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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
The Oregon Department of Administrative Services (DAS) was created to improve the efficient and effective use of state resources through the provision of:

1. Government infrastructure services that can best be provided centrally, including but not limited to purchasing, risk management, 

facilities management, surplus property and motor fleet;

2.  Rules and associated performance reviews of agency compliance with statewide policies;

3.  Leadership in the implementation of a statewide performance measurement program;

4.  State employee workforce development and training;

5.  Personnel systems that promote fair, responsive and cost-effective human resource management;

6.  Objective, credible management information for, and analysis of, statewide issues for policymakers;

7.  Statewide financial administrative systems; and

8. Statewide information systems and networks to facilitate the reliable exchange of information and applied technology, risk management, facilities management, surplus property and motor fleet.  (Oregon Revised Statutes 184.305)

The Department uses its performance measures to gauge the organization’s progress toward achieving its mission, operating unit goals and objectives, and the Oregon Benchmarks.  The Department’s performance measures are reviewed to evaluate whether they are in alignment with the Department’s statutory mission and the Oregon Benchmarks.  The Department’s Annual Performance Progress Report shows the performance measures for DAS.  Whenever possible, industry performance standards were used to establish target performance levels.  If no industry performance standard could be identified, historical performance data was used to establish targets.

The table below summarizes the performance of the Department for FY 2004.

	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	Total number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	33

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	13

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	20


The Department has been moderately successful in achieving their performance goals and influencing the statewide delivery of services.  However, this was not without limitations.  As costs go up and the Department is forced to make significant cuts to their already tight budgets it has affected service delivery.  Please note, Performance Measures 3 & 4 were dropped as a result of legislative actions during the 2003 meeting of the Legislative Assembly.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the DAS Annual Performance Progress Report, please contact Kate Coffey at (503) 378-2349 ext. 301. 
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	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.

	How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	The Department’s high level indicators reflect aspects of the Department’s performance that are important to DAS executives, the Governor’s Office, and legislative policy makers.  These indicators were developed in consultation with the Governor’s staff, the Legislative Fiscal Office, the Oregon Progress Board, the DAS Director, and the DAS Executive Team.  In addition to the Department’s high level indicators, each DAS division and major work unit has developed performance indicators to monitor, communicate, and improve work process at the staff level.  The Division’s unit managers and staff have developed and use these indicators to evaluate and manage effectiveness and efficiency of the Department’s operations.

	How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Performance measures are used by Executive Level managers to monitor the progress of their respective division.  Each division administrator must devise strategies and tactics to improve performance in targeted areas.  Work unit-level performance indicators are monitored by work unit managers and staff.  Data is used to identify targets for performance improvement and to evaluate the effects of improvement strategies.

	What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Managers have been trained on the used of performance measures during staff meetings and by reviewing other industry standards for performance measure reporting.  Staff members have participated in reviews of how other governmental organizations measure and report on their performance.  The DAS Human Resource Services Division (HRSD) is creating a training curriculum for managers that includes skill building in performance measurement.  The performance measure component is being developed in consultation with the Oregon Progress Board.

	How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Performance measures and the “Annual Performance Progress Report” are posted for public inspection on the DAS website at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/publications.shtml.  This allows DAS to communicate with the general public, inside and outside of Oregon, about performance of government services.  Biennially, DAS participates in a review of its performance as part of the legislative budgeting process.  This process has been adopted by the Legislature as one method of evaluating program effectiveness and ensuring that the Department’s work is aligned with legislative policy objectives. 

The Director and Executive Staff periodically review performance data and the Department’s adopted performance measures to determine whether or not the Department is meeting performance expectations and that performance measures are aligned with the Governor’s and the Legislature’s policy objectives and priorities.



	What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	Throughout the past year  revenue has declined, DAS has stressed the fact that we can no longer perform business as usual and encouraged the staff to create and take advantage of opportunities to make operations more efficient and strive for excellence in service.  As a result, the Director of DAS and State Government Operations has established the DAS Performance Measurement Committee to perform strategic planning and review current performance measures to ensure they are in alignment with the strategic plan.  In concert with this review the committee has identified broadly accepted private and government sector performance standards and made comparisons to the DAS performance measure targets.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-1  

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-1 – Ranking of state budget policies to processes as measured by the Budget Process Quality (BPQ) index.
	Target
	N/A
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80

	
	Data
	NA
	80
	80
	67
	Unk
	Unk
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Note: This measure is not updated annually.

Key Performance Analyst

This index incorporates four widely agreed-upon measures of good budget practices and uses them to rank states on the quality of their budget process.  The index award high scores to states with:

Strong requirement for balanced budgets, particularly mandates in state constitutions for all stages in the budget process.

Extensive powers for governors to constrain spending, including line-item veto authority and the ability not to spend appropriated funds.

Large reserves held as balanced or rainy day funds.

Understandable budgets that reveal the impacts of current decisions on future budgets, the use of Generally      Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) in budgeting coverage of all state money and disclosure of why and on what money is being spent. 

To what goals is this performance measure linked?  This measure is most closely linked to two Oregon Benchmarks – Public Management Quality (#35) and Standards and Poors Bond Rating (#36). 

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?  A strong budget system that is understandable, balanced, and constrained is one key ingredient to achieving quality management in state government and necessary to achieve a positive rating for Standards and Poors.   This measure gives BAM some indication of how we are doing relative to other states.  It also reveals that many of the key components required to establish good budget practices are outside of a budget office’s direct control.

What does the data reveal?  Oregon’s ranking in the BPQ index dropped to 67 in 2002 from the initial score of 80 in 1999.  A perfect score is 100 for this relatively new index.  Oregon ranked ninth among the 50 states in 1999, and then dropped to 22nd in the most recent index.

