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Auditor General’s Comments

Government and legislators in British Columbia are committed
to public performance reporting. The Budget Transparency and
Accountability Act—one of the few of its kind in Canada—
requires government and its organizations to report publicly

on their performance, outlining their intended achievements in
service plans and their actual results in annual reports. Legislators
proactively review these plans and reports.

Legislation, though, does not guarantee meaningful public
Wayne Strelioff, CA reporting and accountability. Reporting publicly on government
Auditor General . . . . .
performance in a comprehensive and credible way will be neither
easily nor quickly achieved. However, while government’s annual
reports initially may be incomplete, | believe that government will
build on its experience to make meaningful public performance
reporting a reality. | intend to do my part to help this happen.

Why | Chose to Assess Government’s Performance Reports

My objective over the long term is to see that legislators
and the public receive the best information possible for assessing
the performance of the provincial government. Legislators, too, are
demanding good performance information. Recently, for example,
the Public Accounts Committee endorsed the principle that
independent assurance be provided on the quality of the
information government provides. The intent of third-party
validation is to earn the reader’s confidence in the credibility of
the report. But getting to this stage will take time. Performance
reporting is not yet well developed, in part because key elements
in the process are missing: a generally accepted standard for
reporting, opportunities for evolution and experimentation, and a
level of maturity that comes from experience. However, | believe
steps can be taken in the short term to encourage meaningful
performance reporting in British Columbia.

One such step is to review the quality of the government’s
annual reports as | did last year in my Building Better Reports:
Public Performance Reporting Practices in British Columbia (2001).

I decided to conduct a similar review again this year with the
objective of (1) keeping legislators and the public informed as

to the quality of the performance reports they are receiving, and
(2) encouraging government organizations to constantly improve
the quality of their performance reporting—making them more
meaningful and credible over time.
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Approach

Auditor General’s Comments

In planning for this year’s review, | made three key changes
from last year’s work.

First, | expanded the number of annual reports reviewed
from 20 to 40, to encompass all of government’s ministries, its
larger Crown corporations and the leaders of government—
government as a whole, the Office of the Premier and the Ministry
of Finance. These are the organizations that set the performance
reporting standards others must follow. As my Office did last year,
we also assessed the quality of our own annual report.

Second, | excluded from my review an assessment of the
guality of government’s service plans. Instead, | opted to focus
our efforts on the annual reports, which | believe are the key
accountability reports for government. Our review of plans was
limited to determining whether the results in the 2001702 annual
reports were linked to the plans.

Third, my Office revised our assessment methodology to
combine key principles of good public performance reporting with
a four-stage learning model. The principles, representing emerging
best practices, were those developed by the CCAF~FCVI Inc.

(a national, non-profit research and education foundation) in
consultation with legislators, senior government managers and
legislative auditors from across Canada.

According to the principles, good public performance reporting:
m Focuses on the few, critical aspects of performance
® Links goals and achievements
B Links resources, strategies and results
m Presents results in the context of capacity, risks and other factors
B Presents comparative information
® Discloses key reporting judgements

A seventh principle—related to the reliability of the
information—was not included in this general review. | felt
that government annual reports had not yet reached the stage
of development where assessing them for this principle would
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Auditor General’s Comments

be useful. (For a discussion on this principle and how we’ve
addressed it elsewhere, see the topic box on page 6 “Adding

. i Credibility: Providing Assurance on Reliability.”)
Principles shape the evolution of

reporting; they point the way to We used these principles because they represent emerging

RS i Sl e Shuns i best practices nationally. However, we are also working with

They start out as ideals, the ceiling . .

that reporting aspires to reach. Over government and legislators to reach consensus on the public

time and with growing acceptance performance reporting principles (and criteria) to be used for the

LhTy becEmﬁ stande}rds, the roor_ ) British Columbia public sector. A steering committee has been
elow which reporting may not sink. struck for this purpose, with representatives from Treasury Board

(CCAF, July 2002) Staff, the Crown Agencies Secretariat, the Office of the Comptroller

General and my Office. Assuming consensus is achieved, which
I’'m confident it will be, these will be the principles I'll use to
guide my work in the future. | should add that the principles
emerging from the British Columbia process are quite consistent
with those developed by the CCAF.

The other key aspect of our methodology, the learning
model, includes four stages of development: Start-up, In Process,
Fundamentals in Place, and Fully Incorporated. We assessed
government’s annual reports in terms of their stage of development
in reflecting each of the performance reporting principles.
(Appendix A provides further details on this methodology).

In doing this review, we did not expect to find any
organization that had reached the fully incorporated stage for each
of the reporting principles. First, the principles themselves are
evolving, and will continue to do so as British Columbia and other
jurisdictions experiment with these or similar reporting principles
and practices. Second, the reports we reviewed were prepared
without organizations having the benefit of knowing what our
assessment methodology would be. Nevertheless, government’s
organizations were not without guidance. Both Treasury Board
Staff (for the ministries) and the Crown Agencies Secretariat (for
the Crown corporations) produced guidelines that were highly
consistent with the reporting principles contained in our
methodology.
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Auditor General’s Comments

Putting the Assessment Results in Context

Overall Assessment

Before reporting my overall assessment, | think it’s important
to point out that these reports were produced during a year that
was anything but typical. The new government, immediately after
being sworn into office in June 2001, led an extensive reorganization,
giving to its ministries new policy direction and specific tasks (such
as “New Era” commitments and other priorities). These changes
made it difficult for ministries to produce reports that compared
results to previously established performance targets. The 2001/02
performance plans contained performance commitments made by
the previous administration, and these commitments were often no
longer relevant. Consequently, ministries were directed to report
on the status of their New Era commitments and other priorities,
and to report on any performance targets from the previous year
that were still relevant.

It is also important to keep in mind that even though the
government wasn’t required by the Budget Transparency and
Accountability Act to produce annual reports until 2003, it opted
to do so anyway—and published them more than a month earlier
than the Act calls for. While this may have had an impact on the
quality of the reports, | do commend the government for its effort
to improve the timeliness of its reporting.

On average, government’s performance reporting overall and
for each of the reporting principles is in the Start-up or In Process
stage of development (Exhibit 1). In my opinion, this means that
the annual reports do not yet contain sufficient, appropriate
information to allow for a full appreciation or assessment of
government’s performance. For the reasons | described above,
this assessment was to be expected.
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Auditor General’s Comments

We found that the annual reports of the Crown corporations
were somewhat better than those of the ministries. About two-
thirds of the ministries were at the Start-up stage of development,
while about two-thirds of the Crown corporations were at the In
Process stage. Crown corporation reports were more focused on
telling a performance story and less concerned with reporting on
the status of specific projects.

In certain areas, relative to the average, some organizations

did stand out. Examples include BC Hydro and Power Authority,
the Ministry of Forests, the Ministry of Health Services and the
Insurance Corporation of British Columbia. However, as with last
year’s review, no one annual report was a strong example of best
practice in all areas we reviewed. It may be that different levels
of reporting are due to varying levels of capacity among ministry
and government organizations.

We also found that the quality of the 2001/02 annual reports
produced by the government leaders were, on average, only
starting to reflect good performance reporting. This was also true
of my Office. | believe that the government leaders need to move
swiftly to improve these performance reports, thereby setting an
example for others to follow. | will do the same.

Exhibit 1

Overall assessment of the average stage of development of all government annual reports

Performance Reporting Principles

Focus on Linking Linking Capacity Disclosing
Stage of Development a few goals and resources risk, other ~ Comparative  key reporting
critical things ~achievements  and results factors information ~ judgements
Fully Incorporated
Fundamentals in Place
In Process 2 2 2
Start-up 2 2 2

4ncludes 40 of government’s annual reports. See Appendix B for a complete list.

Source: Compiled by Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia
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Auditor General’s Comments

Adding Credibility: Providing Assurance on Reliability

This review of annual reports offers one way to gauge the overall quality of the government’s performance reporting.
But it does not address a key principle of good public performance reporting—that is, whether the information is
reliable. Why? Because including this would have required a much more resource-intensive approach. Moreover,

we don’t believe that the reports have reached the stage of development where this level of scrutiny would have
been useful.

Nevertheless, credible information is unquestionably at the heart of good performance reporting. Plus, independent
assurance can add real value to the information that is reported. Legislators recognize this too. In their commitment
to reporting to the public on nationally comparable key health indicators, First Ministers from across Canada

also committed to including third-party verification as part of their reports. Legislative auditors (including our
Office) provided this assurance. For more information on the British Columbia health indicators report, see
<http://www.healthplanning.gov.bc.ca/cpa/publications/how_healthy sept2002.pdf> or Appendix C of this report.

Closer to home, members of the Public Accounts Committee have endorsed the principle of independent assurance.
| provided just such assurance recently in the report of the Public Guardian and Trustee (PGT). On the principle
related to reliability, | concluded that the PGT is moving in the right direction towards ensuring a reasonable degree
of reliability for the data reported, although controls need to be strengthened. For more information on the PGT
audit, see <http://www.bcauditor.com/AuditorGeneral.htm> or Appendix D of this report.

