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2004 Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Year 2003 
Contact Person:
Glenn Chastain
503-378-3725 ext. 4112

Alternate Contact:
Ken Weese
503-378-3725 ext. 4600

Oregon State Police

	Performance Target and Achievement
	

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	17

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	  6

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	11 


The Oregon State Police has 17 performance measures that are linked to six agency goals, the agency's mission statement and seven Oregon Benchmarks. 

The Oregon State Police meet 8 of the 17 performance measure goals for the 2004 report.

Over the last year the Oregon State Police continued to measure the progress toward meeting the agency goals.  The Annual Performance Report will reflect the updated data for 2003.  

PM 25700-01 Percent of cooperative policing agreements with local public safety agencies that are complete.
Performance Accomplishments: The agency met its goal of 94% of counties with cooperative policing agreements in 2003.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Oregon State Police is the lead agency in working with local law enforcement agencies to create the cooperative policing agreements and get buy-in with all partner agencies.

Future Challenges: Due to reductions in staffing levels, the State Police has not been able to meet some of the agreed upon components of the cooperative policing agreements in some geographical locations (staffing levels and availability for responses to calls for service).  Additionally, those locations that do not currently have agreements have advised that they do not wish to sign an agreement or that things are working without one. 

PM 25700-02 Number of crashes per one million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways
Performance Accomplishments: The goal of 0.53 crashes per one million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways was not reached in 2003. (Rural = Outside incorporated city limits)  With the reduction of personnel and the subsequently loss of hours that were worked, it was a challenge to remain at the status quo let alone achieve a slight reduction.  There was 0.63 crashes per one million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways in 2003. 

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: Presence and enforcement efforts are a driving factor on the influence that the agency has on compliance to laws that reduce crashes.  During the last biennium (2001-2003) the agency was reduced by 132 sworn trooper positions leaving only 329 troopers in the Patrol Division.  In the 2003-2005 biennium, the Patrol Division remained at 329 troopers.  (NOTE: In 1979-1981 biennium there was 665 troopers to cover the same 7,504 miles of state and interstate highways) 

 Future Challenges: Adequate staffing levels to achieve goal.

PM 257000-03 Number of fatal crashes per one hundred million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways
Performance Accomplishments: The goal of 1.71 fatal crashes per one hundred million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highwayswas not meet in 2003.  (Rural = Outside of incorporated city limits) With the reduction of personnel and the subsequently loss of hours that were worked, it was a challenge to remain at the status quo let alone achieve a slight reduction.  There was 1.89 fatal crashes per one hundred million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways in 2003.
Degree and Type of Agency Influence: Presence and enforcement efforts are a driving factor on the influence that the agency has on compliance to laws that reduce fatal crashes. . During the last biennium (2001-2003) the agency was reduced by 132 sworn trooper positions leaving only 329 troopers in the Patrol Division. In the 2003-2005 biennium, the Patrol Division remained at 329 troopers.  (NOTE: In 1979-1981 biennium there was 665 troopers to cover the same 7,504 miles of state and interstate highways) 

Future Challenges: Adequate staffing levels to achieve goal.

PM 25700-04 Percentage of arrests verses total reported crimes on rural state and interstate highways. (Crime = Felony and misdemeanor crimes)
Performance Accomplishments: Data is unavailable due to LEDS, OUCR unable to compile data because of budget cuts that resulted in lay off of all Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCR) staff.  Staff has been rehired, however they are backlogged in the data entry of statistics.       

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: Presence and enforcement efforts are a driving factor on the influence that the agency has on compliance to laws and the reduction of crimes.

Future Challenges: Adequate staffing levels.

PM 25700-05 Number of people killed on rural state and interstate highways.
Performance Accomplishments: The agency did not meet its goal of reducing the overall fatal crashes to 200 on rural state and interstate highways in 2003. In 2003 there were 228 fatal crashes.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: Presence and enforcement efforts are a driving factor on the influence that the agency has on compliance to laws that reduce fatal crashes. During the last biennium (2001-2003) the agency was reduced by 132 sworn trooper positions leaving only 329 troopers in the Patrol Division. In the 2003-2005 biennium, the Patrol Division remained at 329 troopers. (NOTE: In 1979-1981 biennium there was 665 troopers to cover the same 7,504 miles of state and interstate highways) 

Future Challenges: Adequate staffing levels to achieve goal.

PM 25700-06 Percent of anglers contacted who are angling in compliance with rules and laws associated with salmon and steelhead bag limits, licensing/tagging, means of take and species.
Performance Accomplishments: The Division continues to measure anadromous angling compliance monthly.  The Fish and Wildlife Division meet its goal 88% compliance with a compliance rate of 88.3%.
Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The greater officer presence in monitoring and enforcing angling regulations correlates directly to a greater percentage of voluntary compliance.  This is the high level of outcome the division seeks.