It is easy to see why Oregon took a significant drop in 2002 when looking at what is measured.  Oregon does not have significant stabilization (or rainy day) funds to supplement its revenue during business downturns.  One component of the index awards points for having a rainy day fund and for the amount held in reserves.  Oregon’s score for this component went from 15 in 1999 to 2 in 2002, as all reserves were tapped to balance the 2001-03 budget.  Only two other states scored lower – Main with 1 and Arkansas with 0.  Vermont topped the list with a score of 20.  Oregon continues to score highly in the other three components of the index – strong requirement for balance budgets, extensive powers for government to constrain spending, and understandable budgets that reveal the impacts of current decisions on future budgets.  Oregon’s score for these components did not change from 1999 to 2002.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  AM continues to expend outreach efforts aimed at educating key citizens and state staff on Oregon’s budget process and funding history. This effort is enhanced by the Governor’s budget initiative on transparency and accountability. In addition,  BAM continues to re-define budget instructions and processes to provide decision-makers with sufficient information for good public policy discussions.

What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?  Continue current efforts to make Oregon’s budget process creditable and understandable.  Also support discussions related to a review of Oregon’s current tax system.

What is the data source?  State data for this index is collected by the National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO).  The index is calculated by data experts for the CQ’s State Fact Finder – Rankings Across America, published by CQ Press, A Division of Congressional Quarterly Inc. Washington, D.C..  The 2004 edition includes data for 2002.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-2  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-2 – Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank BAM good to excellent.
	Target
	N/A
	NA
	NA
	80%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	86%
	Unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

The Department of Administrative Services conducts a periodic customer survey to identify areas of service delivery and communication that needs improvements.  The survey asked a series of questions that probes several aspects of communication, interpersonal relationships, and information sharing and service delivery.  The results, by division, identify strengths and weaknesses within the organization that can be used by managers to target areas of improvement.  
To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?   This measure is most closely links to two Oregon Benchmarks - Public Management Quality (#35) and Standards and Poors Bond Rating (#36).

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?  A strong budget system that is understandable, balanced and constrained is one key ingredient to achieving quality management in state government and necessary to achieve a positive rating for Standards and Poors.  This measure gives BAM some indication of how we are perceives by our state agency partners. 

What does the data reveal?  BAM results from 2003 survey show that 86 percent of respondents giving a positive rating of “always” or “usually” in answer to all questions.  The strongest positive ratings were for “accurate information” and “are professional and courteous.”  The least position ratings were for “welcome and listen to agency input” and “understands my agency.”  Overall, given Oregon government’s recent revenue constraints, resulting six special legislative sessions, and the longest regular session in Oregon’s history, these results are surprisingly positive.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  BAM continues to expend outreach efforts aimed at educating key citizens and state staff on Oregon’s budget process and funding history. This effort is enhanced by the Governor’s budget initiative on transparency and accountability. In addition, BAM continues to re-define budget instructions and processes to provide decision-makers with sufficient information for good public policy discussions.

What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?  BAM will continue current plans noted above.  We will place more emphasis on communication with those agencies that have smaller budgets.  In addition, analysts will focus their efforts on learning agency programs prior to the budget building process, unlike last biennium when analyst time was spent on the six special sessions and the budget process.

What is the data source?  Information for this measure is from the 2003 Customer Survey conducted by the Department of Administrative Services.  Results for BAM were isolated from the Department information for this measure. This survey is typically done every two to three years.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-5  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-5 - Uniform Rent costs per square foot as a percent of private market rates
	Target
	N/A
	75%
	80%
	80%
	85%
	85%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	
	Data
	74%
	72%
	81%
	76%
	88%
	Unk
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Data Source:  Salem/Keizer Office & Retail Survey, PGP Valuation Inc.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  To provide quality facilities to state agencies at a competitive rate. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?  The data says that the economy is struggling and lease rates are an indicator.  The impact will be that U.R. is closer to the private sector lease rates.  Once the economy improves, the private sector rates should increaes and give U.R. a larger gap.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  The measure proves a cost-effectiveness comparison between Uniform Rent costs and private market costs.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  We are slightly below our goal due to the economic downturn and reduced private market rates.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  The private industry is constantly comparing their rates to stay competitive through private survey mechanisms.  This measure allows us to check our internal rates against theirs to ensure we are providing the value for the best cost to state agencies.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  DAS is constantly measuring its services against the private sector to ensure its functions are cost-effective for state government.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  We need to continue to track these trends carefully and strive to maintain a cost advantage for state agencies leased in DAS buildings.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-6  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-6 - Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank Facilities always or usually delivering good service
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	81.5%
	Unk
	
	
	


Data Source:  DAS Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

 To provide quality facilities to state agencies at a competitive rate.

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

What is the impact of your agency?  The data says that agencies value the Facilities Division’s services and employees.  The impact is satisfied customers who are productive for state government.

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

 It demonstrates a high satisfaction rate by tenants who receive our services.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  We are exceeding the target, most likely due to increased response time for requests and staff working hard to meet our customers’ needs.

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

Customer service is one of the most common surveys of any service organization.  This measure shows that tenants see value in the service we provide, which means we are staying competitive with the private sector and the majority of our customers are content. 

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

The department actively surveys customers regularly to receive feedback on service and take corrective action, if needed.

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

 Staff needs to continue delivering a high level of service and look for opportunities to further improve.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-35  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	# 10700-35- Percent of project approvals that include evidence of requests to local the community for input on impact of state projects in the Salem-Keizer area
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	100%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Mailings and public notices, minutes of citizen testimony, and any conclusions or finding of the Capital Projects Advisory Board for projects brought before them
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

 Assure local citizen participation in deliberations and decisions on capital projects affecting the Salem-Keizer area.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?  

The data shows that the public feels comfortable participating in government processes.

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

Provides evidence of a high level of local community input on to state projects in the Salem-Keizer area.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

We are exceeding the goal, which means our outreach efforts are finding the appropriate people. 

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

Other government agencies and the private sector have survey mechanisms to track if they offer the opportunity for customer feedback.  This measure allows Facilities to ensure that citizens have the opportunity to provide input into government processes as well as participate in decision-making that influences their neighborhoods and lives.