Looking Forward
I’'m pleased to see the commitment shown by government
to provide meaningful performance reporting. The joint effort
between my Office and the central agencies of government to
reach consensus on reporting principles for British Columbia is
one example of that commitment.

Government has also increased the scrutiny by elected officials
of ministry performance reporting by requiring the Government
Caucus Committees to review ministry service plans. Similarly, the
Select Standing Committee on Crown Corporations is mandated
to review the Crown corporation service plans and reports. | view
scrutiny by legislators of government’s plans and reports as a
critical element in the accountability of government to the public.

The creation of the BC Progress Board to advise and report
on British Columbia’s economic progress over time is another
indication that government is committed to monitoring and
reporting on its performance. To date, the board has produced two
reports outlining the province’s progress in meeting 6 core targets
and 20 specific indicators. (For a copy of the board’s reports, see
<http://www.bcprogressboard.com/news.html>.)
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Auditor General’s Comments

These are all clear signs, it seems to me, of government’s
commitment to public performance reporting. Given this, | fully
expect the annual reports to improve greatly over the next few
years, particularly as government entities develop their capacity
to both manage for results and report on their performance.
Certainly, many of the 2002705 service plans we read were more
informative than the 2001702 performance plans. | expect these
improvements will be reflected in the 2002/03 annual reports.

Expectations and Commitments

Although it is my usual practice to include in my reports
recommendations for improvement, | have declined to do so
for this review. | believe that the path to improvement, albeit
challenging, is fairly clear. | encourage—indeed challenge—
government organizations to do what they can to reflect good
performance reporting principles in their annual reports. | especially
urge the leaders of government to do this, and | will do the same.

To help organizations improve their reporting, | invite them
to contact my Office for our detailed assessments of their 2001/02
reports. Next year, | will again provide the Legislative Assembly
with an assessment of the quality of government’s annual reports
and, for the first time, report publicly my assessment of each one.
In the interim, | will continue to work with government and
legislators to reach consensus on public performance reporting
principles and to develop an assurance program for the British
Columbia public sector. As well, | intend to take a closer look at
how government is developing its capacity to actually manage
for and report on results.
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Our Obijective and Approach

Annual reports have the potential to be a key means of
demonstrating a government’s transparency and accountability.
Until recently, however, such reports received little attention from
either those who prepared them (government organizations) or
those they were meant to serve (legislators, the public and other
stakeholders). In many respects, it was a self-perpetuating circle.
Annual reports weren’t meaningful and therefore they weren’t
used; they weren’t used and therefore they weren’t meaningful.

This is all beginning to change. In recent years, the public—
and those who represent them—have demanded greater openness
and transparency from their governments. The electorate is
educated, informed and interested in knowing about the business
of government. They want to know how decisions are made and
what the impact of those decisions has been.

And legislators have been listening.

In 2000, the Legislative Assembly of British Columbia passed
the Budget Transparency and Accountability Act, making the
preparation of annual reports (and the plans that support them)

a priority of government. We applauded that significant step, and
since then have been monitoring efforts in this initiative. Last year,
we carried out the first of our assessments of government’s annual
performance reports. This year, we decided to assess a full range
of 2001702 annual reports to answer questions we had about their
overall quality. What standard of reporting are the annual reports
meeting? And are the reports truly informative?

In all, we assessed the 2001/02 annual reports of 40 government
organizations (all 20 of the ministries, 18 of the Crown corporations,
government as a whole and the Office of the Premier)—twice the
number of organizations we reviewed last year. (See Appendix B
for a complete list of the organizations we reviewed). Unlike last
year, we focused this time only on annual reports—government’s
key accountability reports. Our review of plans (the 2001/02
performance plans and the 2002705 service plans) was limited
to determining whether linkages to them were made in the
annual reports.

We carried out a general review rather than an audit and
did not include an assessment of the relevance or reliability of the
data (as discussed in the topic box on page 6, “Adding Credibility:
Providing Assurance on Reliability™).

Auditor General of British Columbia | 2002/2003 Report 7: Building Better Reports 11
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Our Objective and Approach

Following our assessment last year of government’s plans
and annual reports, a concern was voiced that we had “raised the
bar” too high, setting unreasonable expectations. To address that
concern in this year’s review, we devised a methodology that
focuses on an organization’s stage of development in reflecting
principles of good performance reporting. The principles we used
for this assessment are those proposed by the CCAF~FCVI Inc.,

a national, non-profit research and education foundation, in
consultation with legislators, senior government managers and
legislative auditors from across Canada. Those principles are

also the starting point for government and my Office as we work
towards reaching consensus on a set of reporting principles for
the province’s public sector (see topic box, “Reporting Principles
and Assurance Program for British Columbia”). However, the
British Columbia principles had not advanced sufficiently that we
could use them in our review. Hence, we relied on the principles
emerging at the national level.

Reporting Principles and Assurance Program for British Columbia

In July 2002, a steering committee was struck to seek consensus on a set of reporting principles and to develop an
assurance program for the British Columbia public sector. Comprising senior officials from government and the
Auditor General’s office, the committee was established in response to two key recommendations of the Public
Accounts Committee (PAC)—recommendations that arose out of the PAC’s deliberations on the Auditor General’s
2001 Building Better Reports: Public Performance Reporting Practices in British Columbia.

Reporting Principles for British Columbia—In keeping with direction from the PAC, the steering committee has
studied performance reporting principles and practices from various jurisdictions. Taking as its starting point the
national reporting principles of the CCAF, the committee is building on this effort, ensuring that what is developed
for British Columbia reflects good practice. Overlaying its work are the accountability provisions of the Budget
Transparency and Accountability Act. When this work is done, the committee will have identified performance
reporting principles for British Columbia as well as self-assessment criteria for each principle—a series of questions
that can serve as a tool for assessing and improving the quality of performance reporting.

Assurance Program for British Columbia—The PAC endorsed the principle of independent assurance, a process
for judging the credibility of performance information. This is a relatively new area of audit work. Consequently, the
committee recommended that an assurance program be developed for British Columbia and suggested the use of
pilot projects to help in the design of the program. This work is in the early stages.

Members of the steering committee are committed to working together to achieve a common goal and, to date, they
have attained a high degree of consensus. A report on their progress will be presented to the PAC in early 2003.

Auditor General of British Columbia | 2002/2003 Report 7: Building Better Reports



Our Objective and Approach

The other key aspect of our methodology, the learning
model, includes four stages of development: Start-up, In Process,
Fundamentals in Place, and Fully Incorporated. (See Appendix A
for details on this approach.)

This approach establishes a baseline that will allow us to
report on how British Columbia’s performance reports progress
over time. Applied over the long term, this methodology will
have several benefits.

1. It will demonstrate that not all organizations are at the same
stage of development.

2. It will recognize that some principles may be easier to achieve
than others.

3. It will point to areas where organizations may want to
concentrate their efforts to improve their performance reporting.

4. It will allow those who report—government organizations—
and those who use the reports—Ilegislators and the public—
to determine whether reports are improving over time.

We believe that government organizations interested in
improving their annual reports would benefit from using this
methodology to assess their own reports. They may even wish
to publish the results of the assessment in their annual report
next year.

We did not expect organizations to have fully incorporated
all the principles of good performance reporting yet. One reason is
that the principles themselves are evolving and will continue to do
so as British Columbia and other jurisdictions experiment with
these or similar reporting principles and practices. Another reason
is that the reports this year were prepared at a time of significant
restructuring and transition. Since being sworn into office in June
2001, the government has led an extensive reorganization of its
ministries and agencies. And, finally, the reports we reviewed were
prepared before our methodology was developed. Nonetheless, we
point out that central agencies provided all organizations with
reporting guidelines that were highly consistent with the reporting
principles contained in our methodology. The only principle not
addressed by the guidelines was the one on capacity.
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The Quality of Government’s Annual Reports

This section of the report contains our findings for each of the
performance reporting principles. Throughout the section, we’ve
highlighted examples from reports we reviewed that depict each
principle well.

Reports are beginning to focus on the few, critical aspects of performance

Good public performance reporting should focus on the few,
critical aspects of performance. Many organizations have a wealth
of information they could report, but doing so would likely
overwhelm readers. Excessive detail, jargon and overly technical
descriptions obscure rather than illuminate the discussion. The
challenge for those who prepare performance reports is to focus on
aspects that are important to the intended readers and key to helping
them understand an organization’s performance. To earn the reader’s
confidence, how and why the key performance aspects were selected
for reporting should also be clearly explained.

Overall, we found that most government organizations are
in the In Process stage of focusing on the few critical aspects of
their performance. To advance from this stage, they need to adopt
measures that are clearly focused on their goals and objectives, are
linked to government’s strategic plan, and include both outputs
and outcomes.

Of the organizations we reviewed, we found that BC Hydro
and Power Authority had gone furthest in reflecting this principle
(Exhibit 2).