Future Challenges: The division lost numerous officers to the layoff during the 2002-03 biennia and when called back, the officers chose to stay with new employers.  This situation mitigated with retiring of experienced officers and no new hiring has left the division with numerous vacancies in locations where there are great numbers of sport anglers and few officers to check them.

PM 25700-07 Percent of major crime team call-outs resolved within 12 months from date of call-out.
Performance Accomplishments: The latest Major Crime Team Resolution Rate, documented at 86%, exceeded the agency goal of 70% for the last reporting period.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Oregon State Police Criminal Investigation Division assists local law enforcement agencies in investigating major crimes.  The high closure rate of these call-outs demonstrates how effectively and efficiently major crimes are being investigated and resolved throughout the state.

Future Challenges: The Oregon State Police Criminal Investigation Division's ability to continue participation in the major crime teams and maintain availability of other support functions will be challenged by the inability to maintain or increase the level of available resources.  

PM 25700-08/09 Average number of working days from when a request is received at the Forensics laboratory, until a completed analytical report is prepared.  Average rating ( 1 to 4 scale) by Forensics Services Division customers who rate the services provided as good or excellent.

Performance Accomplishments: Our turn around time result is not a comparable reference since we are refusing submission of 33% of the previous workload.  Refer to our 2003 Prioritization and Submission Guidelines.

Our Customer Satisfaction survey results have not been compiled recently due to shortage of staff.  We’ve had to prioritize our workload and did not assume this survey had a very high priority.



Last 6 months 2002 =    3.71    (1-4 scale)




First 6 months 2003 =    3.70*

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Forensics Division is the sole source forensic service to the entire criminal justice system in Oregon.

Future Challenges: Staff levels will continue to be a problem and if further lay offs occur in 2004 the problem will continue.

PM 25700-10 Percent of homes that have a fire in which there is no working smoke alarm.
Performance Accomplishments: The agency's Fire Marshal Division slightly missed its 2002 goal to reduce to 22% the homes in which a fire occurs and there is no working smoke alarm present.  There was 23% of homes in which a fire occurs and there is no working smoke alarm present.  

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Fire Marshal promotes the installation and maintenance of smoke alarms in one and two family dwelling residences.  This effort includes coordinating door to door smoke alarm instillation efforts in high-risk communities.  

Future Challenges: Targeting those who continue to not install smoke detectors or fail to maintain them.
PM 25700-11 Number of training and formal presentations made to local and regional hazardous materials response groups to improve preparedness.
Performance Accomplishments: The agency's Fire Marshal Division did not met its goal of 69.5 formal presentations made to local and regional hazardous materials response groups to improve preparedness.  The Fire Marshal Division conducted 42 in 2003.   

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Fire Marshal maintains the importance of the formal presentations. 

Future Challenges: Maintaining adequate trained staff to make these formal presentations.

PM 25700-12 Number of fire and life safety inspections conducted by local authorities who have been trained by the State Fire Marshall (increases total number of inspections statewide).
Performance Accomplishments: The agency's Fire Marshal Division far exceeded the future target goal for this performance measure by conducting 19,050 inspections.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The Fire Marshal is responsible for ensuring that local fire officials have the knowledge, skills and abilities to conduct fire and life safety inspections. 

Future Challenges: Motivating local fire authorities to conduct fire and life safety inspections.

PM 25700-13 Percent of required reporting facilities that submit the Hazardous Substance Information Survey on time.
Performance Accomplishments: The agency's Fire Marshal Division did not meet the goal of 87%.  In 2003 only 84% of facilities that submited the Hazardous Substance Information Survey were on time.
Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The agency conducted the following activities to increase the number of required reporting facilities that submit Hazardous Substance Information Surveys in a timely manner:

Annually survey Oregon facilities.

Annually audit 5% of the facilities surveyed.

Issue letters to facilities reminding them of the survey submission due date.

Issue Notice of Non-Compliance and Proposed Final Penalty Assessment Orders for failing to submit the Hazardous Substance Information Survey by the due date.

Conduct an annual information campaign outlining the reporting and notification requirements.

Measure the results by running quires of the hazardous substance information database.

Future Challenges: Maintaining an adequate balance between voluntary compliance and issuing fines and penalties for late reporting and/or not reporting.

PM 25700-14 Percent of Oregon coastal counties with complete evacuation plans.
Performance Accomplishments: The Emergency Management Division met its goal of 71% of coastal counties having tsunami evacuation plans.  The plans includes maps to safe zone, preferred evacuation routes, designated assembly areas as well as text on the hazard and what to do.  

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: OEM sets up tsunami evacuation map meetings and reviews the map produced by DOGAMI with input from local communities.  The funds (100%) for the maps come from NOAA through the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program.  OEM is the main resource to help counties develop evacuation plans.
Future Challenges: Convince the remaining coastal counties to finish and/or write evacuation plans given the preoccupation with more immediate hazards.