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

The Department is working on expanding public participation and communication on many levels, including updated websites and public notification lists.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  We need to continue the current practice of appropriate mailing and proceedings distribution.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure #10700-7 

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-07 - Annual voluntary turnover rate for the State workforce. 
	Target
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%

	
	Data
	5.3%
	5.8%
	5.1%
	4.6%
	4.7%
	4.9%
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Data Source:   The statewide employee information system (Position and Personnel DataBase or PPDB).
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   To provide a stable workforce resulting in 

well-trained, experienced, and knowledgeable state employees.

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

What is the impact of your agency? 

Based on the 2004 voluntary turnover rate of 4.9%, Oregon is meeting it’s goal of providing 

a stable workforce.  DAS’ impact has been in setting fair employment policies and practices 

which foster a positive work environment.  

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

The measure quantifies how the State’s compensation and workforce management strategies

are impacting employee retention.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

It is to the State’s advantage to keep turnover rates low in order to provide a stable workforce. As of June 30, 2004, voluntary turnover was annualized at 4.9%, well below the 5.5% maximum target turnover rate.  Voluntary turnovers do not include retirements from state service.  Oregon's high unemployment rate is an indicator of diminished opportunities for employment elsewhere within the state, therefore encouraging them to maintain their state employment.

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

At this point there is no reliable source of data to compare voluntary turnover rates in either the public or private sector.  It is anticipated that with the growing area of Human Resource Metrics, this information will become more readily available in the near future.    

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

The state regularly participates in compensation surveys in both the private and public sector to assess the state’s market relationship overall and its market relationship for “benchmarked” classifications of work to ensure that state government can attract and retain competent workers.  On-the-job and instructional training which provide current state employees with tools to equip themselves for promotional or other job opportunities within state government are supported by various state laws and policies.  The State also provides training opportunities in areas that support internal career growth and movement and assistance with career development and planning.

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

While the State is well below the target turnover rate for voluntary turnovers, the driver for our being under target can be attributed mostly to a weak economy within the state.  Historical data indicates that turnover will increase in times of economic growth.  The State needs to prepare for that inevitability and look for ways to ensure that compensation for state jobs is competitive with those in the private sector and of other public sector employers.  The State recently expanded its tracking and data analyses efforts to identify the reasons employees leave state jobs.  This data will allow the State to recognize areas where policy or management practices need to be changed to retain good employees. The State also needs to continue to enhance training and promotional opportunities that provide for career growth and to establish and maintain policies that encourage and support a good working environment for its employees. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure #10700-8 

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-8 - Racial/ethnic diversity in the State workforce as a percentage of the statewide civilian labor force.
	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	75.9%
	61.8%
	70.2%
	68.9%
	74.1%
	Not yet available
	
	
	


Data Source:   State government workforce data is from the Position and Personnel DataBase (PPDB) that includes employee data for all state agencies other than the Oregon University System (OUS).  Oregon labor force data is provided by the Oregon Employment Department’s annual workforce analysis report and is representative of the statewide labor force.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

The  Department goals that the state government workforce reflects the diversity of the

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

The performance measure demonstrates if the Division’s recruitment, hiring, and retention efforts support and encourage a workforce that is representative of Oregon’s diverse labor force.

What is the impact of your agency?   

The Division works with state agencies to recruit agency heads ensuring that all stakeholders are involved in the recruitment process.  We also advise agencies on diversity outreach and promote proactive recruitment plans.  

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

The 2004 data is not yet available.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

  The 2004 data is not yet available.  

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

The 2004 data is not yet available.  

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

 The Division participates in job fairs, posts recruitment announcements in minority publications, employs a recruiter that focuses on diversity and/or executive recruitments, and collaborates with the Governor’s Affirmative Action Officer and Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses Advocate.   The Division is also establishing metrics to measure key elements of its recruiting program in relation to diverse candidate pools.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?   
The 2004 data is not yet available.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure #10700-9 

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-09 - Percent of all State managers that meet the baseline requirements of the newly established management competencies and expectations.
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	66%
	66%
	66%
	66%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	
	


Data Source:   There is no data available at this time.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

State managers are knowledgeable in effective management practices.

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

There is no consistent measurement of management knowledge throughout state government.  There are no common management competencies shared by all state agencies at this time.

What is the impact of your agency?   

HRSD will continue to collaborate with state agencies’ training managers to develop metrics for evaluation of training needs and employee knowledge.  This information will also be shared with agency managers.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  Data is not available.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data is not available.

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

Data is not yet available.

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

The Statewide Training, Development, and Recruitment Services section of HRSD is working with training managers from state agencies to develop a strategic learning plan that will focus on management objectives and the development of training to meet those objectives.

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

Data is not available.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure #10700-10 

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-10 – Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank HRS good to excellent. 
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	88%
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?  To support the success of state government by providing leadership and services to promote a stable and qualified workforce in Oregon State Government.
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What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?  To be successful in providing leadership to state government, the Division must be seen as credible and approachable.  State agency human resource and management staff must utilize the services provided by the Division and the policy, consultation, regulatory, and technical support provided to agencies must be clear, consistent, timely, and available.  The Division’s ability to meet the expectations for service while promoting and ensuring accountability in the area of human resource management relies on its ability to communicate with state agency human resource staff and agency managers.

What does the data reveal?  Results from the DAS 2003 Customer Survey show HRSD receiving positive ratings of “always” or “usually” from eighty-eight percent (88%) of the respondents overall.  HRSD received the highest ratings in response to the statement that HRSD “is professional and courteous,” with “provides clear information,” “provides accurate information,” and “provides useful information” also receiving a rating of “always” or “usually” more often than the average of all other categories.   “Understands my agency” and “helps with solving problems” were the two areas where HRSD customers rated HRSD’s services lowest.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  HRSD has increased the use of its website to communicate vital and timely information on human resource management issues to state agency human resource management staff as well as other state managers.  In July 2003, HRSD realigned staffing resources and programs in an effort to reduce redundancies and inconsistencies in services provided.  HRSD has increased its active participation in collaborative ventures with state agencies in the areas of policy direction, training, recruitment, labor relations, and compliance.  HRSD has also increased its interaction between sections internally and with other DAS divisions.  

