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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005 – Annual Update
Please read the instructions before completing.  Instructions can be found in Appendix C of the 2005-07 Budget Instructions and online at www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB
The agency performance measure coordinator is Sandy Berger.  She can be reached by telephone at 503-373-0044, or by email at sandy.berger@state.or.us.  Sandy's alternate is Vikie Bailey-Goggins at 503-378-6366.  Vikie's email address is vbailey@state.or.us.   

rformance Target Achievement #

	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	12

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	 8

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	 4


Degree and type of agency influence on agency’s chosen benchmarks and high-level outcomes
Oregon Benchmark #74 – "Percentage of low income households spending more than 30 percent of their household income on housing (including utilities)."
Two of the PUC's measures affect this benchmark.  Performance Measure #1 " Average price of electricity for residential users from Oregon investor-owned utilities (IOU) as a percent of the national average" shows that Oregonians' electric rates for 2004 were 75% of the national average price.  The PUC works to ensure that the benefits of lower-cost federal power resources flow through to our residential and small farm customers.  Performance measure #2 "Percentage of food stamp recipients who receive Oregon Telephone Assistance Program (OTAP) benefits," measures the number of Oregon food stamp recipients who are receiving OTAP benefits.  PUC strives to ensure that Oregonians who cannot afford basic telephone service have an opportunity to receive a telephone which frees up income thereby increasing spending power.  In 2004, 24% of food stamp recipients were receiving OTAP benefits.  

Oregon Benchmark #58 – "Percentage of seniors living independently."

PUC's performance measure #3, "Percentage of Telecommunication Devices Access Program (TDAP) participants who are 65 years and older," has a positive influence on this benchmark.  In 2004, 41% of TDAP participants were senior citizens.  PUC strives to ensure that elderly citizens who are not able to use standard telephones have access to specialized equipment, which assists these seniors to live independently.

High-level Outcomes (PUC Mission Statement) – "Ensure that safe and reliable utility services are provided to consumers at just and reasonable rates through regulation and promoting the development of competitive markets."

Performance measure #4 and #5 measures our natural gas and electric operations' safety.  PUC Safety staff conducts inspections (e.g., power line-tree trimming and pipeline facilities) statewide to ensure safe and reliable utility services.  Since 1998 Oregon has zero fatalities or hospitalization injuries related to the operation of the intra-state gas pipeline.  Although, Oregon's electric utilities have had several fatalities/hospitalization injuries a year since 1998 the trend for the last twenty years shows decreasing injuries.

Performance measure #6 “Total number of electricity service suppliers certified and aggregators registered by the OPUC,” this measure indicates the number of certified suppliers available to offer pricing and service options to nonresidential electricity consumers and the number of registered aggregators available to facilitate direct access (buying power from other suppliers and having it delivered by the local utility). In 2004, 12 suppliers is less than the target of 25.  The steps taken by the Commission to address barriers to direct access have not yet increased the number of suppliers.
Performance measure 7 "Percent of total switched access lines provided by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) statewide, measures our efforts to promote the development of competitive markets to help ensure fair and reasonable telephone rates to Oregon's citizens.  In 2004, 12% of the state's lines were provided by CLEC's.  

Performance measure #8: 
"Percentage of customers' electric energy usage supplied by alternative suppliers," measures the percentage of PGE and PacifiCorp large nonresidential load served by alternate suppliers.  In 2004, our measurement of 6% exceeds the target of 1% due to a higher than expected direct access participation in PGE’s service territory.
Performance measure #9: 
"Number of new utility pricing programs." measures implementation of pricing strategies that reduce or shift demand for power during high-cost hours.  Pricing programs are still under development; however in 2004 shows 2 new programs compared to our target of zero.
Performance measure #10:
"Number of water utilities adopting price changes." measures our progress in changing rate structures for certain water utilities.  Our performance of 5 water utilities adopting price changes exceeds our target through 2004.
Performance measure #11:
"Percent of interconnection agreements processed in 45 days or less." tracks the time required for Commission action on interconnection agreements.  2004, actuals are at 27.9% compared to our target of 40%.  New processes have been established at the industry’s request and warrants revision of the performance measure.
Performance measure "Percent of complaint investigations open 50 days or less." measures the timeliness of PUC’s customer service. 2004 at 91% of complaint investigations open 50 days or less was significantly better than our target of 65% for the year.
Summarize the year’s successes and barriers to achieving performance measure targets.
PM #1:  Our success is shown in the average electricity rates of Oregon's IOU residential customers, which are still well below the national average.  However, our long-term target percentages are increasing to reflect that as new electric generating resources are added to meet demand, hydroelectric resources become a smaller proportion of the generating mix and the price of electricity in Oregon will move toward the national average.