PM 25700-15 Percent of counties with domestic preparedness plans.
Performance Accomplishments: Current number of counties with terrorist annexes or plans is 40% and was short of the goal of 56%.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: Several jurisdictions are working with contractors to develop plans with current ODP grant funds.

Future Challenges: Provide technical support to counties to help them complete plans underway.
PM 25700-16 Percent of Oregon public safety answering points (9-1-1 public safety dispatch center) that have a fully operational Phase II wireless 9-1-1 system.
Performance Accomplishments: Oregon Emergency Management reached its goal of 13% of Oregon public safety answering points (9-1-1 public safety dispatch center) that have a fully operational Phase II wireless 9-1-1 system.
Degree and Type of Agency Influence: The department is deploying mapping software and hardware to the 9-1-1 centers to allow conversion of their master street address guides to geographic information system coordinates.

Future Challenges: Current plans are to make-up for this delay in the 2004 calendar year with a 43% implementation of Phase II systems in Oregon.
PM 25700-17 Percent of jurisdictions with approved hazardous mitigation plans.
Performance Accomplishments: 39% jurisdictions have completed plans as of the end of 2003. Oregon has a solid foundation regarding natural hazard loss reduction including: the state’s land use planning laws, building code requirements, emergency preparedness planning, hazards assessment and other policies and programs.

Degree and Type of Agency Influence: OEM continues to work with communities that wish to complete natural hazard mitigation plans and target communities have been identified for 2004-2007.

Future Challenges: Oregon Emergency Management needs to continue to work with local communities to assist them in developing and adopting natural hazards mitigation plans and to identify short and long term action items which will help them reduce their losses from those natural hazards they face in their jurisdiction.
 Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Fiscal Year 200X – 200X
	Agency: Oregon State Police 
	Date Submitted: Sptember 30, 2004
	Version No.: 1

	Contact:  Glenn Chastain
	Phone: 503-378-3725 ext.4112
	

	Alternate: Ken Weese
	Phone: 503-378-3725 ext. 4600
	


Mission Statement: The mission statement of the Department of Oregon State Police is to develop, promote and provide protection to the people, property and natural resources of the state, along with ensuring the state's safety and livability by serving, protecting and educating its citizens and visitors through leadership, action, coordination and cooperation with our public safety partners.

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	Divisions within the agency worked with their staff to develop each performance measure.  The measures are based on the core mission of each division and took into consideration the agency's stakeholders by measuring the services that are provided to them. This ensures that each performance measure actually measures activities that produce outcomes that are reflective of the agency's  mission statement  as well as the state's benchmarks (or high level outcome) that has been identified for each performance measure.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Each performance measure was developed to assist divisions in meeting their primary mission.   The activities that are being measured within each performance measure are not new activities to the agency.  The performance measures now give each division manager a tool to measure the successes or shortfalls of their activities in meeting the desired outcome listed in each measure.  The agency monitors the progress of its divisions in meeting the agency goals set in each performance measure.    

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Division staff received training on the development of the performance measures, the performance measurement and maintaining the data needed to monitor the progress of the performance measures shortly after agencies received the 2003-05 Budget and Legislative Concept Instructions.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Communication on agency performance results was done through the legislative process during Ways and Means testimony.  Public communication will take place when the measures and the Annual Report are posted on a web site as instructed in section 1 of a memorandum by Director Gary Weeks, dated October 6, 2003.  The agency will once again post the 2004 Annual Report on the agency's web page for public review.

Agency URL is: www.osp.state.or.us


	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	The only change that occurred during the past year with the agency's performance measures was that each performance measure was updated with the 2003 data.

It should be noted that the agency took substantial reductions in both sworn and professional staff that may impact the agency's ability to meet future goals that were set using formulas that were based on more employees than the agency currently employs.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	25700-01: Percent of cooperative policing agreements with local public safety agencies that are complete. 
	Target
	
	83%
	86%
	92%
	94%
	94%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	80%
	83%
	86%
	92%
	94%
	94%
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Data obtained from an Oregon State Police report maintained to monitor the number of Oregon counties that have completed community based cooperative policing agreements.
Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

This performance measure is linked to Benchmark #66, The percentage of Oregon counties that have completed a cooperative agreement. 

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

This performance measures shows progresses in achieving benchmark #66.  The measure will help improve public safety in communities statewide, making them more responsive, more linked with related efforts and outcome driven.  Work is continuing through the Governor's Public Safety Policy and Planning Council to develop a strategic plan to implement this change in policing, tailored by local communities to meet their needs.

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

The agency met its goal.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. 

The agency met the targets.

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

N/A

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

Local Department of State Police Area Commanders continue to attend Local Public Safety Planning and Policy Council (LPSPPC) meetings in order to keep good lines of communication open between agencies.

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

Continue communications with local public safety agencies to ensure that current cooperative policing agreements remain effective.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
 Performance Measure 25700-2: Number of crashes per one million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways.