What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?  HRSD needs to continue to work closely with and collaborate with Executive Branch agencies to ensure that agencies have the staff, knowledge, and tools they need to meet the individual agency’s needs.  

What is the data source?  Information for this measure is from the 2003 Customer Survey conducted by the Department of Administrative Services.  Results 
for HRSD were isolated form the Department information for this measure.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-11 

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-11 – Number of state information technology projects with a 90% actual to expectations ratio measured by performance and features criteria. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	67%
	75%
	85%
	90%
	91%
	92%

	
	Data
	N/A
	0%
	N/A
	67%
	37.5%
	65%
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Key Perfromance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?  Goal 9: Improve the State’s management of technology as an investment.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?  IRMD appears to be successfully applying Quality Assurance to state information technology projects; 

What does the data reveal?  

IRMD is exceeding the target set for 2003, however some projects were identified in the last year as troubled which were not covered in the data set due to a) project definition or  b) which more narrowly-defined portion of the lifecycle the QA process was addressing.  Data is based on state information technology projects over $500K that were tracked through the Quality Assurance function.  Criteria considered included whether the project was on time and within budget, whether business needs were met, and the level of user satisfaction.

IRMD is reexamining its performance measures. As part of that program, performance measures and targets are expected to change.  Additionally, IRMD is  ndergoing a review of its QA program with an emphasis on strategic oversight on larger, higher cost projects.

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

Defining and documenting IT project requirements and criteria.  Using project managers to manage all IT projects, this includes understanding how the project meets lifecycle expectations.  Tracking project budget against actual costs.  

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

 For future measures, develop a better system for quantifying various project criteria.  In addition to budget and timeline criteria, the measures related to performance and features such as how well the project aligns with the state enterprise strategy and to what extent project management discipline was instilled in the project.

What is the data source?  Database in IRMD Quality Assurance program used for tracking state information projects over $500K.

Annual Performance Progress Report
 Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-12

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-12 – Total cost of ownership for centrally provided technology services compared to 2000. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0%
	-5%
	-20%
	-20%
	-20%

	
	Data
	N/A
	89.5 mil
	N/A
	5%
	16.6%
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?  

Goal 10: Provide cost effective and efficient technology services.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal? 

 The performance measure is not a good representation or measure of the goal because total cost of ownership measures both direct and indirect costs.  IRMD can measure direct costs, but not indirect costs so only part of the data is captured.  Further, since IRMD does not have the appropriate software tools in place for accurate measurement, the 2003 value was actually an estimate of cost, not a true measurement. 

What does the data reveal? 

 Since the appropriate data has not been collected due to lack of needed software measuring and billing tools, no conclusions can be reached.

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

Voice and Data Services within Enterprise Network Services (ENS).  Mainframe, Open Systems, Back-up, and storage within the General Government Data Center (GGDC).

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

The Division is moving forward with acquiring software tools (CIM and CAM) that would allow ENS (Voice and Data), GGDC, Burns Archive and Publishing and Distribution to measure accurately true usage by each customer.  The GGDC is installing the software now and will begin tracking usage (and setting rates) beginning July 2005.  ENS and Publishing and Distribution are targeting fall of 2005 for installation, with usage tracking and rate setting in the spring of 2006.

What is the data source? 

 The data source will be the CIMS software for ENS, GGDC and Publishing and Distribution.  The CAM software will be used for the Burns Archive Center.  Data gathered will reflect actual usage by customer, and will automatically track costs and generate rates.

Annual Performance Progress Report
 Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004

PERFORMANCE MEASURE #10700-13

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-13 – Percent of all targeted agencies who have successfully completed an E-Government launch with IRMD assistance. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15%
	50%
	70%
	98%
	98%

	
	Data
	0%
	0%
	0%
	2%
	37.5%
	47%
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?   Goal 11:  Postion the State of Oregon’s agencies to become more citizen accessible via internet technology.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal? IRMD is making progress towards increasing the number of government transactions performed over the Internet.

What does the data reveal?  

IRMD is executing e-government projects at a rate that approaches the goal for 2005.  The reader should be advised that the Governor's office rescheduled the launch of the state portal to follow the "Brand Oregon" launch.

IRMD is reexamining its performance measures. As part of that program, performance measures and targets are expected to change.

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

Document the scope of an agency project. The scope will include the capability to perform a transaction using the Internet. IRMD then works with the agency and other agency partners to execute the project. 

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

The E-Government program has improved the consistency of the process used to initiate and execute e-government projects.
What is the data source?  

Agencies targeted for an e-government launch during this year (2003).
Annual Performance Progress Report
 Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-14

	Agency: Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10700-14 – Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank IRMD good to excellent. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	70%
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
To the IRMD Mission
What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

IRMD expects to improve its ranking over time. 

What does the data reveal?

In general, IRMD needs to continue working to understand and meet the needs of its 

customers.  More specifically, major program area results were inconsistent, showing some areas gain high marks from customers while others have greater gaps in performance to expectation.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Provisioning of all telecommunications services provided to state agencies is done 

through the division; customers are then surveyed on a sampled basis to 

continuously monitor performance.

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

Assess the data as it is made available and use it to improve areas of weakness in responding to customer needs.  In addition, the generic survey tool developed for surveying a broad range of services may be refined to further understand how lower-performing program areas can develop corrective measures.

What is the data source? 