PM #2:  The purpose of this performance measure is to ensure that food stamp recipients are receiving OTAP benefits.  In both 2002 and 2003, 15 percent of all eligible food stamp recipients were receiving OTAP benefits.  In April 2004, the FCC released an order pertaining to the Lifeline program. Part of the order was an analysis, which determined the percentage of potentially eligible Lifeline recipients being served in each state.  The nationwide average was 33% of potentially eligible consumers.  Oregon was at 10.7%.  Some of the factors that contribute to this lower than average number are that Oregon has a stringent termination process that is conducted monthly, and determines eligibility based only on participation in a qualifying public assistance program at or below 135% of the Federal Poverty Level. Other states have broader state certifying programs, and audit less often.  

PM #3:  The goal for this performance measure is to ensure that Oregon’s elderly population has access to assistive telecommunications devices. We exceeded our goal for 2004 of 34 percent.  The actual percentage of consumers who are 65 and older receiving TDAP services was 41 percent.  PUC needs to continue to provide outreach services through the CapTel Outreach coordinator and make contact with relevant senior citizen service providers to ensure that their clients are receiving information about TDAP.

PM #4 & #5:  Since 1998, Oregon has zero fatalities or hospitalization injuries related to the operations of intrastate natural gas pipelines by Oregon’s 20 natural gas pipeline utilities and operators. There has been no variance.  Accident injuries related to electric utility operations for the last five years, on average, are slightly above target thresholds.  The PUC’s Electric Safety Unit will continue to conduct ongoing safety inspections and investigations, and safety training to ensure compliance with the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC).

PM #6:  This measure indicates the number of certified suppliers available to offer pricing and service options to nonresidential electricity consumers and the number of registered aggregators available to facilitate direct access (buying power from other suppliers and having it delivered by the local utility). These data indicate the number of certified suppliers and registered aggregators needs to be increased to better facilitate the development of competitive markets. 

PM #7:  CLEC (Competitive Local Exchange Carrier) switched access lines increased steadily during the past six years.  CLEC switched lines had an annual average increase of 30 percent, and market share had an annual average increase of 28%. 
PM #8:  This is a new measure and results are still being analyzed.  This data shows that direct access has developed slower than expected.  The Commission has undertaken steps to improve performance and 2005 results are expected to improve.
PM #9:  This is a new measure and the 2005 results should give a better picture.  We are evaluating the cost effectiveness of pricing programs and continue to make recommendations for new programs.

PM #10:  This is also a new measure and this Commission is making progress by changing the rate structure for certain water utilities.  2005 results will provide more data to give a better measurement.

PM #11:  This measure is a new measure and needs to be revised.  New procedures are in place to expedite the processing of time-sensitive agreements, which affects the data on this measure.
PM #12:  This is also a new measure.  The actual performance of meeting 90% or more of cases closing within 50 days is consistent with the model the PUC has applied to the utilities it regulates.
Future challenges

The 2004 Legislature requires us to revise our performance measures for the 2007/09 biennium.  We will develop measures that give the public a better understanding, as well as capture measurements that will allow the Legislature to study our effectiveness as an agency.  Currently many of our measures show PUC being part of a larger whole that affects our outcomes.

As competitive markets continue to emerge from the energy and telecommunications industries, the need for timely review of required filings and dispute resolution between competitors will continue to grow.  The Commission must adapt to meet the needs of these new competitive stakeholders by adopting new procedures and revising current processes to streamline and expedite Commission review.  

RSPF:  The continuing of changing technology is rendering equipment obsolete while it is still in use, impacting RSPF in its efforts to ensure functionally equivalent equipment is available to consumers.  It is also impacting the Oregon Telecommunications Relay as the FCC mandates more effective, and sometimes more expensive, methods of communication for the disabled.  Growth in the number of eligible Oregonians challenges staff to find ways to process and maintain the records of an increasing number of OTAP recipients.  

Over the next decade, the Consumer Protection Services Section will continue to be challenged by changes and expansion in technology, as well as increased competition among services and providers.  These changes add to the complexity of resolving misunderstandings, the number of companies staff must contact to conclude investigations, and the number of disagreements between the companies and their customers.  These factors require more ongoing training and creativity on the part of staff. 

Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency: Public Utility Commission
	Date Submitted:   Oct. 10, 2005
	Version No.: 1

	Contact:  Rick Willis
	Phone:  503-373-1303
	

	Alternate:  Sandy Berger
	Phone:  503-373-0044
	


	Agency Name: Public Utility Commission
	Agency No.:  86000

	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	In the Utility Program, staff developed the performance measures.  Stakeholders were not involved with the process for measure #1,and #4 through #10, but were kept informed.  Comments were considered when finalizing the measures.  These measures were part of the overall budget packages and presented at PUC meetings open to the public and stakeholders.

Admin Hearings measure #11 was developed by intra-agency team assigned to review and process Carrier-to-Carrier agreements.  Stakeholders were not involved, but kept informed.