Graph estimates a reduction of 10 percent from prior 5-year average for years 2004-2007.
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	#25700-02 - Number of crashes per one million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways
	Target
	
	
	
	0.53
	0.53
	0.52
	0.50
	0.53
	0.53

	
	Data
	0.58
	0.63
	0.60
	0.59
	0.63
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Accident Data Unit

Key Performance Measure Analysis

Crash reduction on rural state and interstate highways is one of two strategic objectives adopted by the Patrol Services Division to better accomplish the overall goal of making our highways safer.  The following information provides measurables and data to better evaluate the success or failure of accomplishing that goal. 

To what goal are the performance measures linked?

The Patrol Services Division has one primary goal and that is to make rural and interstate highways safe. These performance measures attempt to reduce crashes caused by hazardous traffic violations on rural state and interstate highways, thus reducing their negative costs to society.  This goal is being accomplished through high-visibility traffic enforcement, which generates and increases voluntary compliance within the community.

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

These performance measures are tied to Benchmark #41 "infant mortality rate per 1,000" and Benchmark #45 - "Premature Death: Years of life lost before age 70."  Data is not yet available for infant mortality or premature death comparisons for 2002 or 2003, however data for 2000 and 2001 indicated that improvements have been made.  In 2000 the infant mortality was 5.6 infant deaths per 1,000 while in 2001 it was 5.4 deaths per thousand.  This was a decrease of 3.6 percent.  In 2000 the premature deaths (prior to age 70) was 53.5 deaths per thousand while in 2001 it was 51.8 per thousand.  This was a decrease of nearly 3.2 percent. 

The data is indicative that both benchmarks are improving towards long range goals of greater survivability.  However, they do not include recent data that may or may not reverse that trend.

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

2003 data continues to reveal that the majority of serious injury and fatal crashes are directly related to the excessive speed, failure to use occupant restraints and/or driving under influence of intoxicating substances (driving while impaired).

In 2003 the crash rate for rural state and interstate highways increased from .59  to .63 crashes per one million miles of vehicle travel. This is an increase of 6.7 percent.  In 2003 the fatal crash rate on rural state and interstate highways increased from 1.73 to 1.89 per one hundred million miles traveled.   This is an increase of 8.5 percent.  In 2003 there were 228 people killed on rural state and interstate highways.  This is an increase of 25 fatalities or 12.3 percent.

Performance measurements targeted reductions in all areas.  Data shows increases in all areas.  The goal of making highways safe did not improve and in fact worsened during 2003.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance?

Targets were developed during prior biennia when the Patrol Services Division had an authorized strength of 461 members.  Budgetary reductions in 2002 and 2003 reduced patrol strength levels to 329 members.  There was an immediate negative impact with increases occurring in crash rates, fatal crash rates, and fatalities for 2003.   

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

Law Enforcement service does not have a private industry standard.  Nationwide, Oregon was one of only two states to have increases in traffic fatalities in 2003.

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

· High Visibility/High Frequency Hazardous Violation Education and Enforcement

· 241,450 traffic enforcement contacts in 2003

· Impaired Driving Education and Enforcement

· 4,812 Impaired Driving Arrests in 2003

· Commercial Vehicle Education and Enforcement

· 13,544 Truck inspections in 2003

· Occupant Protection Education and Enforcement

· 21,878 enforcement contacts in 2003

· Work Zone Safety Education and Enforcement

· 6,410 hours of enforcement in work zones in 2003

The Department also has additional specialized support programs that assist these primary enforcement programs (i.e., Collision Reconstruction, Drug Recognition, Commercial Vehicle Inspections, Child Seat Technicians, and Aircraft support)
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure 25700-3:  Number of fatal crashes per one hundred million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways. Graph estimates a reduction of 10 percent from prior 5-year average for years 2004-2007.

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	# - 25700-3:  Number of fatal crashes per one hundred million miles traveled on rural state and interstate highways. 
	Target
	
	
	
	1.79
	1.71
	1.60
	1.60
	1.73
	1.73

	
	Data
	1.71
	1.83
	1.88
	1.79
	1.89
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

Crash reduction on rural state and interstate highways is one of two strategic objectives adopted by the Patrol Services Division to better accomplish the overall goal of making our highways safer.  The following information provides measurables and data to better evaluate the success or failure of accomplishing that goal. 

To what goal are the performance measures linked?

The Patrol Services Division has one primary goal and that is to make rural and interstate highways safe. These performance measures attempt to reduce crashes caused by hazardous traffic violations on rural state and interstate highways, thus reducing their negative costs to society.  This goal is being accomplished through high-visibility traffic enforcement, which generates and increases voluntary compliance within the community.