DAS department-wide customer survey.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004

Performance Measure #10700-15  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-15 - Percent of respondents of Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank Office of Economic Analysis good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50%
	55%
	60%
	65%
	70%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

To Office of Economic Analysis mission.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Information from OEA helps organizations gauge the Oregon economy, assisting with decisions that impact their economic lives.  The information needs to reach concerned organizations and be useful for decision making.

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

The Customer Survey is a measure of the satisfaction of our information, a way to assess the usefulness of the information.Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Customer Survey is still waiting approval.  We hope that written comments will enrich our analysis and help explain any variance of  actual performance to target.

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

   We presently track our revenue forecast and compare actual outcomes with forecast.  Statistical forecasts standards are generally at 90% to 95% accuracy.  We 


are currently surveying other government offices which are engaged in economic and revenue forecasting to see if customer surveys are being conducted and if 

they are willing to share the results of the surveys.

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

Organization and dissemination of data at our advisory meetings.

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

We will assess as data comes in. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II
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Performance Measure #10700-16  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-16 - Percent of members of Governor’s Concil of Economic Advisors’ who rank the reliability of the economic forecast very good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50%
	55%
	60%
	65%
	70%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	unk
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis
What is the impact of your agency? 

Information from OEA helps organizations gauge the Oregon economy, assisting with decisions that impact their economic lives.  The information needs to reach concerned organizations and be useful for decision making.

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

The survey to our Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors (GCEA) supplies us with expert review on  the quality of information that we produce.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The Customer Survey is still waiting approval.  We hope that written comments will enrich 

our analysis and help explain any variance of  actual performance to target.

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

We presently track our revenue forecast and compare actual outcomes with forecast.  Statistical forecasts standards are generally at 90% to 95% accuracy.  Many of the members of the GCEA also forecast the Oregon economy.  The GCEA can provide us with an assessment of the accuracy of our forecasts.  

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

Organization and dissemination of data at our advisory meetings.

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

We will assess as data comes in. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
  Performance measure #10700-17

	Agency: Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	10700-17- Number of statewide or county planning processes that incorporate Oregon Shines and/or Oregon Benchmarks.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15

	
	Data
	unknown
	unknown
	10 (estimated)
	unknown
	unknown
	unknown
	16 (estimated)
	


Data Source: Simple count of current Oregon state and county planning-related sites mentioning Oregon Benchmarks as of September 22, 2004.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Maintain and enhance Oregon Shines as the state’s strategic vision.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 

 Ninety Oregon Benchmarks are indicators of progress gauging Oregon’s success in meeting the three goals in Oregon Shines II (1997): 1) quality jobs for all Oregonians; 2) safe, caring and engaged communities; and 3) healthy, sustainable surroundings. When state, county and local partners use benchmark data and targets in setting their own goals and strategies, Oregon Shines is enhanced.

What is the impact of your agency?  

Counties and private organizations use the Oregon Progress Board’s reports  in local planning processes. Board staff prepares custom slide shows for counties on request to help them understand how they are doing. This helps to make benchmark data real to local communities. 

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

Given the caveat that data points (2000 and 2004) are both estimates, data indicate that the number of state and county planning processes incorporating Oregon Benchmarks at least is not decreasing. Oregon Benchmarks continue to help keep some Oregonians focused on the goals of Oregon Shines II. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Both data points are estimates. They indicate that Oregon Benchmarks remain a part of the planning   process for numerous state and county planning exercises. 

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

  Few other states have high-level outcome measures like Oregon Benchmarks; an industry standard therefore does not exist.

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

  Participate with the Oregon Business Plan visioning process and development of the Oregon Business Council’s 2005 Competitive Index.

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

Develop a method to get more accurate data for this performance measure or replace with a better measure. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
  Performance measure #10700-18

	Agency: Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	10700-18- Percent of state agencies submitting annual performance reports in 2004 consistent with performance measure guidelines.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	80%
	90%

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	63%
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

 Mobilize partners to achieve benchmark targets.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? Many state agencies have missions and goals that directly align with one or more Oregon Benchmarks. Budget instructions require agencies to submit Annual Performance Progress Reports that explain their part in achieving the benchmark targets.  

What is the impact of your agency?  

Without the training and individual follow-up of Progress Board staff to agency inquiries, and reminding agencies of timelines and other requirements, the percentage that submitted consistent reports would have been significantly lower.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? 

 Performance measure guidelines specify a set of questions for agencies to answer on how they use performance data internally and how they are doing on each individual measure. Since many of the performance measures are linked directly to Oregon Benchmarks complete and on-time submissions of these external (public) reports should help drive continuous internal improvement and contribute to achievement of benchmark targets.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

The first annual performance measure reports required of state agencies were due in January of 2004.  Forty-seven of 75 agencies (63 percent) submitted within the first week of February with all components present. With follow-up in the following weeks, all but three eventually submitted the three required components. There was some confusion about the new deadline that was communicated to agency  heads in a memo from the Director of the Department of Administrative Services. Several emails and reminders have been sent to agencies regarding the September 30, 2004 deadline, which hopefully will improve compliance.

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

  No information at this time.

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

 Conduct mandatory performance measure trainings for state agencies. Track report submissions and follow-up with agencies that are late or missing components of their reports. Be available to answer questions and provide assistance on request.