Exhibit 2

BC Hydro 2001/02 annual report focuses on a few critical areas of performance

BC Hydro and Power Authority has fundamentally met the principle of focusing on its few critical aspects of
performance. Its 2001/02 annual report contains the corporation’s critical measures of performance, including
measures of financial outcomes, customer satisfaction, efficiency and capacity. Together, these measures tell the
reader something about what the organization has been able to achieve in pursuing its six goals.

The corporation was able to show benchmarks and trends for many of its measures, and all of its key goals were at
least partially covered by the indicators reported. It also provided clear explanations of why it chose the measures it
did and what changes readers should expect in future years. We felt that the majority of the measures being reported
by BC Hydro were relevant, even though some were of only short-term interest.

The corporation is continuing to review and update some of its measures to ensure that they are the best and most
relevant ones.

Overall, BC Hydro’s 2001/02 annual report is the most informative of the ones we reviewed and is the best example
of how an organization has been able to focus on a few critical areas of importance.
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The Quality of Government’s Annual Reports

We found that most organizations provided a reasonable
number of measures in their reports, although some provided
none. However, we also found that many reports did not contain
meaningful explanations of why the measures being reported
were selected. Most organizations chose to report on the various
activities undertaken during the year and milestones achieved,
but not on the outcomes of these activities. While we agree that
this information is important to an organization, we do not think
it conveys what an organization really achieved. Knowing that a
new information system was implemented on time, for example,
is much less informative than knowing the impact of this system
on the quality of an organization’s services.

While we recognize that measuring and reporting on out-
comes is challenging for organizations, we also believe that doing
so is important for helping decision-makers do their job effectively
and for helping the public understand what they’re getting for
their tax dollars.

It will likely take time for government’s organizations to fully
embrace this principle. Selecting the right performance measures
often requires getting staff and stakeholder acceptance and
developing the infrastructure to collect, analyze and report the
measures. To date, few government organizations have managed
to do all of this. Some have identified their key performance
measures, but do not have the systems in place to collect the
necessary information. For other organizations, settling upon the
most appropriate measures will take several years of trial and error.

Reports are beginning to show reasonable linkages between goals
and achievements

Informative public performance reporting should explain
what an organization is trying to do and why. Organizations can
achieve this by explaining their purpose, goals, objectives and
strategies and the key business areas responsible for carrying
out those strategies. Organizations should also outline the key
performance measures and targets they have chosen to monitor
and report on, and explain how these relate to their strategic
direction. Clearly outlining performance expectations helps
engender public confidence and focus management and staff
on the same purpose.
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The Quality of Government’s Annual Reports

As well, organizations should report on the measures identified
in their plans and on the extent to which they have been able to
achieve their targets. The explicit link between plans and reports is a
fundamental tenet of meaningful accountability reporting. Ideally, all
goals, objectives, strategies and targets from the performance plan
should carry forward, in their entirety, to the subsequent annual
report. When circumstances such as a change in mandate force an
organization to re-evaluate its priorities and amend its plans, any
changes or omissions from the original plan should be explained.

Our review found that most of government’s organizations
clearly outlined their purpose (mandates, mission, vision and
values) and their strategic direction (goals, objectives and
strategies). Explaining the linkages between these and the
performance measures and targets wasn’t done as successfully.

In most reports, the measures appeared to be independent of the
goals and objectives identified by the organization. And, although
the linkages between the objectives and the measures were clear in
some reports, how these results were linked to the organization’s
activities and strategies was not explained.

Making linkages clearer, we believe, would help increase the
usefulness of the reports. An example of an organization that was
able to show these linkages well in its annual report is the Ministry
of Forests (Exhibit 3).

Ministry of Forests 2001/02 annual report links goals with results

In its 2001/02 annual report, the Ministry of Forests clearly shows how its measures are linked to its goals and what
business areas are responsible for its results. It also fully reports on the performance measures and targets it identified in its
performance plan. Explanations for the results, including shortfalls, are provided later in its report. An example of this

reporting is as follows:

Goal 2: A Strong Forest Economy

Business Area Performance Measures Published Targets Actual Achievement More Info
Protection of Forest Percentage of Crown forest 100% 93% v Page 35
and Range Resources aerial-surveyed for achieved Substantially

from Fire and Pests insect infestations

Forest Road Percentage of all Forest 85% 89% Vv Page 34
Infrastructure Service road bridges at Over-achieved

full-load capacity

Source: Adapted from the B.C. Ministry of Forests 2001/02 Annual Report, pp. 18-19.
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One area in which most ministries improved from last year
was in linking their goals and objectives with those of government.
In fact, explaining these linkages and what the ministries had done
to further government’s strategies was the main focus of most
of the annual reports. Each reported on its progress in meeting
the “New Era” commitments and the other priorities outlined in
the Premier’s letters to the Ministers in July 2001. Most Crown
corporations, on the other hand, did not identify how their goals
and activities aligned with those of the government.

Reporting on the measures and targets identified in the
2001702 performance plans was problematic for many government
organizations, especially the ministries. With recent changes in
direction, most ministries and many Crown corporations believed
that their 2001/02 performance plans were no longer relevant, and
that reporting on the measures and targets within them would not
be informative (reasoning we agree with). Although we recognize
the challenges in reporting according to expectations that are no
longer relevant, we believe that more explanation for why certain
measures were eliminated would have increased the credibility of
the reports.

To foster public confidence, good public performance reporting
also requires organizations to explain their results—both the
successes and the shortfalls. As occurred last year, we found that
few organizations did a good job of explaining their results. Not
even one-quarter of the organizations whose annual reports we
reviewed—and only one ministry—provided credible explanations
for their results, particularly their shortfalls. Most provided either
no explanations or only partial ones. Some of the organizations
that did a good job are BC Hydro and Power Authority, BC Transit,
the Insurance Corporation of British Columbia and the Ministry
of Transportation.
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Few reports demonstrate any linkages between resources,

strategies and results

This principle suggests that, to be meaningful, reporting on
performance needs to link resources to strategic choices and results.
The purpose of doing this is to show clearly what degree of effort
(both financial and human) an organization is devoting to each
goal or objective. Ideally, organizations should also explain how
resource availability influenced the selection or achievement of
its goals.

At present, few good models exist for organizations to emulate.
According to the CCAF, this is probably the most challenging
principle to put into practice. Nevertheless, there is also emerging
consensus that it is a critical component to good performance
reporting. Reporting results without linking them to the resources
used to achieve them tells only half the story. British Columbians
want to know how well their tax dollars are being spent. They want
to know what they are getting for their money.

Consequently, we believe that government organizations
should be moving towards reflecting this principle in their
performance reporting. At a minimum, we believe organizations
should be able to report their actual expenditures against their
previously established budget and to identify and explain any
variance. We also think that they should begin linking their
resources to some of their goals, objectives or programs.

What we found is that more than 75% of the organizations
we reviewed were still in the Start-up stage of development.

All the ministries reported their actual expenditures in relation
to their budget and identified variances. However, only about
one-quarter of them made any attempt to explain these variances.
All the Crown corporations, on the other hand, included financial
statements in their reports. Most of them also provided reasonably
good explanations for their financial performance, usually explaining
the sources of their revenues and any key differences between
their financial results last year and this year. While this style of
reporting provided considerably more useful information than
was included in the ministries’ reports, few corporations outlined
their budgets or explained variances.
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We found that none of the organizations attempted to explain
all of their key resource allocation decisions. However, a few did
make some effort to link the resources they had to the results they
achieved. Several organizations explained that they were unable to
meet one or more specified performance targets because of financial
constraints or restructuring. Both Tourism BC and the Legal Services
Society, for example, attributed some of their shortfalls to these
types of constraints.

In reading the 2002705 service plans, we noticed some
promising changes in reporting. Some of the ministries (Ministry
of Sustainable Resource Management and the Ministries of Health
Planning and Services, for example) have allocated their estimated
expenditures according to goal and business area (Exhibit 4). We
hope that these ministries will reflect these improvements in their
2002703 annual reports.

Organizations are making progress in discussing their key risks,
but few are addressing their capacity to achieve their goals

Risk

Risk is the chance of something
happening that will have an impact
upon the achievement of objectives.
It includes risk as both opportunity
and threat.

(B.C. Ministry of Finance,
Chapter 9, General Management
Operating Policy)

This reporting principle—presenting results in the context
of risks, capacity and other factors—comprises three separate
but related concepts. We found differences in the extent to which
organizations had adopted each of the concepts in their reports,
and we describe these differences below.

According to this emerging principle, public performance
reporting should identify an organization’s key risks and explain
how these risks have influenced strategies, performance expectations
and actual results.

