback 

Please provide input regarding your preferred method(s) for the Commission to obtain performance based 
feedback from stakeholders. 

1. The use of a feedback questionnaire conducted and administered by the Commission. This could be 
in the form of an online or email questionnaire. 

2. The use of an annual stakeholder meeting to provide feedback and discuss issues regarding the 
Commission’s performance. Please include in your discussion your preference for this to be 
conducted as a group or with each stakeholder individually. 

3. The use of an independent third party to conduct stakeholder focus groups. 

4. The use of an independent third party stakeholder survey to obtain feedback and to measure 
stakeholder satisfaction of the Commission’s efficiency and effectiveness. 

5. Any other applicable method of obtaining feedback from stakeholders. 

Public Feedback 

Please provide your input on an appropriate method to obtain feedback from the general public including utility 
customers who have filed complaints and/or enquiries with the Commission. Options could include independent 
online surveys or feedback/comment forms. 
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APPENDIX D: STAKEHOLDER RESPONDENTS  

The following stakeholders provided written feedback during the consultation process. 

1. Association of Major Power Customers  
2. British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority  
3. British Columbia Ministry of Justice – Tribunal Transformation Initiative 
4. British Columbia Municipal Electrical Utilities  
5. British Columbia Public Interest Advocacy Centre  
6. BC Sustainable Energy Association and the Sierra Club of British Columbia  
7. Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc.  
8. FortisBC (comprised of FortisBC Energy Inc. and FortisBC Inc.) 
9. Industrial Customers Group  

10. Insurance Corporation of British Columbia  
11. Pacific Northern Gas Ltd. 
12. Mr. Richard T. Landale 
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APPENDIX E: PERFORMANCE MEASURE AND TARGET EXPLANATION 

This appendix provides details regarding the development of each performance measure and target selected by 
the Commission following consultation with stakeholders, the Ministry of Energy and Mines and the Ministry of 
Justice.  
 
The following information is included for each performance measure: 

i. the originally proposed performance measure and target; 
ii. the selected performance measure and target; 

iii. the purpose of the performance measure; 
iv. supporting data; 
v. stakeholder feedback; and 

vi. conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback. 
 
In many cases, stakeholders suggested that the Commission develop “stretch targets.” Stakeholder views for 
increased regulatory and operational efficiency and effectiveness have been considered in concert with the 
Commission’s cost and resource constraints.  
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A. Cycle time 

1. Decision Cycle Time 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Decision Cycle Time 85% in 90 calendar days or less 

Selected Decision Cycle Time 90% in 90 calendar days or less 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

The intent of this performance measure is to ensure transparency and accountability for the timely issuance of 
decisions for hearings. This measure aims to directly impact effectiveness and efficiency and is important to 
utilities and the government. 

Supporting data and updates 

Other regulators that measure Decision Cycle Time include the Alberta Utilities Commission (AUC), the Nova 
Scotia Utility and Review Board and the National Energy Board. Details regarding their actual targets can be 
found in Appendix G. 
 
The Commission’s historical performance for Decision Cycle Time based on a 90 day target is outlined below: 

• 92% in Fiscal Year (FY) 2014/15 
• 74% in FY 2013/1410 
• 78% in FY 2012/13 
• 88% in FY 2011/12 
• 93% in FY 2010/11 

Stakeholder feedback 

Stakeholders generally supported this performance measure and target with positive statements indicating that 
the measure was very strong and the target was appropriate. One stakeholder indicated their preference for 
having one measure instead of several micro measures. Other comments and suggestion from the feedback are 
discussed below: 

• One stakeholder suggested a shorter duration, while other stakeholders indicated that the 
85 percent target does not attempt to reduce cycle times and should be raised to reflect best 
practices. 

• One stakeholder who supported the performance measure suggested the inclusion of a 
supplementary decision cycle time performance measure to limit the remaining 15 percent to a 
Decision Cycle Time of 120 days. 

                                                           
10 Revised upwards from 71% in the Stakeholder Consultation. 
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• Multiple stakeholders suggested using different decision cycle time targets for different types of 
proceedings. 

• One stakeholder suggested renaming the performance measure to Deliberation Time. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

Decision Cycle Time was the most widely supported proposed performance measure, with all 12 stakeholder 
respondents noting its benefits. The Commission has revised the target upwards from 85 percent to 90 percent 
of decisions issued within 90 calendar days. The decision to increase the target follows stakeholder feedback for 
a more ambitious target coupled with the importance of this target as seen in the stakeholder rankings. Despite 
the target being achieved in only 2 out of the 5 most recent years, the establishment of this performance 
measure target is a reasonable goal. The Commission plans to achieve this target by optimizing its processes and 
effectively utilizing resources. 
 