The Residential Protection Services Fund Program had the Telecommunication Devices Access Program Advisory Council (TDAPAC) and the Oregon Telephone Relay Service (OTRS) Industry Advisory Group review measures #2 and #3. Both groups of stakeholders supported the performance measures.  Several senior advisory groups such as Services for Disabled and Seniors Division (SDSD) and “Triple-A” a senior advocacy group also gave input.  Local agencies and organizations for deaf and hard of hearing people such as Oregon Association of the Deaf and Self Help for the Hard of Hearing received an opportunity for input as well.



	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The measures are used to detect where the agency needs to focus its efforts.  

Examples:  

1. Measures 4 and 5 help us measure accidents related to electric and gas operations, and help us manage the inspection and enforcement aspects of prevention.

2. Measures 2 and 3 help us measure and manage how much outreach performance is necessary in order to ensure that low income individuals, especially seniors, who benefit from our services are given information on how to contact us and enroll in services.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	We have taken advantage of the various meetings and work shops offered by the State.  Our Performance Measure Coordinator attends quarterly meetings and gives updates to management.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Agency performance measure information is on our Web site @ www.puc.state.or.us to keep the public and stakeholders informed.  The results are presented in the agency's budget document.  

When performance measures 2 and 3 results are completed each year, the information is distributed through the TDAPAC and OTRS Industry Advisory Committees to inform the advisory groups of our progress and obtain feedback on how we can increase the effectiveness of our measurements (i.e., gather ideas on how to do outreach better).

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	Measures #8 through #12 are new measure for the 2005/07 biennium.  The 2004 Legislature requires us to revise our performance measures for the 2007/09 biennium.  We will develop measures that give the public a better understanding, as well as capture measurements that will allow the Legislature to study our effectiveness as an agency.  Currently many of our measures show PUC being part of a larger whole that affects our outcomes.




Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	01  Average Price of Electricity for Residential Users from Oregon Investor-Owned Utilities as a Percent of the National Average
	Target
	---
	75%
	75%
	75%
	75%
	75%
	75%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	74%
	74%
	75%
	81%
	84%
	81%
	---
	---
	---
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Data Source:  Utility Annual Reports and EIA.

Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Goal #1:   Preserve for Oregonians the benefits of the region's low-cost resources.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?

What is the impact of your agency?

This performance measure shows the extent to which Oregon IOU residential customers’

 rates for electricity remain below the national average, largely due to the region’s 

retention of federal power system benefits and other hydroelectric resources. The OPUC 

authorizes utilities to include in rates only prudently incurred costs, including low-cost

federal power resources.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The measure reflects, in part, to what extent the IOUs are allocated from BPA relatively lower-cost federal power resources and the OPUC otherwise ensures these benefits are flowed through in full to residential and small farm customers.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The 2004 actual performance did not achieve the target.  The variance is due in large part to IOUs’ rates in 2004, including excess power supply costs experienced in 2001, continuing higher market prices following the western United States energy crisis, and disproportionately, larger increases in the price of gas in the Northwest underlying gas-fired generating resources.  

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Average electricity rates for Oregon’s IOU residential customers were still well below the national average.  Nonetheless, long-term target percentages are increasing to reflect that as new electric generating resources are added to meet load, hydroelectric resources become a smaller proportion of the generating mix, and the price of electricity in Oregon will move toward the national average.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The Commission participates in BPA proceedings and regional forums to help ensure equitable allocation of low-cost federal power supply system hydro benefits among all Oregon citizens, including residential and small farm customers of IOUs.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to ardently advocate a fair allocation of federal system benefits in regional forums and before the BPA.  Rigorously review rate requests filed by regulated electric utilities.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Public Utility Commission
	Agency No.:  86000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# 02 Percentage of food stamp recipients who receive Oregon Telephone Assistance Program (OTAP)  benefits
	Target
	17%
	19%
	21%
	18%
	17%
	18%
	19%
	20%
	21%

	
	Data
	23%
	13%
	12%
	15%
	15%
	24%
	---
	---
	---
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Data Source:  Monthly Adult and Family Services' reports

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Goal  #2 Provide all Oregonians reasonable and equitable access to essential energy 

and telecommunications products and services.  
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon 

relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

PUC strives to ensure that Oregonians who cannot afford basic telephone service 

have an opportunity to receive telephone subsidy that will allow them access to 

emergency services (911, police and fire departments) as well as make doctor 

appointments or otherwise ensure their safety and health within their home.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The purpose of this performance measure is to ensure that food stamp recipients are receiving OTAP benefits.  In both 2002 and 2003, 15 percent of all eligible 

food stamp recipients were receiving OTAP benefits.  This does not mean that the number of OTAP recipients has stabilized. In fact, the number of food stamp 

recipients with OTAP benefits increased from 31,000 in January 2003 to over 38,000 in December 2003.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The number of Food Stamp households receiving OTAP benefits in Oregon has increased to an average of 24% in 2004.  One reason for this trend is our increase in outreach methods, including collaborations with other phone companies and advocates for the low-income. Additionally, a new company has emerged, marketing phone services to the low income, therefore increasing the number of OTAP recipients. Finally, the number of Food Stamps households appears to be stabilizing.  While there is growth, it is not as rapid as the growth seen in 2002 and 2003.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