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

These performance measures are tied to Benchmark #41 "infant mortality rate per 1,000" and Benchmark #45 - "Premature Death: Years of life lost before age 70."  Data is not yet available for infant mortality or premature death comparisons for 2002 or 2003, however data for 2000 and 2001 indicated that improvements have been made.  In 2000 the infant mortality was 5.6 infant deaths per 1,000 while in 2001 it was 5.4 deaths per thousand.  This was a decrease of 3.6 percent.  In 2000 the premature deaths (prior to age 70) was 53.5 deaths per thousand while in 2001 it was 51.8 per thousand.  This was a decrease of nearly 3.2 percent. 

The data is indicative that both benchmarks are improving towards long range goals of greater survivability.  However, they do not include recent data that may or may not reverse that trend.

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

2003 data continues to reveal that the majority of serious injury and fatal crashes are directly related to the excessive speed, failure to use occupant restraints and/or driving under influence of intoxicating substances (driving while impaired).

In 2003 the crash rate for rural state and interstate highways increased from .59  to .63 crashes per one million miles of vehicle travel. This is an increase of 6.7 percent.  In 2003 the fatal crash rate on rural state and interstate highways increased from 1.73 to 1.89 per one hundred million miles traveled.   This is an increase of 8.5 percent.  In 2003 there were 228 people killed on rural state and interstate highways.  This is an increase of 25 fatalities or 12.3 percent.

Performance measurements targeted reductions in all areas.  Data shows increases in all areas.  The goal of making highways safe did not improve and in fact worsened during 2003.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance?

Targets were developed during prior biennia when the Patrol Services Division had an authorized strength of 461 members.  Budgetary reductions in 2002 and 2003 reduced patrol strength levels to 329 members.  There was an immediate negative impact with increases occurring in crash rates, fatal crash rates, and fatalities for 2003.   

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

Law Enforcement service does not have a private industry standard.  Nationwide, Oregon was one of only two states to have increases in traffic fatalities in 2003.

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

· High Visibility/High Frequency Hazardous Violation Education and Enforcement

· 241,450 traffic enforcement contacts in 2003

· Impaired Driving Education and Enforcement

· 4,812 Impaired Driving Arrests in 2003

· Commercial Vehicle Education and Enforcement

· 13,544 Truck inspections in 2003

· Occupant Protection Education and Enforcement

· 21,878 enforcement contacts in 2003

· Work Zone Safety Education and Enforcement

· 6,410 hours of enforcement in work zones in 2003

· The Department also has additional specialized support programs that assist these primary enforcement programs (i.e., Collision Reconstruction, Drug Recognition, Commercial Vehicle Inspections, Child Seat Technicians, and Aircraft support)
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
Performance Measure 25700-04: Percentage of arrests verses total reported crimes on rural state and interstate highways

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	# 25700-4- Percentage of arrests verses total reported crimes on rural state and interstate highways
	Target
	
	
	
	92.86%
	96.57%
	99.91%
	102.94%
	92.86%
	92.86%

	
	Data
	52.57%
	66.18%
	88.71%
	92.86%
	*
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

Crime reduction on rural state and interstate highways is the other strategic objectives adopted by the Patrol Services Division.  The following information provides measurables and data to better evaluate the success or failure of accomplishing that goal. 

To what goal are the performance measures linked?

The Patrol Services Division has one primary goal and that is to make rural and interstate highways safe. This performance measure attempts to reduce crimes on rural state and interstate highways, thus reducing their negative costs to society.  This goal is being accomplished through high visibility and high frequency traffic enforcement, which deters crime, detains criminals, and reduces contraband on the highways of this state.

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

These performance measures are tied to Benchmark #41 "infant mortality rate per 1,000" and Benchmark #45 - "Premature Death: Years of life lost before age 70."  Data is not yet available for infant mortality or premature death comparisons for 2002 or 2003, however data for 2000 and 2001 indicated that improvements have been made.  In 2000 the infant mortality was 5.6 infant deaths per 1,000 while in 2001 it was 5.4 deaths per thousand.  This was a decrease of 3.6 percent.  In 2000 the premature deaths (prior to age 70) was 53.5 deaths per thousand while in 2001 it was 51.8 per thousand.  This was a decrease of nearly 3.2 percent. 

The data is indicative that both benchmarks are improving towards long range goals of greater survivability.  However, they do not include recent data that may or may not reverse that trend.

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

2002 and 2003 data is not available.  2001 data showed that 7,733 crimes were reported on rural state and interstate highways.  Of those crimes 6,860 were cleared by arrest.  This resulted in a clearance rate of 88.7 percent.  Due to lack of available data no comparisons can be made towards agency targets/goals.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance?

Targets were developed during prior biennia when the Patrol Services Division had an authorized strength of 461 members.  Budgetary reductions in 2002 and 2003 reduced patrol strength levels to 329 members.  Data is insufficient to date for variance determinations.

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

Law enforcement service does not have a private industry standard.  Insufficient data does not allow for any potential comparisons.