One concern raised by stakeholders was the lack of a target for the remaining percentage of decisions not 
completed within 90 calendar days. As the target has been revised upwards to 90 percent, the percentage in 
question is now 10 percent. The Commission has refrained from setting a target for this portion of decisions, as 
decisions which do not meet the target are outliers. These outliers typically pertain to larger and more complex 
applications. Due to their unpredictable nature, the Commission has decided not to place a restriction on the 
decision cycle time of these outliers as this could potentially result in a conflict between the time to issue a 
decision and the issuance of a well-reasoned decision. Well-reasoned decisions remain a paramount goal for the 
Commission as the quality of reasoning, as well as decision-writing, has a direct impact on clarity and 
understanding of decisions.  
 
Multiple stakeholders noted that having the same target for all proceeding types may not be the best way to 
measure performance, as different types of proceedings can vary in length. One stakeholder, however, 
commented that they appreciated the aggregate nature of the measure. At present, the Commission will 
establish the performance measure as described and may refine it in the future with further segmentation of 
proceeding types.  
 
One stakeholder suggested that the performance measure’s name was slightly confusing. The Commission has 
kept the name Decision Cycle Time and included a clear definition to aid the understanding of this performance 
measure. Please see Section 5.0 of this report for the definition of Decision Cycle Time. 
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2. Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time Maximum annual average of 40 calendar days 

Selected Other Proceedings Total Cycle Time Maximum annual average of 40 calendar days 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

The intent of this performance measure is to monitor the timeliness of the processing of non-hearing 
proceeding items. This measure is important to a variety of stakeholder groups and is being introduced with the 
aim to promote effective and efficient operations.  

Supporting data and updates 

Other jurisdictions that measure total cycle time include AUC and the Nunavut Utilities Rate Review 
Commission. AUC has a range of targets depending on the type of process. Details regarding their actual targets 
can be found in Appendix G. 
 
The Commission’s historical performance for other proceedings total cycle time is outlined below: 11  

• An average of 39 days in FY 2014/15 
• An average of 40 days in FY 2013/14 

 
A decision was made to remove items associated with the Mandatory Reliability Standards (MRS) program from 
the calculation of this performance measure. These items were included in the originally proposed performance 
measure and target. However, the special nature of these items resulted in the Commission’s decision to 
exclude them for two reasons. First, the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) is the administrator for 
the British Columbia MRS program and as such, the timelines for MRS items are largely dependent on the 
information gathering process between WECC and the MRS entity being monitored. These MRS timelines do not 
reflect the internal regulatory efficiency of the Commission as the MRS process follows the MRS Rules of 
Procedure.12  Second, due to the special nature of the MRS program, the details of some confirmed MRS 
violations are confidential, hence the measure could not be exhaustive. In the spirit of transparency and 
accountability the Commission will report key statistics regarding the processing of MRS program items in the 
annual report. 

Stakeholder feedback 

This performance measure also received strong support from stakeholders, who submitted generally positive 
feedback. Key comments and suggestions from the feedback are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder echoed their comment regarding the Decision Cycle Time, stating that the Other 
Proceeding Total Cycle Time does not focus on improvement but rather perpetuates the status quo. 

                                                           
11 For Other Proceedings Total Cycle time, the Commission processed 167 items in FY 2014/15 and 188 items in FY 2013/14. 
12 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/MRS/Rules-of-Procedure.pdf 
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• One stakeholder elaborated that a regulatory process has not come full circle until the regulated 
company is in compliance with Commission orders or directions that result from the process. The 
stakeholder then suggested that this performance measure should also address compliance of the 
regulated company with Commission orders and directions.  

• One stakeholder supported the concept of this performance measure as a catch-all category. 

• One stakeholder suggested that the Commission address lengthy outliers by reporting on instances 
that are beyond a defined point above the target average (40 calendar days). 

• One stakeholder mentioned that Application Cycle Time might be a more informative title for this 
performance measure. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

Other Proceedings Total Cycle time was highly supported, with 9 out of 12 stakeholders expressing support for 
both the proposed measure and proposed target. The Commission considers that the proposed target of a 
maximum annual average of 40 days is appropriate, given historical performance and taking into consideration 
the increase in the Decision Cycle Time target. While committed to improving regulatory efficiency and 
effectiveness, the Commission is aware that setting a target too high in one area could negatively affect 
performance in another area. As such, the Commission strives to establish balanced improvement in all key 
areas within the constraints of resourcing levels. 
 