In April 2004, the FCC released order 04-87 pertaining to Lifeline. Part of the order was an analysis (attachment K), which determined the percentage of potentially eligible Lifeline recipients being served in each state.  The nationwide average was 33% of potentially eligible consumers.  Oregon was at 10.7%.  Some of the factors that contribute to this lower than average number are that Oregon has a stringent termination process that is conducted monthly, and determines eligibility based only on participation in a qualifying public assistance program at or below 135% of the federal poverty level. Other states have broader state certifying programs, and audit less often.  In addition, Oregon has performed minimal outreach in the past, due to budgetary restrictions and a low number of staff to handle phones and applications. Currently, PUC is examining ways to increase outreach, including putting electronic applications on the website to allow OTAP recipients or their service providers to apply online.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

During 2004, PUC experimented with allowing one telephone company to directly send and receive OTAP applications from consumers. While this expedited service delivery, the initial outcome was that there were too many inconsistencies with the data between the phone company and PUC.  PUC continues to explore this method of faster customer service with the company with the goal of more consistent results by the end of 2005.    PUC also proposed, as an information services enhancement, having on-line OTAP applications to reduce the amount of data entry for OTAP staff and to offer a faster, more convenient method of applying for OTAP benefts (Note: OTAP online applications were implemented in April 2005).
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

There is a continued need to provide outreach about OTAP benefits, particularly since the FCC has recently released a Rule and Order with guidelines for companies to provide appropriate outreach to their customers.  For the past three years, there has been an increased number of fines levied against phone companies who the FCC felt were not adequately providing information about Lifeline and Link Up benefits.  PUC is working on a brochure to be used by social service agencies increase awareness among potential applicants for OTAP.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005

	  Agency Name:  Public Utility Commission
	Agency No.:  86000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# 03 Percentage of Telecommunication Devices Access Program (TDAP) participants who are 65 years and older
	Target
	14%
	16%
	18%
	28%
	33%
	34%
	35%
	36%
	37%

	
	Data
	13%
	20%
	26%
	32%
	36%
	41%
	---
	---
	---
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Data Source:  PUC's TDAP database

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Goal  #2 Provide all Oregonians reasonable and equitable access to essential 

energy and telecommunications products and services.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon

relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

PUC strives to ensure that Oregonians who are not able to use standard 

telephones have access to specialized equipment so that they are able to use

telephone services.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward 

the goal?
Aging Oregonians need more access to telephones than ever to make emergency calls to 911, the doctor, or family members who may be assisting them.  By providing assistive telecommunications equipment to people with hearing, speech or mobility impairments, PUC is increasing their chances of being safe and healthy.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The number of senior citizens receiving TDAP services has increased to 41% of our overall TDAP consumers.  Our contract with Sprint in February 2004, to provide CapTel relay services has contributed to the number of late-deafened individuals who now have another way to use relay services. We have distributed 230 CapTel units since the inception of the Sprint CapTel relay contract, and receive on average 10 requests a week for this device.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There appears to be no industry standard for providing telecommunications equipment to elderly individuals.   However, we do know that approximately 69% of the elderly population has a hearing, speech, visiual, or physical disability.  This makes increasing the number of TDAP recipients who are elderly an important goal.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

In 2004, PUC worked in conjunction with Sprint to contract with 7 CapTel users to provide seminars and group training to their peers.  Our initial analysis was that peers who were familiar with CapTel were more effective than professional, trained staff who may or may not use CapTel services.  The peers came across as more personable and were more likely to be approached with questions about the device from their peer group.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

As a result of peer group outreach for CapTel users, PUC has increased the distribution of CapTel units from 5 to 20 per month, and there is a six month waiting list for the device.  PUC will explore using peer outreach trainers for other devices that benefit senior citizens.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	04  Personal Injuries Related to Electric Operations
	Target
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5
	.5

	
	Data
	.58
	.67
	.45
	.59
	.94
	.28
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  PUC internal records and statistics of accidents reported by Oregon electric utilities.
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Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #3:  Protect the health and safety of Oregonians 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to 

the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency?
 

Accident injuries related to electric utility operations for the last five years, on average, are 

slightly above target thresholds. This indicates the injuries related to electric utility operators 

are too high at this time.  The OPUC’s Electric Safety Unit conducts ongoing  (1) safety 

inspections and investigations, and (2) safety training to ensure compliance with the 

National Electrical Safety Code (NESC).

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The measure is an indication of the effectiveness of the agency’s Electrical Safety Program. 