Most of the annual reports we reviewed contained some
information on the organizations’ external operating environments.
However, almost half of the ministries didn’t provide any discussion
on the risks or challenges they face. Also, fewer than half of all the
organizations described what impact they expected from these
risks and even fewer described what they planned to do, or had
done, to manage them.
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Exhibit 4

Ministry of Health Services plan links resources to goals and business areas

2002/03 Funding by Core Business and Ministry Goal? — MOHS

Core Business

Pharmacare

Medical Services Plan

Ambulance Services

Regional Health Sector Funding

Capital Financing

Corporate Services and Program Management
Fiscal Year 02/03

Core Business

Pharmacare

Medical Services Plan

Ambulance Services

Regional Health Sector Funding

Capital Financing

Corporate Services and Program Management
Fiscal Year 02/03

Goal 1

718,273
2,517,611
187,566
6,041,251
305,900

9,770,601

Goal 1

1,759

1,759

$000
Goal 2 Goal 3

296,000

138,799
296,000 138,799

FTE’s
Goal 2 Goal 3

1,030
1,030

Total

718,273
2,517,611
187,566
6,337,251
305,900
138,799

10,205,400

Total

1,759

1,030
2,789

2 Funding by goal was derived as follows: Goal 1—Program service delivery budgets, excluding public and preventive
services; Goal 2—Public and preventive services; Goal 3—Program management budgets for all programs. A more

detailed analysis of core business funding by ministry goal will be provided in future ministry service plans.

FTE by goal was derived as follows: Goal 1—Services are provided by non-government FTEs with the exception of the

B.C. Ambulance Service, which provides direct services to clients; Goal 2—Services are provided by non-government FTEs;

Goal 3—Direct government FTEs providing corporate services and program management functions.

Source: B.C. Ministry of Health Services Service Plan 2002/03 - 2004/05, p. 20.
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Capacity

Capacity refers to the capability
of an organization to achieve
results at a given level. “A

capable organization is one that
can continue to do what it does
currently, and is flexible enough to
do what is required in the future.”

(State Services Commission,
Measuring Human Resource
Capability, Occasional Paper #13,
Wellington, New Zealand, August
1999, p. 8.)

Many of the organizations provided a more thorough
discussion of their risks in their service plans. We believe that this
is appropriate. In the annual report, we expected organizations to
summarize this discussion and update it as required, but to focus
on how the risks—both expected and unexpected—have affected
the results being reported. Few organizations did this. One of the
better discussions on risk we reviewed was in BC Hydro’s 2001702
annual report (Exhibit 5).

The Government of British Columbia views risk management
as an integral part of corporate governance. It rewrote the policy
on risk management in September 2002, making each ministry or
other government organization responsible for developing its own
enterprise-wide risk management program. Enterprise-wide risk
management is defined as a disciplined approach to managing risk
exposures across the entire organization in an integrated, holistic
and continuous process. Risk exposures can be viewed in terms
of probabilities, impacts, and strategic, operational and financial
objectives. We expect that this increased focus on risk management
will also be reflected in future service plans and reports.

The extent to which an organization achieves its intended
results is heavily dependent on its capacity to do so—that is,
its leadership, people, tangible assets, technology, policies and
processes, relationships and financial resources. As with risk, there
is more than one way to report on capacity. An organization could
integrate this information throughout the report or it could devote
a section to the topic. If there are no capacity considerations that
readers need to understand to properly appreciate the organization’s
performance, a management representation to this effect may suffice.

Very few of the ministries and Crown corporations we
reviewed reported on their capacity to meet their goals and
objectives. Most of the organizations reported only on the number
of full-time equivalents under their employ. A few went further
and provided performance measures related to leadership,
training, information systems and financial resources. One
organization we found that reported well on capacity was BC
Hydro. Its 2001/02 annual report not only provided capacity
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Exhibit 5

Reporting Risks at BC Hydro and Power Authority

In its 2001/02 annual report, BC Hydro and Power Authority describes its key financial risks in its Management Discussion
and Analysis section and outlines its ongoing risk management strategy. One of the risks faced by BC Hydro is the level of
water inflows into its reservoirs. The corporation describes this risk as follows:

Business Risks and Uncertainties

BC Hydro is subject to various risks and uncertainties that cause significant volatility in its earnings. Factors
such as the level of water inflows into its reservoirs, market prices for electricity and natural gas, interest rates,
foreign exchange rates, weather and regulatory and government policies influence both the operation of the
BC Hydro system and its earnings. While these risks cannot be eliminated, as they are largely non-controllable,
some may be mitigated to a certain degree. The key risks and uncertainties BC Hydro faces include:

1. Water inflows into reservoirs and impact on hydro generation

BC Hydro’s net income is significantly influenced by the level of water inflows into its reservoirs. High levels

of water inflows into BC Hydro’s reservoirs allow for a greater proportion of energy demand to be met using
low-cost hydro generation in place of higher-priced energy purchases, thereby reducing the cost of energy and
increasing net income. The unit cost of energy purchases in fiscal 2002 was on average more than 25 times
greater than the variable unit cost of hydro generation. High inflows can also create surplus energy not required
to meet domestic demand. This energy can be sold at favourable profit margins on the electricity trade market.
As the amount of inflows can fluctuate significantly from year to year, BC Hydro faces challenges in operating
its system to try to minimize the impact of low water years on net income. BC Hydro continues to optimize
energy management through the appropriate mix of self-generation and energy imports, depending on water
inflows and fluctuating economic and market conditions.

How this risk affected the corporation in 2001/02 is reported as follows:

A decrease in hydro generation and corresponding increase in the total volume of electricity and gas purchases

The availability of low-cost hydro generation has a significant impact on energy costs. The variable cost of hydro
generation is substantially less than the cost of electricity purchases or natural gas purchases, used primarily for
the operation of the Burrard Generating Station. Hydro generation declined by 12 per cent this year, mainly due
to a reduction in the level water inflows into BC Hydro’s reservoirs. Water inflows were 88 per cent of normal
this year compared to 97 per cent of normal in the prior year, necessitating an increase in energy purchases to
meet demand. The lower than normal reservoir levels at the start of the year also contributed to the increase in
energy purchases. Reservoir levels at the end of this year, while still below normal levels, are higher than at the
end of the prior year.

The lower level of water inflows during the year contributed to BC Hydro being in a net import position of
approximately 5200 GW-h for the year compared to a net import position of approximately 1700 GW-h in the
prior year. Imports, when economic, are used to supplement BC Hydro generation in meeting domestic load
requirements and are also used for future resale in the electricity trade market. Approximately 2000 GW-h of
the net imports in fiscal 2002 will be used for resale in future periods.

Source: 2001/02 Annual Report of BC Hydro and Power Authority, pp. 14-24.
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Other critical factors

performance measures (such as leadership, employee development
and information technology), but it also included financial
sustainability and generating capacity.

Most of the reports we reviewed did not answer the key
guestion: Does the organization have the capacity it needs to meet
its objectives? To answer this question, an organization needs to
provide important contextual information. A good example of this
being done is in the 2001702 annual report of the Public Guardian
and Trustee (Exhibit 6).

It was not surprising to us that most organizations had not
reflected the principle of capacity in their reporting. Reporting on
organizational capacity is not a simple undertaking. There is no
widespread agreement about how capacity should be assessed,
measured or reported on. This perhaps explains why the reporting
guidelines provided by Treasury Board Staff and the Crown
Agencies Secretariat did not address the issue of capacity.

Over time, however, this situation will change and we believe
organizations should be able to: identify the dimensions of capacity
that are key to their mission, goals or objectives; discuss the capacity
challenges they’ve encountered or expect to encounter in the future;
describe the strategies they’ve used or will use to manage their
capacity; and describe the impacts of these strategic choices.

Government organizations should report any factor that may
have a significant effect on their performance, such as the actions
of another organization. Increasingly in government, objectives are
achieved through collaborative and cooperative arrangements with
other organizations, both within and outside the public sector.
Reporting should help readers understand what the reporting
organization contributed to its own achievements, as well as
what role other organizations or partners played.

We found that most of British Columbia’s ministries and
Crown corporations reported on the importance of various
stakeholders and partners, but not in terms of how they
influenced ministry and corporation achievements.
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Exhibit 6

Reporting capacity issues in the 2001/02 annual report of the Public Guardian and Trustee

The 2001/02 annual report of the Public Guardian and Trustee (PGT) contains a section that outlines the organization’s
capacity, its strategy for managing these risks and the impact of its capacity limitations. That section reads:

Addressing Organizational Capacity Limitations

Despite the risk mitigation activities outlined above, the organizational capacity of the PGT to meet future performance targets and address
other service delivery issues is in question.

The PGT has been operating from a historical position of chronic backlogs and service pressures. Several projects have been undertaken in
the last year to address this issue. Additionally, projects have been identified for 2002/2003. As these one time projects are completed and
the backlogs reduced, there are permanent gains. However, new service standards and expectations are created as a result of addressing the
backlogs and this means the PGT must continue to meet the new standards, once established. This results in the reallocation of resources
from backlog reduction to maintenance of new modern service standards.

Capacity limitations of the PGT have needed to be addressed in the past year by priorizing so that the most crucial services could still be
delivered. It is anticipated that the effects of limited funding and the depth of historic service pressures will continue to influence the ability
of the PGT to address service levels and service backlogs.

Source: 200172002 Annual Report of the Public Guardian and Trustee, p. 27.

Organizations will need to determine for themselves what
other factors are also critical for helping readers understand
their performance.