The Commission agrees with the stakeholder statement regarding the full circle of the regulatory process being 
complete when the utility has complied with Commission orders and directives. However the Commission notes 
that the onus of compliance falls on the utility and a performance measure regarding the timeliness of 
compliance is more a measure of the performance of the regulated utility/entity than of the Commission. In the 
future the Commission will look at the possibility of establishing performance measures to address aspects of 
utility compliance.  
 
As described above, the Commission has removed items related to the MRS program from the measure. The 
term catch-all category no longer applies, however the Commission is of the view that the selected performance 
measure more accurately reflects the internal efficiency of the Commission. Furthermore, the Commission will 
present statistics regarding MRS items in the annual report. 
 
The Commission has considered the suggestion to report on instances that are beyond some defined point 
above the target average. The Commission is confident that an average is sufficient to focus internal 
performance on reducing the time to process all items, including outliers as well as simpler and more routine 
utility filings. 
 
The Commission considers that the name Application Cycle Time may result in confusion since the Decision 
Cycle Time performance measure also address utility applications which are not captured in this performance 
measure. In addition, this performance measure also includes items such as customer complaints, which are not 
considered to be applications. 
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B. Customer and stakeholder experience 

3. Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 85% in 5 business days or less 

Selected Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 85% in 5 business days or less 

 

Purpose of this performance measure  

This measure’s intent is to increase transparency surrounding the Commission’s responsiveness towards 
customers and stakeholders. The Commission recognizes the importance of timely and tailored responses to 
complaints and enquiries and Freedom of Information requests from utility customers, utilities and other 
stakeholders. 

Supporting data and updates 

AUC and the Ontario Energy Board have similar performance measures designed to decrease the response time 
to complaints and enquiries. Details regarding their actual targets can be found in Appendix G. 
 
The Commission’s historical performance for Complaint and Enquiry Response Time is outlined below:  

• 86% responded to within 5 business days – 1st Quarter of FY 2015/1613 
• 76% responded to within 5 business days – 4th Quarter of FY 2014/15 

Stakeholder feedback: 

This performance measure received support from stakeholders, who submitted generally positive feedback. Key 
comments and suggestions are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder expressed the view that the proposed target does not meet the intent and 
recommended the target be raised to 95% responded to within 5 business days. 

• One stakeholder expressed their belief that the proposed target was reasonable as long as further 
consultation was not required to respond to a complaint or enquiry. 

• One stakeholder queried the definition of “first substantive response.” This stakeholder explained 
that if it meant the Commission’s first acknowledgement of receipt of a customer/stakeholder 
complaint or enquiry then the response-time should be reduced to one business day or less. 

• One stakeholder expressed their interest in having the Commission address lengthy outliers. 

• Two stakeholders expressed interest in the Commission utilizing a more systematic research 
approach to measuring customer satisfaction with the handling of their complaint. One of the 

                                                           
13 Complete fiscal year historical data for Complaint and Enquiry Response was unavailable. Quarterly data used as base for 
annual target. 
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stakeholders suggested the use of a survey to obtain customer feedback. The other stakeholder 
explained that meaningful experience measures could include stakeholder satisfaction with the 
opportunities provided for participation and the transparency of the complaint resolution process. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

The majority of stakeholders support the Commission in measuring Complaint and Enquiry Response Time, with 
only one opposing the measure. Certain stakeholders suggested a more stringent target. The Commission 
reviewed this feedback along with historical complaint and enquiry response times and decided to retain the 
target at 85% responded to within 5 business days. This decision was based on current staffing levels, as well as 
the unpredictable nature of customer complaints and enquiries. Internal analysis revealed that complaints and 
enquiries may spike at any time due to a wide variety of reasons including but not limited to: the release of a 
contentious decision, a news story, inclement weather that results in outages or complaints regarding the 
utilities that are outside of the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
 
A definition of “substantive response” has been included under Complaint and Enquiry Response time in the 
definitions section of this report (Section 5.0), as per stakeholder request. 
 
The Commission strives to be responsive to the stakeholder community and expects to have no lengthy outliers. 
The target for a response within 5 business days was set at 85%, instead of 100%, for the reasons outlined 
above. 
 