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

· Juvenile Crime Education and Enforcement

· 603 criminal charges in 2003

· Criminal Apprehension through Patrol Enforcement

· 2,978 warrant arrests in 2003

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
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Performance Measure 25700-05: Number of people killed on rural state and interstate highways. 

Graph estimates a reduction of 10 percent from prior 5-year average for years 2004-2007.

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	# 25700-5 - Number of people killed on rural state and interstate highways.
	Target
	
	
	
	203
	200
	192
	185
	179
	172

	
	Data
	194
	209
	216
	203
	228
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon Department of Transportation, Accident Data Unit 

Crash reduction on rural state and interstate highways is one of two strategic objectives adopted by the Patrol Services Division to better accomplish the overall goal of making our highways safer.  The following information provides measurables and data to better evaluate the success or failure of accomplishing that goal. 

To what goal are the performance measures linked?

The Patrol Services Division has one primary goal and that is to make rural and interstate highways safe. These performance measures attempt to reduce crashes caused by hazardous traffic violations on rural state and interstate highways, thus reducing their negative costs to society.  This goal is being accomplished through high-visibility traffic enforcement, which generates and increases voluntary compliance within the community.

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

These performance measures are tied to Benchmark #41 "infant mortality rate per 1,000" and Benchmark #45 - "Premature Death: Years of life lost before age 70."  Data is not yet available for infant mortality or premature death comparisons for 2002 or 2003, however data for 2000 and 2001 indicated that improvements have been made.  In 2000 the infant mortality was 5.6 infant deaths per 1,000 while in 2001 it was 5.4 deaths per thousand.  This was a decrease of 3.6 percent.  In 2000 the premature deaths (prior to age 70) was 53.5 deaths per thousand while in 2001 it was 51.8 per thousand.  This was a decrease of nearly 3.2 percent. 

The data is indicative that both benchmarks are improving towards long range goals of greater survivability.  However, they do not include recent data that may or may not reverse that trend.

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

2003 data continues to reveal that the majority of serious injury and fatal crashes are directly related to the excessive speed, failure to use occupant restraints and/or driving under influence of intoxicating substances (driving while impaired).

In 2003 the crash rate for rural state and interstate highways increased from .59  to .63 crashes per one million miles of vehicle travel. This is an increase of 6.7 percent.  In 2003 the fatal crash rate on rural state and interstate highways increased from 1.73 to 1.89 per one hundred million miles traveled.   This is an increase of 8.5 percent.  In 2003 there were 228 people killed on rural state and interstate highways.  This is an increase of 25 fatalities or 12.3 percent.

Performance measurements targeted reductions in all areas.  Data shows increases in all areas.  The goal of making highways safe did not improve and in fact worsened during 2003.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance?

Targets were developed during prior biennia when the Patrol Services Division had an authorized strength of 461 members.  Budgetary reductions in 2002 and 2003 reduced patrol strength levels to 329 members.  There was an immediate negative impact with increases occurring in crash rates, fatal crash rates, and fatalities for 2003.   

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

Law Enforcement service does not have a private industry standard.  Nationwide, Oregon was one of only two states to have increases in traffic fatalities in 2003.

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

· High Visibility/High Frequency Hazardous Violation Education and Enforcement

· 241,450 traffic enforcement contacts in 2003

· Impaired Driving Education and Enforcement

· 4,812 Impaired Driving Arrests in 2003

· Commercial Vehicle Education and Enforcement

· 13,544 Truck inspections in 2003

· Occupant Protection Education and Enforcement

· 21,878 enforcement contacts in 2003

· Work Zone Safety Education and Enforcement

· 6,410 hours of enforcement in work zones in 2003

The Department also has additional specialized support programs that assist these primary enforcement programs (i.e., Collision Reconstruction, Drug Recognition, Commercial Vehicle Inspections, Child Seat Technicians, and Aircraft support)
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	#6-Percent of anglers who are angling in compliance with rules and laws associated with salmon and steelhead harvest. 
	Target
	85
	85
	85
	85
	85
	85
	85
	85
	85

	
	Data
	88.4
	89.1
	89.5
	89.2
	87.6
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Data Source: Monthly anadromous fish compliance data is compiled statewide through the use of the OSP developed “BrosLund” report. Each officer makes his/her own record and reports bi-monthly. This cumulative record is provided by the OSP Data Processing .Section and is kept indefinitely.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
The goal is linked to Benchmark #85a “Percentage of monitored wild native fish populations that are classified as healthy/salmon and steelhead populations”.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 

The data shows that currently enforcement of harvest regulations is sufficient to maintain a healthy population of salmon and steelhead. What is the impact of your agency? We provided protection at a level to assure illegal take and harvest are not a limiting factor to the success of healthy salmon and steelhead populations.

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

This performance measure demonstrates that by enforcing existing rules and laws, Oregon’s fish and wildlife natural resources are protected.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. 