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

Find resources to review substantive quality of the reports, not just form. Using these reports, assess the “state of the state” in desired outcomes.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
 Performance measure #10700-19 

	Agency: Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	10700-19 – Percent of Oregonians who are familiar with the Oregon Benchmarks.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35%

	
	Data
	17%
	n/a
	31%
	n/a
	24%
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon Population Survey (biennial)
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Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Mobilize partners to achieve benchmark targets.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
There is no specific benchmark on public awareness of the benchmarks. The assumption here is that the more widely the benchmarks are known and “owned” by Oregonians, the more successful Oregon as a whole will be in achieving benchmark targets and the goals of Oregon Shines.
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What is the impact of your agency? 
The Progress Board is the only state agency charged with keeping Oregonians focused on the future via Oregon Shines and the benchmarks. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Ultimately, the Oregon Shines process won’t succeed if the public does not know about Oregon’s vision and goals. This measure provides a yardstick for determining how well the benchmarks have penetrated Oregon society.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
After a remarkable increase in 2000, the percent fell from 31 to 24 percent in 2002 (+/- 3 - 4%). This probably means the estimate for 2000 was artificially high (for unknown reasons). This is reinforced by a 1996 data point of 12% familiarity. It also means that the 2005 target of 35% is probably too high. One problem with the measure is many citizens may only know about the “Oregon Benchmarks” through the reports on attaining “benchmarks” that are generated with the state report card for K – 12 schools.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
No information at this time.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Every time the Board does a report, staff attempt to obtain press coverage for the work as this is the best way to make Oregonians familiar with the Board’s work.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
Staff needs to keep pushing for press coverage of Board activities.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
 Performance measure #10700-20

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	10700-20 – Average ranking of performance by customers on a 1–5 scale. (1=poor, 5=excellent)
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4.6

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	4.4
	n/a
	4.1
	n/a
	3.9
	


Data Source: Oregon Economic and Community Development Customer Satisfaction Surveys (2000 and 2002); Department of Administrative Services Customer Satisfaction Survey (2004)
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

 Provide high quality service to all stakeholders.
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What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?   

There are no Oregon Benchmarks related to customer service.

What is the impact of your agency?   

Like all state agencies, the Progress Board has the opportunity to be as responsive to its stakeholders as possible. Board staff is solely responsible for impacting this goal for the Board’s customers.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
A performance ranking by customers directly demonstrates the degree to which the Progress Board provides quality service to its stakeholders.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

The Progress Board participated in a random sample of all stakeholders with the Oregon Economic and Community Planning Department (OECDD) in 2000 and 2002.  Customers surveyed included those both within and outside of state government. In 2004, the Progress Board was included in the customer service survey of the Department of Administrative Services (DAS). Customers surveyed were those primarily within state government, and the methodology was different. The lower score in 2004 may reflect the fact that the Board’s work with customers within state government is the difficult work of performance measurement. It also reflects the Board’s learning curve in creating a system of performance measure reporting forms that work well simultaneously for state agency managers, legislators and the general public.

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

  The Progress Board lagged behind other divisions in DAS in customer rankings of both communication and value of services delivered in 2004.

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

All of the service activities provided by the Progress Board were measured by as part of the OECDD survey. Primarily performance measure work was measured in the DAS survey. An example of the latter: designing and conducting trainings on performance measurement, mandatory for all agencies.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  

The executive director has reviewed the information with the Board. No special activities were prescribed but staff were reminded of the importance of excellent service. Note: this measure will be replaced by a new measure that conforms to new statewide standards for measuring and reporting customer satisfaction.

Annual Performance Progress Report
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Performance Measure #10700-21
	Agency:  Administrative Service, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-21 – Average employee satisfaction with PEBB benefit program in PEBB annual survey (scale of 1-10)/
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7.4
	6.0
	7.1
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Goal 16: Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and State.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

This performance measure demonstrates the benefits available to employees are meeting their needs and are of a high quality.

What does the data reveal?

The results of these surveys are inconclusive due to a low response rate.  However, they may indicate trends in member satisfaction with the PEBB program.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB continues to design and negotiate contracts that strike a balance between high quality benefits and affordability for the state and employees.  

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

PEBB is embarking on a new way to supply healthcare and healthcare benefits, called the Vision 2007.  A plan is being developed that includes input from board members and stakeholders.

What is the data source?
The source of this data is the annual survey conducted by PEBB during the open enrollment process.  This survey is conducted during the open enrollment period in October and early November.  The response rates to this survey are historically low.  In 2002, we received 682 responses, in 2003 635 responses, and in 2004, 666 responses from PEBB’s 45,000 members.
Annual Performance Progress Report
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Performance measure #10700-22

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of 
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-22 – Cost of administrative assessment for PEBB operations as a percentage of monthly premiums.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%

	
	Data
	NA
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 16:  Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and state.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

This measure demonstrates PEBBS ability to control the administrative costs associated with providing benefits to state employees.  Controlling internal costs adds to the affordability of the benefits.

What does the data reveal?

PEBB consistently meets the target percentage of this performance measure.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB monitors all administrative contracts and expenditures on an ongoing basis to maintain the 0.6% administrative cost percentage. (PEBB’s statute allow PEBB to have admin fees up to 2% )

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

No additional action needed. The Board reviews each year .

What is the data source?
PEBB budget documents.

Annual Performance Progress Report
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE#10700-23 

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-23 Percentage of performance standards met by contractors.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	95%
	97%
	97%
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Key Performance Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 16:  Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and state.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

Meeting performance standards by contractors helps to ensure that high quality benefits are available to state employees.  It also shows the value of the benefits from a cost prospective.

What does the data reveal?

Contractors are meeting the standard set.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB obtained permission to hire a full time contracts manager from the 2003 Legislature.  One aspect of the contract manager’s job is to review contractor’s performance standard reports for accuracy and compliance.  Some of PEBB contracts have monetary sanctions for contractors that do not meet the performance standards.

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

Continued monitoring of contractors for compliance with the standard.

What is the data source?
Self disclosed reports from contractors that is based on three quarters of 2004 data.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 PERFORMANCE MEASURE #10700-24

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-24 Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank PEBB good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	80
	80
	85
	85

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	UN-KNOWN
	NA
	
	
	


Key Performance Analysis             
 

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
PEBB does not have a specific customer service goal.  Customer service is
linked to PEBB’s goal of providing high quality benefits at a cost that is
affordable to the employee and to the state.
 

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?
This performance measure shows how well PEBB is meeting the service needs of customers.
 
What does the data reveal?
No data are available at this time.
 
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
To increase customer service, PEBB is implementing an on-line benefits management tool that will allow members and agencies to view and manage  benefits throughout the year.  
 