The measure effectively equals non-tolerance for personal electric injury accidents because

 the target is set near zero accidents.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Since 1999, Oregon has had several fatalities/hospitalization injuries per year related to the operation of electric utilities, comparable to target, except for a higher level in 2003.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Unfortunately there is no public or private industry standard data to compare our statistics with, however, in Oregon, the trend for the past 20 years shows decreasing injuries.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

OPUC Safety staff conduct inspections (e.g., utility poles, power line tree trimming) of utility facilities statewide to ensure compliance with the NESC.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to meet targets for agency inspections and education related to the OPUC electrical safety mission. Continue working with utility personnel, the public, utility associations and other state agencies on safety training and accident prevention issues.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	05  Personal Injuries Related to Natural Gas Operations (per 100,000 customers)
	Target
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Data
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  PUC internal records and statistics of accidents reported by Oregon natural gas utilities 
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Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #3:  Protect the health and safety of Oregonians. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome)  data say about Oregon relative to 

the goal(s)?   What is the impact of your agency?
 

Accident injuries related to natural gas pipeline operations have remained zero for the last

 five years, meeting target expectations. The OPUC’s Gas Safety Unit conducts ongoing 

(1) safety inspections and investigations, and (2) safety training to ensure compliance 

with the Federal pipeline safety regulations.

How does the performance measure demonstrate 
agency progress toward the goal?

The effectiveness of the OPUC’s state and federally funded gas safety education and inspection programs is measured to provide a benchmark for performance. The public health is preserved and protected to the extent we can limit the number of injuries related to gas utility operations.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Since 1999, Oregon has zero fatalities or hospitalization injuries related to the operations of intrastate natural gas pipelines by Oregon’s 20 natural gas pipeline utilities and operators. There has been no variance.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Unfortunately, there is no public or private industry standard data to compare our statistics with, however, maintaining a record of zero injuries for the five year period is outstanding. Despite this record, we recognize that one incident could result in multiple fatalities and catastrophic property damage. Consequently, continued oversight of pipeline safety compliance is vital.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

OPUC Safety staff conduct field inspections of operators’ pipeline facilities statewide to ensure compliance with Federal regulations.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to comply with FDOT requirements and guidelines in carrying out pipeline safety inspections. Ensure safety training is provided to applicable utility personnel and public. Promote public use of one-call notification service to locate underground facilities before digging.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	06  Total Number of Electricity Service Suppliers Certified and Aggregators Registered by the OPUC
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	15
	20
	25
	30
	30
	30

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	16
	12
	12
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  The Commission maintains lists of certified suppliers and registered aggregators.
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Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure  linked? 

Goal #4:  Promote the development of competitive markets to help ensure fair and 
reasonable rates to Oregon citizens.


What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative 

to the goal(s)?   What is the impact of your agency?
 

This measure indicates the number of certified suppliers available to offer pricing and 
service options to nonresidential electricity consumers and the number of registered 
aggregators available to facilitate direct access (buying power from other suppliers and 
having it delivered by the local utility). These data indicate the number of certified 
suppliers and registered aggregators that need to be increased to better facilitate the 
development of competitive markets. The impact of the OPUC relates to certifying 
suppliers and registering aggregators and fostering the development of a competitive 
environment.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This performance measure indicates that the OPUC needs to take further steps to better achieve the goal.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The 2004 actual performance of 12 suppliers is less than the target of 25 suppliers. The steps taken by the Commission to address barriers to direct access have not yet increased the number of suppliers.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

National standards regarding performance in this area are still evolving.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Evaluate a proposed tariff change to ensure the tariff facilitates development of a competitive market.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to work with alternate suppliers and utilities to identify rule and tariff changes needed to facilitate direct access.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	07  Percent of Total Switched Access Lines Provided by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers Statewide
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	12%
	14%
	15%
	17%
	19%
	21%

	
	Data
	6%
	6%
	9%
	11%
	14%
	12%
	---
	---
	---
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Data Source:  Telecommunications Competitive Survey. 

Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #4:  Promote the development of competitive markets to help ensure fair and reasonable

 rates to Oregon’s citizens.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to 

the goal(s)?   What is the impact of your agency?
 

The OPUC Telecommunications Competition survey is a key component of the 1999 

Oregon legislation requiring  the OPUC to report on telecommunications issues. 