By maintaining a rate above the target, harvest and illegal take can be eliminated as a limiting factor of a given population.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. The goal was established in conjunction with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to establish a level of harvest or take that would not negatively impact or limit healthy stocks. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
 Uniformed patrol officers contact anglers, check for compliance of laws and rules, and help educate anglers on those laws and rules. 
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? 

Data will be evaluated by fishery biologists to determine if compliance rates impact anadromous fish species in reaching healthy populations. These impacts voluntary compliance complementing their management goals and objectives. If compliance does not compliment the management goals and objectives, then an increase enforcement effort must be accomplished. For example, downturn in compliance rates may correspond to biological decreases in fish populations. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 61 - Percent of Major Crime Team Call-outs Resolved Within 12 Months From Date of Call-out
	Target
	
	66%
	66%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	75%
	75%

	
	Data
	
	66%
	79%
	86%
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source:  Monthly regional reports on Major Crime Team call-outs and closures
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

This goal is linked to Benchmark #61 “Overall Reported Crimes for 1,000 Oregonians.”

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

The performance measure relates to Benchmark #61.  Overall reported crimes for Oregon gives a perspective as to community livability and safety, and types of serious crime reported in Oregon, whether they are on the increase or decrease.  Solvability of major crimes gives a perspective that law enforcement is working together to keep the public safe, and those who carry out violent crimes will be held accountable and prosecuted.  The Oregon State Police Criminal Investigation Division provides a safety net for local law enforcement agencies statewide, providing resources and expertise. 

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

The goal is to quickly and efficiently investigate and resolve crimes against Oregonians.  The Oregon State Police Criminal Investigation Division assists local law enforcement agencies in investigating major crimes.  This service is primarily provided by participation in major crime teams throughout the state.  Currently, the Division has Detectives assigned to 28 major crime teams.

The majority of the crimes investigated by the teams are homicides, but also include suspicious deaths, aggravated assaults, attempted murder, kidnap, officer involved shootings, and sexual assaults.

Data regarding the closure rate of these call-outs demonstrates how effectively and efficiently major crimes are being investigated and resolved throughout the state.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Between August 1, 2001, and July 31, 2002, there were 50 major crime team call-outs.  Of those, 25 were cleared by arrest, 18 were closed by exceptional clearance, and 7 are still pending.  Thus, between August 1, 2001, and July 31,2002, there was an 86% closure rate on major crime team call-outs.   This shows an increased closure rate of 7% from the prior year.

The agency target is to continue to close major cases at not less than the baseline for the prior year’s closure rates, and to continue to increase the rate of closure.  Data demonstrates that this goal was achieved during this time period.

The OUCR crime summary demonstrates the varying number of reported crimes from year to year.  This is a relevant consideration when considering crime resolution rates, given that an increase in reported crime directly affects resources, including Detectives’ time available for investigation of specific incidents.  Accordingly, when the crime rate is down, there are more resources available to be devoted to the resolution of each crime.   Conversely, when the crime rate is higher, resources are more diluted and a commensurate reduction or delay in case resolution must be expected.

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

N/A

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

In addition to providing Detectives to the major crime teams, the Division also provides the teams with numerous specialized investigative resources. These resources include HITS (Homicide Information Tracing System), criminal analysts, polygraphers, Sex Offender Registration Unit, Resource Data Unit, forensic computer examiners, arson investigators, and crime reconstruction.  Many of these services and the expertise would not be available to the local agencies but for the Division’s participation on the teams.

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

Continue participation in the major crime teams and maintain availability of other support functions to assist in investigations as needed. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	KPM 8 – Forensic Analysis Turnaround Time
	Target
	15
	15
	15
	15
	15
	15
	15
	15
	15

	
	Data
	23.4
	31
	35.8
	30.7
	32
	38.7
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
The Forensic Service Division goal to provide an average turn around time of 15 days, which was established in collaboration with our customers.  Timely service is the number one complaint from the criminal justice system regarding the performance of our laboratory system.

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

This goal is linked to OBM #61, crime rate.

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

Average number of working days from when a request is received at the Forensics laboratory, until a completed analytical report is prepared.  Although the goal is critical to the effectiveness of the criminal justice system, our performance does not meet the established goal of 15 days.

Each laboratory, as well as our entire laboratory system measures turnaround time in days to measure our ability to provide analytical information in a timely manner.  Analytical turn around time directly corresponds to the amount of work submitted to the laboratories.  Increases in turn around time reveal increased submission rates and the necessity to add resources.

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

No public or private standards to compare to.

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

The time it requires in days to perform forensic analysis such as DNA or toxicology and mail the analytical report the customer.

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

Hire additional personnel, which is necessary to improve turnaround time.

· Turn around time does not meet the needs of the customers.

· The number one complaint from customers is the delay in turn around time.

Data Source?