Stakeholders identified a need for a more exhaustive customer satisfaction performance measurement. The 
Commission agrees that the data obtained from customer feedback could provide insight into ways to improve 
Commission performance. In the future the Commission will look at ways to obtain customer feedback and 
develop a related performance measure.  
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4. Participant Assistance/Cost Awards Cycle Time 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed 
Participant Assistance/Cost Awards 

Cycle Time 
100% in 60 calendar days or less 

Selected 
Participant Assistance/Cost Awards 

Cycle Time 
100% in 60 calendar days or less 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

The intent of this performance measure is to focus on the timely issuance of an order regarding intervener 
expenses for each proceeding. Meeting this target ensures that the Commission will consistently give 
participants timely and adequate expectations regarding cost award timelines. 

Supporting data and updates  

The Ontario Energy Board also utilizes this performance measure with a similar target. 
 
The Commission’s historical performance for PACA Cycle Times of 60 days or less is outlined below:  

• 77% in 2014/15 
• 76% in 2013/14 
• 63% in 2012/13 

Stakeholder feedback: 

While the performance measure was generally supported, several stakeholders provided suggestions and 
comments regarding the target. These are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder explained that when filing a PACA application containing expenses only, it would be 
reasonable to anticipate a processing time of up to 10 business days. 

• One stakeholder recommended modifying the proposed target to 100% of PACA orders being issued 
in 30 calendar days or less. 

• One stakeholder expressed their concern regarding the difficulty of retaining experts due to the 
lengthy period of PACA uncertainty. The stakeholder is of the view that eliminating any unnecessary 
delays in the issuance of a PACA decision is a high priority.  

• One stakeholder suggested that in cases where the Commission is unable to meet the 60-day 
timeline, the Commission should communicate with PACA applicants and the proceeding applicant 
to acknowledge the delay and explain the reason. 

• One stakeholder suggested that the starting date for determining the cycle time be the deadline for 
filing PACA applications with the Commission, and further indicated that this deadline was outlined 
in the Participant Assistance/Cost Award Guidelines. 
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• One stakeholder mentioned that PACA funding should be delayed, if necessary, in order to ensure 
success in meeting other performance measure targets. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

The Commission is of the view that the establishment of this performance measure and target, coupled with 
accountability achieved through annual reporting, should enable the Commission to achieve the target. This 
target has already been established through the Participant Assistance/Cost Award Guidelines, attached as 
Appendix A to Order G-72-07; however, the target is subject to updates as determined by the Commission. 
 
Most stakeholders supported this measure, but stakeholder opinion on the target was divided. Given the 
divergence of stakeholder opinion, and analysis of historical results, the Commission has left the proposed 
target unchanged. In the future, the Commission intends to review the PACA process and associated target days 
for this performance measure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Guidelines/2014/DOC_5014_G-72-07_PACA_2007_Guidelines.pdf
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C. Organizational and financial performance 

5. Employee Engagement 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Employee Professional Development Goal Completion 90% of employees 

Selected Employee Engagement Baseline/Benchmark 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

The purpose of this performance measure is to encourage the development of a healthy workplace environment 
which fosters employee development and empowerment. A healthy workplace environment encourages 
employees to work efficiently and effectively to achieve the Commission’s goals. This performance measure is 
based on the premise that a balanced approach should be taken to performance by focusing on the financial 
performance, business processes and the environment for the people that carry out these processes.  

Supporting data and updates 

BC Stats administers the BC Work Environment Survey (WES), a biennial online survey that seeks to measure the 
health of the province’s public sector work environment. The BC WES is open to all employees who are 
employed directly by a BC ministry. Over the years since its inception, other employee groups such as agencies, 
boards, commissions and crown corporations have expressed interest in participating in the WES.14 One 
regulator that has used the WES for several years is the British Columbia Oil and Gas Commission. 
 
Prior to the completion of this performance measures report, the Commission was able to administer and 
receive the results back for the BC Work Environment Survey. The BCUC 2015 WES Employee Engagement score 
is 73, compared to the BC Public Service 2015 WES Engagement score of 66. The next WES will be officially 
administered in 2017. 

Stakeholder Feedback 

There was little support for the originally proposed Employee Professional Development Goal Completion 
performance measure. Comments from the responses are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder indicated a preference for the WES to be used. The stakeholder mentioned that 
quantification of workplace satisfaction is best completed under the WES as comparators exist to 
provide context to the findings. 

• Another stakeholder indicated that there was little value in having the Employee Professional 
Development Goal Completion as a placeholder while the employee engagement survey was being 
developed. 