PEBB is embarking on a new way to supply healthcare and healthcare benefits, called the Vision 2007.  The plan has a focus on quality healthcare with the right care at the right time, stressing value for dollars spent not just cost.  A plan is being developed that includes input from board members and stakeholders.
 
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?
No data are available at this time.
 
What is the data source?
Information for this measure is from the Customer Survey conducted by the Department of Administrative Services.  Results for PEBB were isolated from the Department information for this measure. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-25

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-25  Annual number of worker’s compensation, liability, and property claims per 100 FTE
	Target
	
	
	
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10

	
	Data
	7.93
	7.75
	7.83
	7.54
	6.49
	6.46
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Data Source: Claims data. 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Minimize the number of claims against the state. It is measured by the number of workers’ compensation, liability, and property claims per 100 FTE each year.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

The annual frequency rate of claims continues to remain below 10. Since 2001, it is decreasing.

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

The annual frequency rate of claims continues to remain below 10.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Since 2001, it is decreasing.

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

This measure is not used to compare to others but to the past rates of state government.

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

Safety and risk consultation services to agencies which provide loss control strategies to prevent or mitigate loss.

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

Continue safety and risk consultation services to agencies.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-26

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of 
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-26  Percent of respondents to department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank RMD good to excellent
	Target
	
	
	
	
	80%
	
	80%
	
	80%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	91%
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Data Source: Survey distributed by DAS-DO to agencies. 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Though not linked to other goals, it addresses satisfaction of Risk Management Division services provided to state agencies.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Not applicable.

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

It measures customer satisfaction of Risk Management Division services provided to agencies.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

A high level of customer satisfaction of Risk Management Division services provided to agencies.

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

This measure is not used to compare to others but to the state government’s past rates.

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

Coordination of claims management activities with agencies.

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

Continue the coordination of claims management activities with agencies.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-27

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-27  Percent change in current claims cost compared to previous biennium
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5%
	N/A
	5%
	N/A
	TBD

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	1%
	N/A
	27%
	N/A
	11% (projected)
	TBD
	TBD
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Data Source: Claims data. 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Minimize the cost of claims against the state.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Claim costs are “cash flow” costs regardless of loss dates of claims. The benchmark indicates that current claims experience will make it difficult to meet this goal.

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

Though the number of claims is stable, the cost is increasing. Based on FY2004 claim costs alone, the percent increase of Biennium 2003-05 is predicted to be 11%.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Claim cost is increasing faster than forecasted.

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

This measure is not used to compare to others, but to the past cost of state government claims.

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

Claims management protocol partnership with Trial Division of DOJ has reduced legal defense costs.

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

Strategize to limit the percent increase in cost to mitigate claims.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-28

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-28  Cost of risk per $1,000 of state budget by loss year
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00

	
	Data
	$2.34
	$2.97
	$3.44
	$2.58
	$2.25
	$2.26
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Data Source: September 2003 actuarial review by PricewaterhouseCoopers, insurance costs paid to commercial insurers, and risk management budget for administration costs. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Minimize the cost of claims against the state. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

It indicates the cost of claims, commercial insurance, and administration compared to state budget costs. Claim costs are ultimate forecasts per loss year determined by an independent actuarial review. (A “loss year” consists of only those claims that have loss dates in that year.)

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

Total cost of claims, commercial insurance, and administration appear stable and below $4 per $1,000 of operating budget of state government.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Though total costs appear stable, it is expected that the 2005 actuarial review will show that claim costs are rising substantially and this benchmark rate will increase.

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

This measure compares favorably to the nationwide RIMS Benchmark Survey.

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

Processing and managing property and liability claims made against state government. It also includes State Accident Insurance Fund Company’s (SAIF) processing and managing workers’ compensation claims made against state government.

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

Strategize to limit the expected cost increase in the mitigation of claims.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2004
 Performance Measure #10700-29

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	10700-29. Percentage of state agencies earning the State Controller’s Division Gold Star Certificate. 
	Target
	90%
	90%
	95%
	96%
	97%
	97%
	97%
	97%
	97%

	
	Data
	88%
	97%
	93%
	91%
	93%
	Not yet available
	
	
	


Data Source: Agency files in State Controller’s Division.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

 This performance measure supports our goal to protect the accuracy and integrity of statewide financial information.  It is linked to OBM 36, the State general obligation bond rating.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?   

The State’s general obligation bond rating has been downgraded, based on various factors considered by the rating agencies.  Although an indirect impact to the OBM, the Gold Star Certificate program encourages agencies to meet year end reporting timelines and standards of quality.  As more agencies meet financial reporting requirements, we are better able to protect the integrity of data that is used to compile the State’s annual financial report.  The annual report is reviewed by rating agencies. 

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

As a greater percentage of agencies earn the Gold Star Certificate, we are better able to protect the accuracy and integrity of statewide financial information.  When agencies meet our annual reporting requirements, they contribute to the accuracy and timeliness of the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (required by ORS 291.040).  Although we encourage agencies to meet due dates and minimum standards of quality, we have limited influence on their performance.  We use the State Controller’s Gold Star Certificate award as recognition of agency success.  The Gold Star award is important to and appreciated by agencies.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data is not yet available for 2004.  For 2003, 93% of agencies earned the Gold Star Certificate, while our goal was 97%.  The 4% variance was primarily due to extensive retirements of state employees and the workload involved in combining the Department of Human Services’ divisions into one agency.  In any given year, actual results may be impacted by resource constraints, other priorities, or unanticipated events.

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

 This award is unique to the State of Oregon.

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

Gathering data from agencies to include in required note disclosures within the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the State of Oregon.