Many Crown corporations, but few ministries, are integrating
comparative information into their reports

Performance information is made much more meaningful
when it is put into context. Besides comparing results to previously
established goals, it is helpful to compare results to both past
and expected future performance and to the performance of
similar organizations or industry benchmarks. Comparing current
performance to that in previous years shows whether performance
is stable, improving or deteriorating. Comparing results to bench-
marks can help the reader understand the reasonableness of the
results and whether there is room for improvement.
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Exhibit 7

Overall, we found that the organizations we reviewed are
in the process of reflecting this principle in their performance
reporting and generally are at about the same stage of using
comparative information as they were last year. Those organizations
whose 2001/02 annual reports did provide both long-term trends
and at least some benchmarks were BC Hydro and Power
Authority (see Exhibit 7), the Insurance Corporation of British
Columbia, BC Transit, the Ministry of Health Services, BC
Assessment Authority and Tourism BC.

Most of the annual reports we reviewed had some trend
information—and those of most of the Crown corporations had
good financial trend information. However, fewer than a quarter
of the reports we reviewed provided longer trends for the majority
of their performance measures.

We also found that only about one-third of the reports we
reviewed provided any benchmarks against which their results
could be compared. We recognize that it will take some time before
good benchmarks are available for most government organizations.
A few organizations reported having conducted extensive bench-

BC Hydro 2001/02 annual report provides good trend information and good benchmarks

The 2001/02 annual report for BC Hydro and Power Authority included several measures with both three-year trends and
benchmarks. An example of one of these measures is duplicated below. The benchmark is provided in the last paragraph.

Average system availability index (ASAI)

Actual
01/02 99.959%
00/01 99.972%
99/00 99.974%

ASAI was heavily impacted by the December 14-16, 2001
Target windstorm that hit the Lower Mainland and Vancouver Island
99.973% regions. The three-day storm accounted for 36 per cent of
99.972% total customer-hours lost during the 12-month period. Other

' major events included the May 28, 2001 windstorm that

99.970% affected almost the entire province and the October 22-23,

2001 windstorm in the Lower Mainland and Vancouver Island

regions. Excluding the impacts of the December storm, ASAI

ASAl is the percentage of total time that power was available would have been on target at 99.974 per cent.

to customers calculated on a rolling twelve-month-average
basis. This measure is a standard indicator of reliability of

service for the electrical utility industry.

Even with these adverse weather events, BC Hydro still achieved the
results on par with the Canadian Electricity Association’s composite
results (99.963 per cent) for calendar 2000 (the latest available results).

Source: 2001/02 Annual Report of BC Hydro and Power Authority, p. 49.
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marking, but they didn’t report the results of that work. We
believe such information should be provided whenever possible
because it strengthens the usefulness of reports and makes them
more meaningful.

Comparative information not only serves accountability
purposes; it is also a useful management tool. Organizations can
learn from reviewing their trends and benchmarks, and can adjust
their performance targets to reflect this knowledge. In our review
of the 2001702 annual reports, we didn’t see much evidence of this
being done yet. However, it is quite possible that organizations are
making use of this information, but simply not reporting it.

Few organizations disclose key reporting judgements

This last principle suggests that organizations should briefly
explain the key judgments that have shaped their reports, such as
why they chose the performance measures and targets they did.
Doing so helps build confidence in what is being reported.

Organizations should also explain the reason for changes in
measuring and reporting. Change is constant and unavoidable for
government organizations. In most cases, changes in reporting
result from a genuine desire to improve the quality of the reporting
or from a change in the strategic direction of the organization.
However, without explanations for these changes, some readers
might wonder if certain performance measures have been dropped
and others added to make the organization’s performance look
better. Candid explanations for these changes will go a long way
toward convincing these readers of the legitimacy of the changes.

None of the organizations we reviewed have gone beyond
the In Process stage of disclosing key reporting judgements. Few
organizations provided good explanations of why they chose the
performance measures and targets they did or how those measures
and targets were calculated. Although almost all of the organizations
had experienced significant changes in the way they were reporting
their performance, only about one in five explained why these
changes were made. All of the ministries provided the same
general explanation about the 2001/02 transition year, but this
explanation did not clarify why specific measures were dropped
and others added.
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Information concerning the sources and reliability of key data
is also important so that readers can place appropriate confidence
in the information they receive. Only about one-third of the annual
reports identified sources for at least some of the data they provided.
Exhibit 8 shows a good example from the Ministry of Health
Services of how source material could be included.

Only about 1 in 10 of the organizations we reviewed provided
any discussion on the reliability of the data being presented. A few
organizations reported that their data was reliable, but did not
explain how they knew this to be the case. A good example of
disclosing management’s assessment of the reliability of data
can be found in the Public Guardian and Trustee 2001702 annual

Exhibit 8

Ministry of Health Services 2001/02 annual report provides data sources

PERCEMTAGE OF MENTAL HEALTH CLIEMTS ACCESS|MG
COMBMUMNITY SERVICES, B.C., 1997/ 98 - 1993700

10
Sk
Bl
70
Al

TARGET

I redsd

121% 12.8% Fir it

FER CEMT ACCESSIMNG COMMUNMITY SERVICES
E

1% 8.3% 5.4%
o SR TERYYFT
Pelental Healeh Acute Payehiaerise General
Care Qutpatent Care Fracritiomer
B ooor00s Bl 1999, 2000

Saurce: M5P Claims Database, Mental Health Data Warehouse, Chient/Parient Information Management (CPIM)
Syztem, Discharge Abstrace Database, Infarmation Suppam

Source: Ministry of Health Services 2001/02 Annual Report, p. 38.
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report (Exhibit 9). We were also impressed to see the early efforts
by the Ministry of Management Services in including detailed
information about each of the performance measures it plans to
cover in its 2002703 annual report. For each measure, the ministry

Exhibit 9

The Public Guardian and Trustee 2001/02 annual report discloses key reporting judgements

Reliability of Data

Management believes the reliability of the data used for performance measurement in this report is generally
high but some variation in reliability does exist.

PGT senior management were asked to categorize the reliability of the data used in the 2001/2002 PGT
performance measurement using the following three categories:

Generally data was categorized as reliable or highly reliable.

Highly Reliable Reliable Somewhat Reliable
= information from a third party m falls in between the above two = information based on highly
definitions selective sampling
m objectively verifiable m very modest data (small amount)
on which to extrapolate results
= milestones = information from a third party

that cannot be verified.

Third party data verification presents a challenge. However, the PGT reviewed and verified third party data
produced by the Ombudsman’s office, one third party source. When the Office of the Ombudsman reported
that there were no substantiated complaints made against the PGT, the PGT reviewed the individual cases to
determine whether any internal PGT practices had changed despite the Ombudsman reporting that the
complaints were unsubstantiated. Substantiated complaints are those that the Ombudsman’s Office has
investigated and has recommendations/findings for the PGT to action.

As an additional data reliability check, PGT internal summary data was reviewed on a quarterly basis and
also on an ad hoc basis when required throughout 2001/02.

Limitations in Computerized Performance Information

The limited availability of computerized summary reports of performance results presented a major challenge
for the PGT. Only certain types of information were able to be tracked in, or reported on, using COMET,

the current trust accounting system or through other computer applications used by the PGT. Much data
collection was done manually and required tools to be developed for tracking and reporting purposes. This
was a fairly labor intensive process. Over time, the PGT intends to increase the use of automated performance
reports where applicable.

Source: 2001/2002 Annual Report of the Public Guardian and Trustee, pp. 32-33
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intends to provide its objective, rationale and data source, as well
as explanations and supporting graphics of how the measure was
calculated, any limitations in the data, its verifiability, and the
baseline, targets and benchmarks. The ministry’s progress in this
effort can be seen at <www.mser.gov.bc.ca/rpts/sp.htm>. We
encourage other organizations to consider a similar approach in
describing and explaining their performance reporting measures.
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Are the Leaders Leading?

We expected certain entities to be leading all government
organizations in the implementation of good performance
reporting. However, we found that this wasn't the case.

The organizations we identified as leaders were:

B government as a whole, because the ministries and the Crown
corporations will undoubtedly look to government's annual
report as setting the standard;

m the Ministry of Finance, because it is responsible for producing
the reporting guidelines that all ministries are expected to
follow; and

m the Office of the Premier, because it is seen as a government leader
and it includes the Crown Agencies Secretariat, which describes
its role as strategically overseeing the entire system of Crown
agencies in British Columbia.

Based on our assessment, the government’s 2001/02 annual
reports are, on average, in the Start-up stage of reflecting good
public performance reporting principles. Because our Office has
been advocating public performance reporting for some time,
we decided to assess our own annual report as well. We found
that our Office is also only starting to reflect good performance
reporting principles in our annual report (see topic box, “The
2001702 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General:
How does it stand up under assessment?”).
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The 2001/02 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General: How does it stand up under assessment?

Recognizing our role in setting an example for good public performance reporting, we subjected our annual report to the
same assessment we applied to those of other organizations.

As the table below shows, we are just starting to reflect the principles of good reporting in our annual report. We continue
to struggle to identify the few critical things we should measure and report on. As did most other organizations of government,
we reported on measures that were primarily outputs and milestones. We need to identify better performance measures,
especially for outcomes and efficiency.