                                                           
14 BC Public Service Work Environment Survey, Frequently Asked Questions, Who is eligible to complete the survey? 
http://bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES/WESFAQ.aspx  

http://bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES/WESFAQ.aspx
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• One stakeholder expressed support for the performance measure however also expressed concern 
regarding its vagueness. It elaborated that it would be difficult to assess how and whether staff 
performance promotes regulatory efficiency. 

• One stakeholder commented that Employee Professional Development Goal Completion, as 
defined, may not be the most appropriate measure of organizational efficiency and effectiveness as 
it does not appear to directly align with the organization’s strategic goals. The stakeholder further 
explained that they would support an employee performance framework where performance is 
related to organizational performance measures. The stakeholder explained that this should include 
specific skills development and training that is contributing to enhanced efficiency and effectiveness 
of regulatory processes. 

• One stakeholder elaborated that Employee Professional Development Goal Completion should be 
internal to the management of the Commission rather than a goal for regulatory efficiency. 

• One stakeholder that supported the target indicated that the measure may be more accurately 
described as “employees meeting or exceeding expectations.”  

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

Stakeholders either supported or were indifferent towards the Commission having an employee development 
performance measure. However, several flaws were noted in the proposed measure of Employee Professional 
Development Goal Completion. Namely, a lack of obvious correlation between employee professional 
development and Commission regulatory and operational effectiveness and efficiency, and the vague nature of 
the measure.  
 
The Commission made the decision to replace the originally proposed performance measure and target 
following the feedback of the stakeholder consultation and the completion of the 2015 WES. The decision to 
replace the performance measure was based on the fact that the WES incorporates professional development 
into the overall employee engagement score through a series of specific survey questions. In order to develop 
the employee engagement score, the 2015 WES assessed a total of 16 categories including key areas such as 
empowerment, job suitability, workplace tools and management. More information on the WES can be found 
on the BC Stats website.15  
 
The Commission has set an initial minimum threshold target to be equal to or better than the Commission’s 
2015 baseline score (73) or the BC Public Service benchmark for the year the survey was completed ( 66 in 
2015). This target will be reviewed once more data is obtained in the future. 
 
The new measure responds to stakeholders’ requests for a more concrete measure and provides for a broader 
definition of engagement which better relates to overall Commission efficiency than professional development 
on its own. 

                                                           
15 Work Environment Survey: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES.aspx 

http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/EmployeeResearch/WES.aspx
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6. Annual Business Plan Project Completion 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed 
Annual Business Plan Project 

Completion 
100% 

Selected N/A (Removed) N/A 

 

Purpose of the performance measure 

The intent of this performance measure is to encourage the Commission to complete projects which support the 
strategic direction of the Commission, thus engendering improvement of the Commission’s overall effectiveness 
and efficiency.  

Supporting data and updates  

The Commission has not historically reported Annual Business Plan Project Completion. The Ontario Energy 
Board reports on the completion or incompletion for each of its projects. 

Stakeholder feedback 

This proposed performance measure received minimal support from stakeholders. Comments from the 
responses are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder indicated that this was not a very reliable or fair performance measure because of 
the many unknowns and requirements from government, applicants, stakeholders, interveners and 
the general public. 

• One stakeholder mentioned that it would be appropriate to include information about projects in 
the Commission’s annual report but questioned whether this performance measure would be 
appropriate since factors contributing to the success of a project may be out of the Commission’s 
control. This stakeholder suggested that the Commission simply report on completed projects and 
variances. 

• One stakeholder commented that it would be difficult to ascertain any meaning from this measure 
and explained that many projects take longer than one year to complete, or could be superseded by 
work coming on line later in the year.  

• One stakeholder stated their preference for having the Commission justify and report on why 
projects were not completed in its annual business plan. 

• One stakeholder expressed concern that this performance measure seems to be highly dependent 
on how a specific project is defined and how its completion is defined in the annual business plan. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

Annual Business Plan Project Completion was the least supported performance measure, with only 6 out of 12 
stakeholders expressing support for the measure and fewer still for the target. Particular concern was identified 
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around the many external variables which could impact this measure and the great variability between project 
types and lengths.  
 
The Commission accordingly removed the performance measure and will instead report on business plan 
projects in its annual report. This reporting method upholds transparency and accountability while taking into 
consideration the many external variables that could affect the completion of an internal project.  
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Financial Performance Measures 

The Commission has selected indicative financial performance measures to foster transparency and ensure the 
Commission monitors and controls expenditure. Indicative measures were chosen over measures with targets 
because results can vary significantly from year to year due to both common and special cause variations in 
length and complexity of hearings and also the number and type of applications received. The selected financial 
performance measures are transparent in their calculation and their relevance can be expressed to provide 
context for ratepayers and other stakeholders. The indicative financial measures will use nominal expenditure 
figures. 