The performance directly measures the degree of competition on the Oregon 

telecommunications market. The measurements are conducted through monitoring the 
change of market shares and observing competitive entry into the telecommunications

 market across regions in Oregon, as well as looking into a competitor's capital investment.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Investor-owned utilities currently receive approximately $3 billion annually in revenues from 2.1 million Oregon consumers.  The Utility Program has responsibility for regulation of those utilities in order to ensure that Oregon consumers receive safe and adequate service at the lowest possible cost.  Decisions on individual issues may be worth up to $100 million in annual revenues paid by Oregon consumers. The performance measure focuses on telecommunication market competition.  OPUC's survey and analysis help support the Commission in evaluating the role of regulation and/or deregulation in developing policies that will encourage utilities to provide high-quality services at fair and reasonable rates.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Actual performance measure in 2004 is lower (12.16%) than forecasted (15%), due to: (1) Market share measurement unit. Market share only reflects switched access line numbers. If CLEC’s market share is measured by revenue, then CLEC’s market share was higher than the year before by 2.4%, as CLEC’s target markets are not traditional residential markets. CLEC’s focus on business and hi-capacity service markets. Its revenue per line is higher than incumbent companies. (2) Technology changed: Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) provides very high speed service for voice and data transmissions over normal phone lines. CLEC’s DSL numbers were not included in the category of Switched Access Lines in this measurement.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

The OPUC study reflects market reality, provides an overview of telecom competition developments in Oregon, and effectively reaches its goal. During the past seven years, CLEC switched lines had an annual average increase of 21%, and market share had an annual average increase of 21%.   

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The Telecommunications Competitive survey compiled and published by staff annually.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

No action is needed at this time.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	08  Percentage of Customers’ Electric Energy Usage Supplied by Alternative Suppliers
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	0
	1%
	2.5%
	5%
	7.5%
	10%

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	0
	0
	6%
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  Portland General Electric and PacifiCorp provide monthly status reports to the Commission.
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Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #4:  Promote the development of competitive markets to help ensure fair and reasonable 

rates to Oregon’s citizens. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the 

goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency?
 

This measure indicates the percentage of PGE and PacifiCorp large nonresidential load served

by alternate suppliers. These data indicate that direct access has developed slower than 

expected. The Commission has undertaken steps to improve performance and 2005 results are

expected to significantly improve.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This performance measure demonstrates that the advent of direct access has been delayed, and 

agency progress has not been fully realized.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Actual performance of 6% exceeds the target of 1%. The variance is due to higher than expected direct access participation in PGE’s service territory.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

National standards regarding performance in this area are still evolving.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Conduct a workshop to determine how to eliminate barriers to the development of a competitive market.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Commission staff will continue to meet with customers, utilities, and alternative suppliers to identify barriers to choosing direct access, and then work with the parties to craft solutions that facilitate switching to other suppliers without shifting costs to other customers.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	09  Number of New Utility Pricing Programs
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	5
	6
	7

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	2
	---
	---
	---


[image: image9.wmf]Total Number of Electricity Service Suppliers Certified 

and Aggregators Registered by the OPUC

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

35.0

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Data

Target

Data Source:  Utility pricing program tariff filings.

Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #5:  Encourage sustainable resource use through Oregon’s public purpose programs and 

utility  pricing options.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to 

the goal(s)?   What is the impact of your agency?
 

This measure reflects implementation of pricing strategies that reduce or shift demand for 

power during high-cost hours. These approaches are likely to be cost-effective substitutes 

for buying power or building generating plants for peak times. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Although results have not yet been achieved, the agency has had a significant impact 

through the preparation of an extensive report and related activities. The pricing  programs 

are still under development.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Actual 2004 performance is two (2) compared to a target of zero (0).

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Public or private industry standards do not exist for the number of new utility pricing programs.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Evaluate the cost effectiveness of pricing programs in Oregon and elsewhere and make recommendations for new programs.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Encourage the utilities to identify, design and offer cost-effective pricing programs. Evaluate potential programs in the integrated resource planning process. Investigate how to explicitly include pricing options in resource planning on par with other options for meeting energy and capacity needs. Investigate the cost-effectiveness of metering and communications technology that make pricing options available to more customers.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency Name:
	Public Utility Commission 
	Agency No:
	86000

	Performance Measure Definition
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	10  Number of Water Utilities Adopting Price Changes
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	4
	6
	8
	10

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	1
	2
	5
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  OPUC Water utility rate cases and orders.
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Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?
 

Goal #5:  Encourage sustainable resource use through Oregon’s public purpose programs and 

utility  pricing options.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to 

the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency?
 

Oregon supports water conservation efforts in the state. OPUC affects 29 small/medium 

rate-regulated water utilities in Oregon.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The OPUC is making progress by changing the rate structure for certain water utilities.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Actual performance exceeds the benchmark target through 2004.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Not applicable.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

OPUC reviews rate-case filings and recommends rate structures that compliment the performance measure.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to maintain forward progress.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005

	  Agency Name:  Public Utility Commission
	Agency No.:  86000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#11 Percent of interconnection agreements processed in 45 days or less. (new)
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	40%
	50%
	60%
	70%

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	---
	30%
	27.9%
	---
	---
	---


Data Source:  Agency database
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Goal #6 To foster competitive markets by expeditiously processing 

negotiated Carrier-to-Carrier Agreements submitted for approval under 

Section 252(e) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (ACT).
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon 

relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?