Performance Reporting Principles

Stage of Focusonfew Linkinggoals  Linking Disclosing key

Development critical and resources  Capacity, risk, Comparative  reporting
aspects achievements  andresults  otherfactors information  judgements

Fully Incorporated

Fundamentals in place

In Process 2 *

Start-up 4 ¢ 2 2

Like most government organizations, we did somewhat better in clearly identifying our goals and reporting our
achievements in relation to the performance measures identified in our performance plan. We also explained our
results, including a number of our shortfalls. However, our plan did not provide specific performance targets, making
it difficult for readers to determine whether we truly achieved what we set out to achieve. We also need to do better
at clearly explaining the linkages among our goals, objectives, strategies and measures.

Our ability to link our resources to our results is consistent with that of other organizations. We provided audited
financial statements and a management discussion and analysis of our finances. We also included our budget and
actual costs and explained the variances. However, we still need to do more to show how our resources are linked
to our results. We are currently working on implementing a new project tracking system and hope to use the
information to provide more comprehensive cost information next year.

We did a reasonable job of discussing some of the challenges faced by the Office, including capacity challenges.
And we discussed the impacts of these challenges, as well as our strategies to address them. However, we need
to be clearer about whether we have the capacity we need to achieve our planned goals and objectives.

We have fallen behind many other organizations in providing comparative information in our report. We included
very little in the way of long-term trends and no benchmarks. This gap reflects our struggle with selecting the few
critical things we would like to report on. Until we do this, we will continue to develop and report on new measures,
but this will make it difficult for us to show any longer trends.

Finally, we need to do a much better job of disclosing our key reporting judgements. We need to explain why we
chose the performance measures we have and why we’ve made the changes we have. As we begin to report more
data, we also need to provide the source of this data and to disclose any limitations in its reliability.
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Next year will be the first time government’s ministries and
Crown corporations will be required by legislation to report on
their achievements in relation to their previously established
service plans. Reporting in this manner, we believe, will make
next year’s annual reports more robust and meaningful than in
the past. Certainly, our review of the 2002/05 government strategic
plan has given us reason to think that the related 2002703 report
will be of better quality than this year’s, and more in keeping with
the spirit of the Budget Transparency and Accountability Act and
emerging performance reporting principles.

Over the longer term, making government’s annual reports
more meaningful will require a strong commitment by government
to constantly improve its performance reporting, and the capacity
to do so.

Evidence of such a commitment does exist. The steering
committee created to develop reporting principles and an assurance
program for British Columbia is one such example (see the topic box
on page 12, “Reporting Principles and Assurance Program for British
Columbia”). Government has also increased scrutiny of its service
plans and reports by establishing committees to review them. To
date, the Select Standing Committee on Crown Corporations has
begun reviewing the Crown corporation plans and annual reports
(see topic box on the following page, “Legislators Are Using the
Plans and Reports of Crown Corporations”). As well, government
caucus committees have reviewed the ministry service plans. We
believe that this increased scrutiny by legislators will ultimately
result in better quality plans and reports. Once government
organizations see that their plans and reports are actually being
used to inform debate and decision-making, they will want to
make them more meaningful.

What isn’t clear is whether government has the capacity it
needs to improve its performance reporting. Although we’re aware
of a number of initiatives being undertaken by government to
enhance its capacity to measure and report on its performance,
we did not include an assessment of these initiatives in this year’s
review. However, over the next year or so, we intend to carry out
a review to see whether government’s organizations in British
Columbia are developing their capacity to manage for and report
on results.
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Moving Forward

Legislators Are Using the Plans and Reports of Crown Corporations

There is real incentive to improving public performance reporting when reports are used by legislators. And this is
starting to happen. The Select Standing Committee on Crown Corporations, for example, is currently reviewing the
service plans and annual reports submitted by government’s Crown corporations.

The committee has stated that it will conduct a review of the annual reports and service plans of Crown corporations to
assess how effectively they are managing their resources. The committee will also look to see if outcomes in the services
plans are consistent, measurable and transparent while maintaining the integrity of government’s strategy for Crown
corporations and other agencies.

One of the first actions taken by the committee was the creation of a guide to help Crown corporations understand the
committee’s expectations, the types of information it requires, and the specific questions it intends to ask. Contained
within this guide are 11 “key reporting principles” that the committee uses to assess each Crown corporation. With
some exceptions, these principles are generally consistent with the principles we used to assess government’s annual
reports. Two additional principles we included in our review were: 1) presenting results in the context of capacity;
and 2) disclosing key reporting judgements.

In October 2002, the Select Standing Committee on Crown Corporations released its report on its deliberations. The
report contains the committee’s observations and recommendations for the first four Crown corporations it reviewed:
British Columbia Buildings Corporation, British Columbia Lottery Corporation, Tourism British Columbia and
British Columbia Transit. Although most of the committee’s observations are directed at service plans rather than
annual reports, they are generally consistent with our findings as well.

> > S
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Response from the Ministry of Finance

and Crown Agencies Secretariat

The Ministry of Finance and the Crown Agencies Secretariat
appreciate the opportunity to review Building Better Reports: Our
Review of the 2001702 Reports of Government.

As acknowledged in the report, 2001/02 was an atypical year. With
the election of a new government there were extensive reorganizations,
especially for ministries, and significant new policy directions. This put
some limit on the extent to which the annual reports could relate back,
in the normal fashion, to previous plans. The annual reports, however,
provided an opportunity to set out and explain these changes and thus
establish a basis for improved performance reporting as we move forward.

The work on reporting principles that the government is
undertaking in consultation with the Office of the Auditor General,
as noted in the report, will also contribute significantly to improved
public performance reporting in British Columbia. The principles
and associated criteria will help guide ministries and government
organizations in strengthening their reporting, as well as contribute
to an agreed-upon basis for the assessment of reports. To that end,
we remain committed to undertaking a full review of the principles
in co-operation with ministries and Crown corporations to ensure the
result meets the objective of the exercise.

The government is strongly committed to enhanced public
performance reporting through service plans and annual service plan
reports, and to continuous improvement in these accountability documents.

The effort of those who prepare these reports is very much appreciated,
as is the interest, encouragement and advice provided by your office.

* > S
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Appendix A: The OAG-BC Matrix for Assessing the Stage of

Development in Reflecting Good Performance Reporting Principles

Our Office developed a matrix to assess the stage of
development that government organizations had reached in
reflecting the CCAF’s principles of good public performance
reporting. The assessment matrix has two distinct features:

® |t is based on the seven reporting principles developed by
the CCAF, as of July 2002: (1) reliable, fair, timely, consistent,
credible and useful; (2) focuses on the few, critical aspects
of performance; (3) links goals and achievements; (4) links
resources, strategies and results; (5) presents results in the
context of capacity, risk and other factors; (6) presents
comparative information; and (7) discloses key reporting
judgements. The first principle was not included in this year’s
review of government’s annual reports.

® |t reflects a learning-model approach to public performance
reporting. The learning model recognizes that it will take
considerable time and effort for organizations to fully
incorporate each of the reporting principles. The assumption
is that the principles are gradually adopted over a continuum
of four stages of development:

— Start-up: Most criteria have not yet been met.

— In Process: Many criteria have not been met, but progress
is being made.

— Fundamentals in Place: Most significant criteria have been
met, but further improvements are needed.

— Fully Incorporated: All criteria have been substantially met.

We believe that, given the necessary effort and capacity,
reporting organizations can, over time, fully incorporate these
performance reporting principles. We also note, however, that
just as the performance reporting principles will continue to
evolve, so too will our assessment matrix. We want to ensure
that the matrix reflects the most current thinking when it comes
to public performance reporting principles, and that it builds on
the experience gained by reporting organizations. The OAG-BC
assessment matrix follows.
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Appendix A: The OAG-BC Matrix for Assessing the Stage of
Development in Reflecting Good Performance Reporting Principles
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Appendix B: Government Organizations

Included in Our Review

Ministries
Advanced Education
Agriculture, Food and Fisheries
Attorney General and Minister Responsible for Treaty Negotiations
Children and Family Development
Community, Aboriginal and Women'’s Services
Competition, Science and Enterprise
Education
Energy and Mines
Finance
Forests
Health Planning
Health Services
Human Resources
Management Services
Provincial Revenue
Public Safety and Solicitor General
Skills Development and Labour
Sustainable Resource Management
Transportation
Water, Land and Air Protection

Crown Corporations and Agencies

British Columbia Assessment Authority

British Columbia Buildings Corporation

British Columbia Ferry Corporation

British Columbia Health Care Risk Management Society
British Columbia Housing Management Commission
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority

British Columbia Liquor Distribution Branch

British Columbia Lottery Corporation

British Columbia Railway Company

British Columbia Securities Commission

Auditor General of British Columbia | 2002/2003 Report 7: Building Better Reports 51



Appendix B: Government Organizations Included in Our Review

British Columbia Transit

Columbia Basin Trust

Columbia Power Corporation

Insurance Corporation of British Columbia
Land and Water British Columbia Inc.
Legal Services Society

Oil and Gas Commission

Tourism British Columbia

Other

Government as a whole

Office of the Premier
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Appendix C: Providing Assurance on the Ministries of Health

Planning and Health Services Report: How Are We Doing?