7. Total Expenditure per Capita ($/Capita) 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Total Expenditure per Capita ($/Capita) None (Indicative Measure) 

Selected Total Expenditure per Capita ($/Capita) None (Indicative Measure) 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

The intent of this performance measure is to provide information to stakeholders regarding the BCUC’s total 
annual expenditure relative to the population of British Columbia. This accountability drives the Commission to 
monitor its expenditure, while the lack of a target provides the flexibility to incur reasonable costs given unique 
situations. 

Supporting data and updates  

While other jurisdictions do not typically report their expenditure per capita, KPMG provided a comparison 
across several jurisdictions.16 The Commission has reported expenditure per customer in annual reports dating 
back to 1996. The Commission’s historical performance for Total Expenditure per Capita is outlined below: 

• FY 2014/15: $1.41 • FY 2011/12: $1.49  
• FY 2013/14: $1.65  • FY 2010/11: $1.34  
• FY 2012/13: $1.74   

Stakeholder feedback 

Stakeholders generally either supported or were indifferent towards Total Expenditure per Capita as an 
indicative performance measure. Key suggestions and comments are discussed below: 

• One stakeholder suggested that a possible target could refer to a national average.  

• One stakeholder indicated a preference for having the reporting format include a $/capita graph on 
a year-to-year basis. The stakeholder further explained that this would allow the reader to see a 

                                                           
16 KPMG, Performance and Operational Review of British Columbia Utilities Commission, Appendix B, p. 71 (September 
2014). 
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relative measure year to year, and that the Commission provide an explanation for years when an 
exceptional result occurs. 

• One stakeholder mentioned that although regulatory costs affect all customers, per capita costs 
were not as good a measure as $/GJ. 

• One stakeholder expressed that they did not believe that expenditure per capita was an accurate 
representation of financial performance and explained that outputs would change with annual 
variances in the volume and types of proceedings as well as other factors that may be out of the 
Commission’s control. This stakeholder went on to explain that a better approach would be to 
determine a metric that is a ratio of expenditure over amount of regulatory activity and provided 
the following example: the average cost per day for each regulatory proceeding. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

The proposed indicative performance measure will remain unchanged. As stated above, the Commission’s total 
annual expenditure varies significantly due to a variety of reasons, notably the number, type and complexity of 
hearing applications filed in a given year.  
 
The Commission investigated the feasibility of comparing the measure to a national average. The measure will 
not be compared against a national average for three reasons. First, comparable energy regulators across 
Canada regulate energy in different economic market structures. Second, some energy regulators also regulate 
several different markets in addition to energy. For example, both the Manitoba Public Utilities Board and the 
Alberta Utilities Commission regulate water rates, whereas the British Columbia Utilities Commission does not.17 
This is also complicated by the fact that the Commission regulates motor vehicle basic insurance rates while 
many energy tribunals do not regulate insurance. The third reason is that other regulators do not report this 
measure so the information is not readily available.  
 
The Commission has considered the possibility of applying a target range based on historical performance and 
will investigate the feasibility of such a range after more annual data has been gathered. 
 
The Commission agrees with the concept of graphically illustrating the total expenditure per capita results in the 
annual report and will include a year-to-year graph of Total Expenditure per Capita in its annual report.  
 
The Commission notes the comment regarding the comparison between per capita costs and per gigajoule costs. 
The Commission is of the view that there should be a performance measure that captures all the costs of the 
Commission and since the Commission regulates ICBC Basic Rates the $/GJ performance measurement by itself 
would be an inaccurate representation of transparency.  
 
Regulatory proceedings are largely unique and the cost for each proceeding is significantly influenced by the 
content of the application/filing and its associated requests. In addition, the Commission does not track cost per 
regulatory activity for internal staff. As such, the additional time and resources that would be required to obtain 
this data outweigh the benefits gained from developing the suggested performance measure. 