Prompt Commission action required by Federal law, helps bring competitive 

telecommunication service options to customers. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Measure tracks time required for Commission action.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Performance failed to meet goals for a variety of reasons.  First, a separate process was established at the industry's request for expedited processing of time-sensitive agreements, commonly referred to as "promotional offerings."  These agreements receive priority and have been approved, on average, less than 5 days after filing.  Second, due to unique issues presented, the Commission extended the 21-day comment period on numerous agreements filed in 2005, effectively delaying Commission approval until well after the 45 days from filing.  These first two events warrant revision of the performance measure.  Third, the processing of the negotiated arbitration agreements has been given lower priority in order to meet other demands caused by an increased in caseload.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

As noted, the measure needs to be revised to reflect new procedures to expedite the processing of time-sensitive agreements.  These new procedures, as well as the performance measure as currently written, exceed standards used by other regulatory commissions.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

One example is to provide notice of agreements for comment.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Again, the performance measure does not accurately reflect current procedures used by the Commission.  Performance measure needs to be revised.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	  Agency Name:  Public Utility Commission
	Agency No.:  86000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#12 Percent of complaint investigations open 50 days or less. (new)
	Target
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	65%
	70%
	75%
	80%

	
	Data
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	91%
	---
	---
	---
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Goal #7 To ensure timely customer service by completing complaint investigations 

in an average of 50 days or less.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon 

relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Customer protection is enhanced through timely and adequate customer service. The 

impact to the agency of this measure is to monitor our level of service to Oregon 

consumers.  This will ensure that customers are satisfied with the amount of time it 

takes for PUC to resolve their concerns with utilities.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

By increasing the percentage of cases closed in 50 days or less, the likelihood increases that customers will feel their concerns were addressed timely.  A certain number of cases cannot be addressed within 50 days because of the complexity of the complaint, so the percentage will always be less than 100 per cent.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The actual performance for the calendar year 2004 was significantly better than our target for the year.  Staff will review the targets to determine the appropriate target for this measure.  

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
PUC has worked with utility companies to implement performance standards.  The standards are established to measure a percentage of times a company meets a specific level of service.  For example, the company may be asked to answer calls directed to their customer service telephone within 20 seconds.  The PUC establishes a percent and the company is required to meet or exceed that standard more frequently than the established percent.  PUC has established a standard for itself.  The actual performance of meeting the standard for 90 per cent or more of cases closing within 50 days is consistent with the model the PUC has applied to the utilities it regulates. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Management developed standards for handling, documenting and completing complaints.  Processes and procedures have been modified and documented to ensure that complaints are completed timely.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

PUC must reestablish its target figures to reflect more accurately the percent of complaints that can be closed in 50 days or fewer.
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				Average time to process interconnection agreements between competitive and incumbent telecommunications carriers.
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				Year Ending:		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

				Data		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		91.0%		0.00		0%		0.00

				Target		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		65%		70%		75%		80%





CS #12

		1



#REF!

Percent

1



		1



#REF!

Percent

1



		1



#REF!

Percent

1



		1



#REF!

Injuries/100,000

1



		1



#REF!

Injuries/100,000

1



		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Inspection Days

1

1



		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Presentations

1

1



		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Compliances

1

1



		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Percent

1

1



		1



#REF!

Percent

1



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Data

Target

Average Price of Electricity for Residential Users from Oregon Investor-Owned Utilities as a Percent of the National Average

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0




_1189577716.xls
Chart6

		1999		98

		2000		99

		2001		00

		2002		01

		2003		02

		2004		00

		2005		01

		2006		02

		2007		03



Data

Target

Personal Injuries Related to Natural Gas Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



Elec01

		

				86000-01
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						Dec 91/Or		Dec 91/Nat

						4.94		8.04

				Year Ending:		Dec 92		Dec 93		Dec 94		Dec 95		Dec 96		Dec 97		98		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

				Oregon (cents/kWh)		5.04		5.13		5.42		5.61		5.92		5.76		6.09		6.02		6.16		6.54		7.33		7.17

				National (cents/kWh)		8.21		8.32		8.38		8.40		8.36		8.43		8.26		8.16		8.24		8.62		8.46		8.71

				Data		61.42		61.52		63.17		65.73		68.79		69.57		71.00		74.00		74.00		75.00		80.69		84.45

				Target																		75.00		75.00		75.00		75.00		75.00		75.00		80.00		80.00

				(Target)		7.30		7.40		7.50		7.60		7.50		7.60		7.50		7.40		7.40		7.60		7.60

				Oregon 2-Yr MA		4.99		5.09		5.28		5.52		5.77		5.84		5.93		6.06		6.09		6.35		6.94								6.94

				National 2-Yr MA		8.13		8.27		8.35		8.39		8.38		8.40		8.35		8.21		8.20		8.43		8.54								8.54

				Oregon Data is from Statistics Book/1997; National Data is from Electric Power Monthly/December 1998

				For graphing purposes:  the Actual is the "Percent of National"																						PGE + PPL - residential / 2

				Target bar= 2002 - 70%																						Then divide that number by the National number

				Target bar= 2010 - 80%

				NOTE:  "Actual" is the Percent of National average price





Elec01

		1



#REF!