Report of the Auditor General
of British Columbia

BRITISH COLUMBIA’S REPORT
ON NATIONALLY COMPARABLE
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
SEPTEMBER 2002

To the Legislative Assembly
of the Province of British Columbia

Purpose

| have audited the indicators presented in the Ministry
of Health Services and Ministry of Health Planning
(the Ministries) Report on Nationally Comparable
Performance Indicators dated September 2002 based
on the commitment made in the First Ministers’
Meeting Communiqué on Health dated September
11th, 2000. The Conference of Deputy Ministers
defined the specific indicators to be regularly reported
to Canadians. The preparation of this indicators report
is the responsibility of the Ministries. My responsibility
is to express an opinion on the indicators based on my
audit. However, my responsibility does not extend to
assessing the performance achieved or the relevance of
the indicators.

Scope

Except as explained in this audit report (see the
“Exceptions” section below), | conducted my audit in
accordance with standards for assurance engagements
established by the Canadian Institute of Chartered
Accountants. Those standards require that | plan

and perform an audit to obtain reasonable assurance
whether the indicators are free of significant misstate-
ments and meet suitable criteria. To this end, | audited
these indicators to determine whether they meet the
criteria set out in the Annex to this report.

My audit included examining, on a test basis, evidence
supporting the indicators and disclosures. As well, my
audit was limited to information related to the most
recent year in which each indicator was reported. My
review of analysis provided by the Ministries in the
report was limited to ensuring that the information
was not inconsistent with the indicator results.

Auditor General of British Columbia |

Conclusion

In my opinion, except for the 18 indicators on which

| express no opinion, and subject to the limitations
disclosed in this audit report, the indicators included
in the Ministries’ report are, in all significant respects,
presented fairly in accordance with the criteria in the
Annex attached to my report and the definitions
approved by the Conference of Deputy Ministers.

Exceptions

There were 67 indicators defined by the Conference

of Deputy Ministers. Sixty-two are fully reported on

by the British Columbia Ministries, two are partially
reported, and three are not reported. Data used to
develop these indicators were drawn from relevant
databases of Statistics Canada, the Canadian Institute
for Health Information, Health Canada, and the
British Columbia Ministries. | am unable to provide

an opinion on 18 indicators for the following reasons.
The problems identified below are common to all
jurisdictions, with the exception of the three indicators
derived from the British Columbia Ministry databases:

Five indicators are based on the Canadian Institute for
Health Information (CIHI) databases. They are:

m Total hip replacement rate
m Total knee replacement rate

m Re-admission rate for acute myocardial infarction
(AMI)

® Re-admission rate for pneumonia

m Hospitalization rate for ambulatory care sensitive
conditions

At this time, | am unable to provide an opinion on the
accuracy of the data and the adequacy of disclosure
on limitations of the data drawn from the Discharge
Abstract/Hospital Morbidity database of the
Canadian Institute for Health Information for the
above indicators. | am unable to provide an opinion
because of a lack of documentation of the CIHI
quality assurance process, and because a three-year
re-abstraction study, which will provide information
on the quality of input data, will not be completed
for another two years.

2002/2003 Report 7: Building Better Reports 53



Appendix C: Providing Assurance on the Ministries
of Health Planning and Health Services Report: How Are We Doing?

Two indicators were drawn from Statistics Canada
based on data from CIHI:

®m 365-day net survival rate for AMI
® 180-day net survival rate for stroke
For these indicators, Statistics Canada uses as one of

its data sources the Discharge Abstract Database
maintained by CIHI.

As Statistics Canada has not made a formal
determination of the quality of data it receives from
this database, | am unable to provide an opinion on
the accuracy of the data or on the adequacy of
disclosure for the two indicators.

National data for eight disease surveillance indicators
were drawn from three Health Canada databases:

m Invasive meningococcal disease incidence rate

®m Measles incidence rate

® Haemophilus influenza b (invasive) disease
incidence rate for children

m Prevalence of diabetes

® Tuberculosis incidence rate

m Reported HIV diagnoses

m Verotoxogenic E. coli incidence rate

® Chlamydia incidence rates

Participation in these databases is voluntary, and
there is a lack of formal federal/provincial/territorial
agreements on sharing, data standards and data
definitions. The quality assurance processes for these
databases are inadequate to ensure the accuracy of
the data. Therefore, | am unable to provide an opinion

on the accuracy of the data or the adequacy of
disclosure for these indicators.

Data for three indicators listed below were drawn
from the British Columbia Ministries’ own databases:

® Admissions to publicly-funded home care services
m Wait times for hip replacement surgery

m Wait times for knee replacement surgery

The quality assurance processes for the Ministries’
databases are inadequate to ensure the accuracy

of these data. Therefore, | am unable to provide an
opinion on the accuracy of the data or the adequacy
of disclosure for these indicators.
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Limitations

The Ministries have reported that three indicators
required by the definitions established by the
Conference of Deputy Ministers (“the definitions™)
could not be presented because the source data are
not presently available. They are:

m Utilization of home care services
®m 30-day acute myocardial infarction mortality rate
m 30-day stroke mortality rate

The Ministries have reported that two indicators
required by the definitions could not be fully reported
because source data are not presently available.

They are:

® Wait time for radiation therapy for breast cancer
®m Wait time for radiation therapy for prostate cancer

The Ministries’ data contain departures from the
definitions for measurement and disclosure for the
following indicators:

® Wait times for cardiac surgery
m Wait times for hip and knee replacement surgery

The Ministries have disclosed the nature of these
departures in their report.

The British Columbia report includes one comparative
indicator relating to other provinces (Age-standardized
admissions per 100,000 population to publicly-funded
home care). Due to time limitations, | did not perform
any audit procedures on the data from the other
provinces.

This report on indicators represents a significant step
forward in providing accountability information about
the health sector to Canadians. | am encouraged by
the work undertaken by the Ministries of Health in the
preparation of the first nationally-comparable health
indicator report. | look forward to working with the
Ministries to ensure such reporting continues and
strengthens.

Wayne Strelioff, CA
Auditor General

Victoria, British Columbia
September 26, 2002
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of Health Planning and Health Services Report: How Are We Doing?

ANNEX - Audit Criteria

Complete

The health indicators reported meet all the
performance measurement and reporting requirements
of the commitment of the First Ministers’ Meeting
Communiqué on Health. The performance indicators
comply with the definitions, technical specifications
and standards of presentation approved by the
Conference of Deputy Ministers.

Accurate

The health indicators reported adequately reflect the
facts, to an appropriate level of accuracy.

Adequate Disclosure

The health indicators are defined and, their
significance and limitations explained. The report
states and properly describes departures from what
was approved by the Conference of Deputy Ministers
and explains and plans for the future resolution of the
noncompliance issues.

The Ministries of Health Services and Health Planning
have acknowledged these criteria are suitable for the
purposes of my audit.
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Appendix D: Providing Assurance on the Public

Guardian and Trustee 2001/02 Annual Report

Report of the Auditor Generai
of British Columbia

To the Attorney General, Province of British Columbia, and

To the Members of the Legislative Assembly of British Columbia:

Under section 25 of the Public Guardian and Trustee Act (the Act), the Public Guardian and Trustee of Britigh
Columbia (the PGT) is to provide a statement of the extent to which his office has met the performance targets and
other objectives established in his service delivery plan for the year ending March 31, 2002, Undér section 26 of the
Act, | have responsibility to report on the PGT's statement, Performance reporting standards for public organizations
are still in their infancy. Also, the requirement for the PGT to publicly report performance is new, and it will take time
and considerable effort to develop the infrastructure and eapacity necessary 1o fully address all principles of good
performance reporting. As a result of these factors, [ am discharging my responsibility by reporting on the PGT's stage
of development in incorporating seven key principles of good public performance reporting in his 2001/02 Performance
Report. The seven principles were developed by CCAF, a national, non-profit research and education foundation. A
public report that fully incorporates these principles will depict performance comprehensively. The principles are
detailed in the body of this report.

The conclusions i my report are based on the procedures that | determined to be necessary for the collection of
sufficient, appropriate evidence in order to obtain a high, though not absolute, level of assurance as to the PGT s stage
of development in incorporating seven pnnciples of good public performance reporting. Readers are cautioned that [
did not specifically test the accuracy of the data contained in the PGT's report, and consequently 1 do not offer
assurance on the accoracy of the mformation reported.  Also, there are inherent limitations to the assurance that can be
provided with respect to certain assertions made by management, such as whether or not the level of performance
attained is satisfactory. Consequently, 1 offer no conclusions regarding the reliability of these assertions.