                                                           
17 KPMG Performance and Operational Review of the BCUC, Sep 2014, Appendix B, pp. 64–65. 

http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/EEC/Strategy/EEA/Documents/BCUC%20KPMG%20Operational%20Review%2017Sept2014%20FINAL.PDF


 

Appendices – BCUC Performance Measures and Targets  Page |E16 

8. Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule ($/GJ) 

 Performance Measure Target 

Proposed Energy Expenditure per Gigajoule ($/GJ) None (Indicative Measure) 

Selected Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule ($/GJ) None (Indicative Measure) 

 

Purpose of this performance measure 

This indicative financial performance measure serves similar purposes as the previous financial measure. The 
performance measure will drive the Commission to monitor its expenditure, while maintaining the flexibility to 
incur reasonable costs given unique situations. It will also increase transparency for stakeholders by expressing 
the cost of BCUC’s energy regulation expenditure relative to the amount of domestic energy delivered. The unit 
of energy used for this performance measure is the gigajoule.18  

Supporting data and updates 

Other jurisdictions typically do not report their Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule consumed. 
 
The historical Commission energy regulation expenditure per gigajoule is as follows:  

• FY 2014/15: $0.0140/GJ  • FY 2011/12: $0.0138/GJ  
• FY 2013/14: $0.0149/GJ  • FY 2010/11: $0.0139/GJ  
• FY 2012/13: $0.0177/GJ   

Stakeholder feedback 

No stakeholders expressed direct opposition to this measure; however, certain stakeholders expressed concern 
with the measure’s name, target and context. See the feedback below. 

• One stakeholder suggested the Commission establish a target based on a historical baseline or 
comparative organization. 

• One stakeholder suggested that the period for determining a target should include the past 20 years 
of historical $/GJ data. 

• One stakeholder expressed support for this performance measure and recommended that the 
Commission develop targets for this performance measure within two to three years. 

• One stakeholder indicated that the performance measures should be renamed Expenditure per Unit 
of Energy. 

• One stakeholder indicated that the performance measure should be renamed Monetary 
Expenditure per Unit of Energy. 

                                                           
18 The metric standard for energy content is joules (J). One gigajoule (GJ) equals one billion joules (J). One gigajoule of 
natural gas is approximately equivalent to 27 litres of fuel oil, 39 litres of propane, 26 litres of gasoline or 277 kilowatt hours 
of electricity. http://www.fortisbc.com/About/AboutNaturalGas/FactsInformation/Pages/How-gas-is-measured.aspx.  

http://www.fortisbc.com/About/AboutNaturalGas/FactsInformation/Pages/How-gas-is-measured.aspx
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• One stakeholder explained that the Commission should accurately define expenditure and should 
make it clear that expenditure in this measure means expenditure by the BCUC and does not include 
expenditures by regulated utilities. 

Conclusions in response to stakeholder feedback 

The performance measure will remain indicative on its introduction in fiscal year 2016/17, as was initially 
proposed. After more annual performance data has been collected, the Commission may develop an 
appropriate benchmark against which to gauge future years’ performance. 
 
Some stakeholders found the name of the performance measure to be misleading or unclear. The Commission 
accordingly modified the name to include the word “regulation.” This name is more apt as it clarifies that only 
energy regulation expenditures – not those related to the regulation of ICBC – are included in the performance 
measure.  
 
The Commission has provided a clear definition for the performance measure in Section 5.0 of this report to 
clarify the meaning of “expenditure.” 
 
The Commission will provide contextual information to help the reader understand this performance measure in 
its annual reports. The Commission will both state the actual indicative measure and then put that figure into 
context. An example is shown below: 

• The FY 2014/15 Commission energy regulation expenditure per gigajoule is $0.0140/GJ 

• For an average BC Hydro residential customer using 10,000 kWh/year19 (36 GJ/year),20 the 2015 cost 
of energy regulation is $0.504 per year 

• For an average residential natural gas customer using 90 GJ/year the 2015 cost of energy regulation 
is $1.26 per year 

                                                           
19 10,000 kWh/year rounded up from 9,919 kWh/year (BC Hydro’s 2015 Annual Report, p. 105).  
20 1,000 kWh = 3.6 GJ 

https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/accountability-reports/financial-reports/annual-reports/bc-hydro-annual-report-2015.pdf
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APPENDIX F: ONGOING FEEDBACK FROM STAKEHOLDERS AND THE PUBLIC 

The performance measures stakeholder consultation allowed for input from stakeholders regarding possible 
methods for providing feedback on the ongoing performance of the Commission.  
 
Stakeholders supported the concept of periodically providing feedback regarding the Commission’s 
performance. The use of a feedback questionnaire was most popular amongst stakeholder responses, though 
there were mixed responses regarding the frequency of occurrence. Other stakeholders supported the use of a 
survey conducted by an independent third party and expressed their preference for this independent third party 
to also conduct focus groups when necessary. Lastly some stakeholders indicated their preference for an annual 
stakeholder meeting that would foster discussion amongst the parties. 
 