Percent

1



Injury0405

		1



#REF!

Percent

1



ElecSvcSup06

		1



#REF!

Percent

1



TelSwAccessLns07

		1



#REF!

Injuries/100,000

1



CustElecDemand08

		1



#REF!

Injuries/100,000

1



NewUtilPricPgms09

		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Inspection Days

1

1



WtrAdoptPriceChng10

		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Presentations

1

1



Data

		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Compliances

1

1



		1		1



#REF!

Goal

Percent

1

1



		1



#REF!

Percent

1



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Data

Target

Average Price of Electricity for Residential Users from Oregon Investor-Owned Utilities as a Percent of the National Average

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		

		86000-04																																										86000-05

		Personal Injuries related to Electric Utility Operations																																										Personal Injuries related to Natural Gas Operations

		Year Ending:		Dec 92		Dec 93		Dec 94		Dec 95		Dec 96		Dec 97		Dec 98		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008								Year Ending:		Dec-92		Dec-93		Dec-94		Dec-95		Dec-96		Dec-97		Dec-98		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data		1.00		1.67		0.88		0.75		0.80		1.53		0.64		0.58		0.67		0.45		0.59		0.94																		Data		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Target																0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50		0.50								Target		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.00		0.10		0.10		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00

				1.10		1.10		1.10		0.08		0.80		0.80		0.60		0.60		0.60		0.60

																																																										98		99		00		01		02		00		01		02		03		04		05

																																												Year Ending:		Dec-92		Dec-93		Dec-94		Dec-95		Dec-96		Dec-97		Dec-98		Jun-05		Jun-05		Jun-05								Jun-05		Jun-05		Jun-05		Jun-05

																																												Actual		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00								0.00						0.00

																																												Target = 0		50.00		50.00		50.00		50.00		50.00		50.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00

		AS OF 3/18/99 - Not percentages - actual per 100,000 customers

		Actual Data is from Jerry Murray/Workload Measures

		Target bar=0																																										Deaths & Injuries/100,000		0.12000		0.16667		0.18667		0.09833		0.26000		0.15500		0.08167

																																												AS OF 3/18/99 - Not percentages - actual per 100,000 customers

																																												Actual Data is from Jerry Murray/Workload Measures

																																												Target bar=0





		Dec 92

		Dec 93

		Dec 94

		Dec 95

		Dec 96

		Dec 97

		Dec 98

		Dec 99

		Dec 00

		Dec 05



Actual

Injuries/100,000

1

1.67

0.88

0.75

0.8

1.53

0.64

0.58

0.67

0



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Data

Target

Personal Injuries Related to Natural Gas Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		Dec 92

		Dec 93

		Dec 94

		Dec 95

		Dec 96

		Dec 97

		Dec 98

		Dec 99

		Dec 00

		Dec 05



Actual

Injuries/100,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Data

Target

Personal Injuries Related to Electric Operations

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		NEW

		86000-06

		Total Number of Electricity Service Suppliers Certified and Aggregators Registered by the OPUC

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data								16		12

		Target								15		20		25		30		30		30
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		NEW

		86000-07

		Percent of Total Switched Access Lines provided by Competitive local Exchange Carriers

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data		4		6		6		9		11		13.9

		Target										11		13		15		17		19		21
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		NEW

		86000-08

		Percentage of customers' electricity demand supplied by alternative suppliers.  (NEW)

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data								0		0

		Target										1		2.5		5		7.5		10
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		NEW

		86000-09

		Number of New Utility Pricing Programs

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Target														5		6		7
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		86000-10

		Number of Water Utilities Adopting Price Changes

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Data								1		2

		Target												4		6		8		10
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						Performance Measures - February 2001

						Regulatory Services

						1999

				1		List and Labels

						Reprogrammed old list and label system from Wang into BizApps.

				1		Tariffs

						Pending tariff filings were placed into the PUC website for access by the public.

						2000

				1		Water data base

						Incorporated into BizApps

				1		Staff List

						Previously was done manually in a book; computerized into our docketing system

				1		E-Mails

						Settlement proposals:  To expedite documents such as settlement proposals - saved postage and time of arrival to parties

						Rate casesJoint-use Task Force - conducted all business by emailOregon Utility Safety Committee - sent agendas, minutes, incident reports

				1		Web page

						Competitive Provider and CLEC reports

						Joint-use Task Force - all information (minutes, agendas, rules, project plan, members)

						OUS agendas and oither special reports posted to the web

						Public meeting staff reports

						Notice of Public Meetings

						Agenda changes

						Testimony in special cases

						Administrative Rules

						TARGET:  Increase the number of functions or processes that are automated by 1-2 per year.