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

We plan to continue working with agencies to establish annual due dates and improve quality of information submitted to the State Controller’s Division.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2004
 Performance Measure #10700-30

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	10700-30. Number of years out of the last five that State Controller’s Division wins GFOA Certificate of Achievement. 
	Target
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5

	
	Data
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA).
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

This performance measure supports our goal to promote fiscal accountability, compliance and sound financial management.  It is linked to OBM 36, the State general obligation bond rating.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?   The State’s general obligation bond rating has been downgraded, based on various factors considered by the rating agencies.  Although an indirect impact to the OBM, we demonstrate that the State’s financial information is presented in conformance with generally accepted accounting principles and GFOA standards by earning the GFOA Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting for the State’s annual financial report.  The annual report is required by ORS 291.040 and is reviewed by rating agencies. 

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

 The GFOA Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting award signifies that the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) meets the high standards of the GFOA program including receiving an unqualified audit opinion and demonstrating a constructive spirit of full disclosure to clearly communicate financial results to users of the financial report.  Thus, by earning this award, we promote fiscal accountability and compliance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Our goal is to earn this prestigious award every year, which we have thus far.  

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

 Participation in the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) certificate of achievement award program is voluntary.  Currently, 42 state governments submit their annual financial report to GFOA for review.  For fiscal year 2000, 98% of the states that submitted their reports for review were awarded the certificate of achievement.  For fiscal year 1999, 93% of the states that submitted their reports for review were awarded the certificate of achievement and for 1998 the percentage was 95%.  Thus, a very high percentage of those states that submit their CAFR earn the award.  This is consistent with Oregon’s performance.  

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

Working in conjunction with the Secretary of State, Audits Division, we prepare the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) in compliance with accounting standards.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  The SCD needs to continue making the preparation of the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) a h

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-31

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	10700-31 – Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank SCD good to excellent.. 
	Target
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	80%
	NA
	89%
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
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This performance measure supports our goal to provide high quality service to our customers. 
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What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

The extent to which our customers are satisfied with SCD services is one indicator of how well our policies, systems controls, and professional consultation help agency management make sound financial decisions. 

What does the data reveal?

For the year we surveyed our customers, actual performance was on target.

We did not implement a survey tool until 2001.  Since we survey customers every other year, there is no data for 2002.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Clear and timely communication of policy or system changes that will impact our customers.

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

The SCD needs to continue being responsive to customer needs and continue investing in our staff through training and professional development opportunities so that our staff can provide accurate guidance. 
What is the data source?
The source of data is the biannual department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey Results.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004-2005
 Performance Measure #10700-32

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-32  Cost of state vehicles (sedans) annually as a percent of contracted rental rates. 
	Target


	NA
	NA
	NA
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data *
	NA
	44%
	NA
	88%
	80%
	80%
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


* Data Source:  Total Actual annual State Fleet costs for daily rental and permanently assigned vehicles divided by Quoted annual Private Fleet costs for daily and long-term rental vehicles.   
Key Performance Measure Analysis:         
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   This measure is designed to demonstrate the price competitive advantage of statewide fleet administration and operations. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  [image: image38.emf] 
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This measure demonstrates that DAS State Fleet is a lower cost for state and cooperative agencies that a competitive supplier can provide. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  Performance for 2003 was on target:  pricing for DAS fleet daily sedan rentals was (80%) of competitive supplier rates. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  State fleet operations are more cost-effective than comparator/competitive sources. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  Daily rental vehicle operations are very similar to competitive supplier operations (reservations, delivery, inspection, safety). 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-33

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	10700-33.  Projected savings resulting from DAS statewide price agreement pricing compared to prices individual state agencies would pay without the benefit of a DAS statewide price agreement. 
	Target

	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.9%
	7.5%
	7.5%
	8.0%
	8.5%
	8.8%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.9%
	7.5%
	7.9%
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
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Data Source: Claims data. 

Key Performance Measure Analysis:

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   This measure is linked to the effectiveness of state purchasing outcomes.  This measure focuses on identifying actual savings that state and local governments achieve when they purchase from state contracts and price agreements as compared to what would have been paid without the benefit of the DAS statewide price agreements.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  [image: image40.emf]Targeted Agencies Successfully Completing E-
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This measure demonstrates that the prices obtained for a standard typical state market basket exceeded the goal of a 7.5 % decrease over comparator pricing in other government organizations.   It also demonstrates the benefit of consolidating purchasing volumes for commonly-purchased goods and services, and using effective market specific procurement strategies. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  The 2004 target of 7.5% was surpassed by actual savings of 7.9%, an additional saving of 0.4% over the target.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  Strategic procurement operations in private and public entities use target pricing based upon data obtained from comparator benchmarks and industry trends.  Performance for the aggregate of all purchasing categories cannot be compared in actual savings.  However, a comparable reduction of over 7% annually is well below most industry performance results for a state government.  State Procurement Office contract pricing for 2004, when compared to other governmental pricing comparators, reveals that state contract pricing is effective in lowering the overall cost of supplies to state and local agencies.  The data also reveals that continued benchmarking leads the way to improved outcomes that increasingly leverage better values in the goods and services purchased by state and local agencies.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  The Oregon Smart Buy Program employs advanced procurement/contracting activity methods (re-negotiation, multi-tiered proposals, target pricing, benchmarking) to provide improved purchasing outcomes to benefit state and local governments.  Beginning February 2004, the State Procurement Office began employing these methods to leverage more savings in buying goods and services common to state and many local agencies. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-34

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	10700-34 – Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank TPPS good to excellent. 
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	80%
	80%
	80%
	NA
	NA

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	70%
	unk
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 

This performance measure charts our goals to provide higher quality service to our state agency customers. 

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

The higher the measured number, the greater the customer satisfaction.

What does the data reveal?

This data, along with the sanctity of other data, indicating poor customer service reveal that PFSS service is generally well accepted and appreciated.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Providing clear and concise policy and process communication to our customers.

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

Although this Division has been abolished the services remain.  The survey data reveled that the programs need to strive to understand the operations of the customers they serve.

What is the data source?

The source of data is the biannual department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey results.
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Next data point will be available November 2004.
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