I conducted my examination in accordance with Canadian standards for assurance engagements and accordingly
included such tests and procedures as | considered necessary in the circumstances. As yet there are no generally
accepted prnciples in Canada or internationally for the preparation and periodic reporting of performance information
by govermment organizations. Accordingly, | have used seven key principles of good public performance reporting, as
described below, that | believe represent emerging best practice,

Owerall Conclusion

In my opinion, the PGT's stage of development in incorporating seven key pringiples of good public performance
reporting for the year ended March 31, 2002, is reflected in this table and the discussion following:

Reporting Prlnniples

& ': '5’;‘_&’ /s ;f
£ o f /o F
STAGE OF £ x,g & ‘gf f jq; fg /e j g-‘}é’
DEVELOPMENT b - &N
Fuily incorporated -:
Fundamentals in place| e | o | .
In process . . s | i
Start-up phase ! | [ »
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Appendix D: Providing Assurance on the Public Guardian
and Trustee 2001/02 Annual Report

Page 2

REPORT OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL

OF BRITISH COLUMBIA ON THE

PUBLIC GUARDIAN AND TRUSTEE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
PERFORMANCE TARGETS AND OTHER OBJECTIVES

| believe the PGT's report demonstrates good progress in measuring and reporting the PGT's performance, although it
does not yet represent a comprehensive depiction of performance, Further efforts will be needed to ensure all seven
principles are fully incorporated, I hope to see continued progress in all areas in next year's report. In subsequent
years, as reporting standards evolve, I intend to change the scope of my examunation in order to pm'.ridc LESUrANCE
regarding the fair and reliable presentation of performance in accordance with generally accepted principles of good

performance reporting.
Detailed Observations

The seven principles of good public performance reporting applied in my examination were developed by CCAF.
CCAF is currently engaged in the development of Guiding Principles for Public Performance Reporting, in
consultation with legislators, senior govemment managers, and legislative auditors from the federal and provineial
governments. The seven principles, outlined below, represent the progress of this work as of July 2002,

My Office defined four stages of development, and established criteria for each of the seven principles. In general, the
stages of development are:

Start-Up Phase Most criteria have not yet been met

In Process Many criteria have not been met, but progress is being made

Fundamentals In Place Most significant criteria have been met, but further improvements are needed.
Fully Incorporated Al criteria have been substantially met.

A “Fundamentals In Place" assessment for all seven principles represents the standard | believe is necessary for a report
1o be ready for my Office to provide assurance regarding the fair and reliable presentation of performance. While not
essential for understanding this report, detailed information concerning the criteria used to assess the stage of
development for each of the seven principles can be found on our website: www.bcauditor.com.

A description of the seven principles of public performance reporting, together with my assessment of the PGT's stage
of development in relation to each principle, are set out below.

Principle — Good public performance reporting Assessment

should:
1. Be Religble, Fair, Timely, Consistent, Credible and | 1. Reliable, Fair, Timely, Consistent, Credible and Useful -
Useful - Publicly reported performance information Fundamentals In Place
should fully incorporate the charactenstics of Reliabfe: The PGT has compiled documentation to support all
reliability, faimness, timeliness, consistency, credibility | of the performance information in his report. Manual systems
and ugefulness, for the compilation of performance information were

developed and documented for this first report. The PGT has
moved in the right direction towards ensuring a rezsonable
degree of reliability for the data reported, although controls to
ensure the completeness and accuracy of data need to be
strengthened.

Timely: The report has been issued in accordance with
stamutory reporting deadlines.

Fair, Consistent, Credible and Useful; These atributes are
reported in relation to other reporting criteria, as highlighted.
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REPORT OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL
OF BRITISH COLUMBIA ON THE

PUBLIC GUUARDIAN AND TRUSTEE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
PERFORMANCE TARGETS AND OTHER OBJECTIVES

[ Principle — Good public performance reporting
should:

F n ew, Cnti P e
- Diseriruination in the selection of what information
should be reported should be the hallmark of the next
generation of reporting. Judgments should be guided
by:
i) what's important to Canadians and legislatures;
il) core objectives and key results commitments of the
organization; und
iii} aspects of performance judged critical to the
success of the organization in achieving its core
objectives and meeting its performance commitments.
An important adjunct to rgorous judgment about what
to report, is the necessity to explain those judgments in
the report. (see principle 7)

The PGT has developed a number of performance measures
that are identified with specific goals, All lines of business
have been addressed. Readers should note that many of these
measures focus on milestones — one-time achievements such as
the eonclusion of agreements or application of a new
procedure to client files, We do not dispute the importance of
these achievements, but nonetheless note that they do not
represent ongoing measures of performance. Measures of
efficiency relate only to timeliness. While timeliness is an
important element in assessing service quality, the report
would be improved with the inclusion of measures of cost
efficiency and productivity. In time, we hope the PGT will
make the report more wsefid by developing more measures of
productivity and effictency; and by developing a focus on
longer-term outcomes.

3. Link Goals and Achievements — Reports should
identify and explain goals and expectations, and they
should relate the results that have been achieved o
these stated goals and expectations. By defining
reasonable expectations, organizations establish a
basis for trust and dialogue and reduce the risk that
results will be judged unfairly afer the fact.

In Process

The PGT has identified linkages berween his organization’s
mission, goals, objectives and programs. The PGT has
reported results against performance targets established in his
plan, and presented this information consistently . Vanations
from intended performance are explained in a fair and
balanced manner. The PGT estblished specific targets, rather
than general, helping to make the report usefidd to readers and
creating a good degree of credibility. This is a good precedent
for reporting in future years. However, the measures of
performance are operationally, rather than strategically,
focused. As such, the report does not address long-term
outcomes the PGT wishes to achieve, how they will be
achieved, or how success will be measured. A large number of
changes in the measures reported year over year is expected, as
the PGT learns how best o measure performance,

Auditor General of British Columbia
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REPORT OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL
OF BRITISH COLUMBIA ON THE

PUBLIC GUARDIAN AND TRUSTEE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
PERFORMANCE TARGETS AND OTHER OBJECTIVES

should integrate financial and non-financial
information to show how the resources allocated and
strategies adopted influenced results. Reporting
results without reference to expenditures or
nvestments leads to unrealistic expectations and
frustration.

Principle - Good public performance reporting Assessment
should:
4. Link Resources, Strategies and Results - Reporting | 4. Linking Resources, Strategies and Results —

In Process

Actual costs vs. budget are presented for operational programs,
and key variances are explained. A detailed presentation of
the components of operating revenues and expenditures is
included. An adequate discussion of administrative cost
allocations is provided. The report would benefit from the
addition of measures of output efficiency (for example,
showing the cost of outputs by linking dollars and activities),
and connection between resource allocation decisions and
strategic objectives (i.e. how the allotment of resources
supports the achievément of the PGT"s long-term goals).

and Other Factors -
i) relate results achieved to the engoing capacity to
mieet or improve on current performance expectations
ii) explain what the key risks are and how risk has
influenced choices, and relate results achieved to the
nisks and levels of risk accepted; and

iii) put results in their proper context by describing
other key performance factors that are central for the
reader to interpret the meaning and significance of the
performance information.

Fundamentals In Place

The PGT has identified risks to the success of the
organization, and linked these to program activitics and
measures of performance, The report discusses the PGT's
capacity to meet service demands now and in the future.

5P & T ——n .
should compare an organization's current performance
with its past performance and the peérformance of
similar organizations, when it would significantly
enhance the reader”s ability to use the information
being reported.

6. Presenting Comparative Information -
Start-up Phase

As highlighted in the report, the PGT has just begun to
manage for results. Consequently there is no historic or trend
mnformation to provide context to reported current
performance. The PGT has been challenged to find suitable
organizations against which to benchmark its performance —
few organizations with similar mandates have, 1o date,
published performance information. Both of these
circumstances should improve over time.
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REPORT OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL
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Principle = Good public performance reporting Assessment

should:
1. Disclose Key Reporting Judgments — Reports -
should disclose the basis on which they have been Fundamentals In Place

prepared, and in particular: the basis for selecting the
key aspects of performance on which reporting is
focused; the changes in the way performance is
measured and presented; and the basis on which
confidence is held in the reliability of the information

being reported.

The PGT has provided good explanations of how performance
is measured and interpreted, and included management's
assessment of the reliabifity of the data reported. These
explanations and descnptions enhance the credibilify and
fransparency of the PGT's report. Where changes m the
mensures reported are anticipated, the report contains full
explanations for why changes are needed, the extent of the
changes and their expected impact,

Victorta, British Columbia
September 11, 2002

Auditor General of British Columbia
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Wayne Strelioff, CA
Auditor General
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Appendix E: Office of the Auditor General:

2002/03 Reports Issued to Date

Report 1
Building a Strong Work Environment in British Columbia’s

Public Service: A Key to Delivering Quality Service

Report 2
Follow-up of Performance Reports, June 2002

Report 3

A Review of Financial Management Issues
in the Office of the Police Complaint Commissioner

Report 4

Monitoring the Government’s Finances

Report 5

Managing Contaminated Sites on Provincial Lands

Report 6

Review of Estimates Related to Vancouver’s Bid to Stage the
2010 Olympic Winter Games and Paralympics Winter Games

Report 7

Building Better Reports:
Our Review of the 2001702 Reports of Government

These reports and others are available on our website at
http://bcauditor.com

> > @
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