Stakeholders also identified a need for the Commission to open channels of communication to the general 
public and generally indicated that the Commission should use a feedback form on its website. 
 
The Commission will investigate the development of a feedback questionnaire to facilitate stakeholder input on 
the general performance of the Commission. This questionnaire may be delivered annually or biennially. The 
Commission will also investigate the feasibility of arranging stakeholder focus groups on an as-needed basis to 
obtain feedback regarding more specific issues or major proceedings. This feedback questionnaire and 
stakeholder focus groups would be geared towards stakeholders such as regulated companies, MRS program 
registrants, Customer Choice program registrants, and interveners and interested parties in proceedings.  
 
In order to address feedback from the general public, the Commission will investigate the feasibility of 
developing an online comment form for public comments and enquiries. 
 
These methods of feedback could result in the development of stakeholder satisfaction performance measures 
in the future. 
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APPENDIX G: PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND TARGETS IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

A. Decision Cycle Time 

• Alberta Utilities Commission (AUC) 
o 100% target for decisions within 90 days (markets, facilities, rates & regulatory policy); 
o 100% in 180 days for Need and Facility decisions; 
o 100% in 30 days for decisions regarding micro-generation disputes; and 
o 90% in 15 business days for all settlement agreement notices. 

• Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board 
o 95% in 90 days for hearing decisions 

• National Energy Board  
o 80% of Reasons for Recommendation/Decision completed within 12 weeks for public 

hearings; and 
o 100% within 15 months after the application filed was determined to be complete. 

B. Other Proceedings Cycle Time 

• AUC – Internal performance standards with a range of target days depending on process type.  
o For example, a full written process (214 – 262 days), a process with no notice (5-10 days) 

• Nunavut Utilities Rate Review Commission  
o Legislated maximum total cycle time of 90 days 

C. Complaint and Enquiry Response Time 

• AUC – 90% of complaints/enquiries submitted via e-mail and phone responded to within 1 business 
day and submitted by letter responded to within 5 business days 

• Ontario Energy Board (OEB) – 80% of consumer correspondence answered within 10 days and 80% 
of voicemails answered by the next day 

D. Participant Assistance/Cost Award Cycle Time 

• OEB – 60 days to issue a cost award with a target completion rate of 90%  

E. Employee Engagement 

• AUC – Conducts a Corporate Employee Survey. Determines results on a number of indices including 
an employee satisfaction index, a work environment index and an organizational 
leadership/direction index. The target is 5% higher than the Government of Alberta’s Annual 
Employee Survey on all indices. 
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• British Columbia Oil and Gas Commission (BCOGC) 

o Measures employee engagement via the WES. BCOGC reports their 2008/09 baseline result, as 
well as the most recent BC Public Service benchmark result (2011), which are 69 and 65 
respectively. BCOGC has set a target score of 69 for each of the next three fiscal years.  

F. Total Expenditure per Capita 

Other jurisdictions typically do not report their expenditure per capita.  

G. Energy Regulation Expenditure per Gigajoule 

Other jurisdictions typically do not report their energy regulation expenditure per Gigajoule consumed. 
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https://nsuarb.novascotia.ca/sites/default/files/nsuarb-233341-v1-statement_of_mandate_business_plan_2015-2016.pdf
https://nsuarb.novascotia.ca/sites/default/files/nsuarb-233341-v1-statement_of_mandate_business_plan_2015-2016.pdf
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Nunavut Utilities Rate Review Commission – “Rules of Procedure and Practice and Rate Setting Guidelines” 
http://www.urrc.gov.nu.ca/pdf/Rules%20of%20Pprocedures%20and%20Practices%20and%20Trate%20settings
%20Guidelines%20March%202007-%20English.pdf 
 
Ontario Energy Board –“Our Performance,” Ontario Energy Board Home 
http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/html/annualreport/2013-14/_en/sections/performance.html 

http://www.urrc.gov.nu.ca/pdf/Rules%20of%20Pprocedures%20and%20Practices%20and%20Trate%20settings%20Guidelines%20March%202007-%20English.pdf
http://www.urrc.gov.nu.ca/pdf/Rules%20of%20Pprocedures%20and%20Practices%20and%20Trate%20settings%20Guidelines%20March%202007-%20English.pdf
http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/html/annualreport/2013-14/_en/sections/performance.html
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