Data is compiled monthly from the Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS), which measures the time required of each step of the analytical process from when evidence is received from a customer, until a finished analytical report is mailed.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	KPM 9 – Forensic Customer Survey
	Target
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0

	
	Data
	3.7
	3.65
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Provide quality, comprehensive, cooperative investigative services.  This can be done by measuring:

· Timely service provided to customers to conduct criminal investigations, meet court dates and make regulatory decisions.

· Quality of the information provided to customers is complete and includes the elements necessary to make decisions.

· Personnel conducted themselves in a professional service oriented manner.

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

This goal is linked to OBM #61, crime rate.

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

An average rating by Forensic Services Division customers who rate the services provided as good or excellent, based on the question, "Overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by the Forensic Services Division?" 

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

No public or private standards to compare to.

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

Measures three primary service areas.

1. Processing crime scenes for forensic evidence.

2. Conducting scientific analysis of forensic evidence.

3. Providing a breath-testing program supporting the arrests of more than 20,000 impaired driver annually.

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

Timeliness of service always receives the lowest scores.  Continually review methods to improve this timeliness.

Data Source?

Data is compiled from results of customer surveys sent directly to the customers who receive the service throughout Oregon.  These customers include: local Police, Sheriffs, State Police, District Attorneys, Court Systems and Defense Bar to name a few. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police/Office of State Fire Marshal
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	PM# - 25700-10: Percent of homes that have a fire in which  there is no working smoke alarm
	Target
	
	
	27%
	24.5%
	22%
	19.5%
	17%
	15.5%
	14%

	
	Data
	33%
	30%
	27%
	24%
	23%
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Information obtained on Form 10 reports which indicates that "no smoke alarms present during fire investigation

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Goal #5: Reduce loss of life and property as a result of fire and hazardous materials

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 fire death rate is not below the historic low.   Strive to achieve the agency mission of protecting Oregonians’ lives and property as a result of fire and hazardous materials.  

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

By increasing the installation and maintenance of smoke alarms in residences, there should be a decrease in the death rate and civilian fire injury rate because there will be fewer homes in which there is a fire and there is “no smoke alarm present” or there is a “smoke alarm present but not working”.  The percentage of homes that have a fire in which there is no smoke alarm present or smoke alarm present but not working, decreased from 37% in 1998 to 22% in 2003.  In 2003, the OSFM’s Community Education Unit developed and delivered a Smoke Alarm Campaign.  The campaign specifically addressed lower income and elderly housing areas where working smoke alarms were likely to be missing.  In 2004, the campaign is being handed off through a train the trainer approach to further deliver the campaign across Oregon.  By the end of 2004, the campaign will become the statewide model available for use by local communities to help reduce fire deaths and injuries in their communities.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The actual performance in 2003 was 23% and target was 22.  Although the 2003 performance was lower than projected, there is a continuing decline.  See chart above.

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

NA

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

Community Education Unit staff develop and deliver smoke alarm campaigns with the cooperation and assistance of local fire departments and their community partners.  Staff delivers training, smoke alarms, on site assistance and coordination, and assists with community events.

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

As noted above, in 2004, the campaign is being handed off through a train the trainer approach to continue the smoke alarm campaign on a larger scale across Oregon.  By the end of 2004, the campaign will become the statewide model available for use by local communities to help reduce fire deaths and injuries in their communities.  Community Education Unit staff will continue to work with local fire departments and communities to assure ongoing use, consistency of delivery and messages, and to analyze progress on the campaign.  Data measurements will be ongoing to determine the achievement of the performance measure. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period:  Year 2003 

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police/Office of State Fire Marshal
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	PM# - 25700-11: Number of training and formal presentations made to local and regional hazardous materials response groups to improve preparedness
	Target
	
	
	
	63.75
	69.5
	75.25
	99
	101
	103

	
	Data
	
	
	
	50
	42
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon State Fire Marshal's report forms 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Goal #5: Reduce loss of life and property as a result of fire and hazardous materials

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

By increasing the number of outreach activities conducted statewide it will insure local responders and local response teams are better prepared to respond to hazardous materials incidents, protecting communities from loss of life, property and damage to the environment.

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

As outreach activities increase, local responders and local response teams will have been better prepared to respond to hazardous materials incidents, protecting communities from loss of life, property and damage to the environment.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The Regional Hazardous Material Response Teams are funded on a biennial basis and plan for their outreach activities during that two-year period.  Scheduling outreach is dependent on the team’s department workload and the availability of local responder agencies.  These scheduling constraints account for the reduction in the number of outreach presentations delivered in 03.  The cycle can be expected to continue in the present and future biennia.

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

N/A

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

The regional teams provide:

· Awareness and Operations level training to local responders and hospitals in their response areas.

· Train and exercise with local responders, hospitals and industry in their response areas.

· Participation in community events such as the Central Oregon Disaster Preparedness Explo to raise awareness of the resources provided by the regional hazardous material teams.

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

Continue to encourage and facilitate outreach opportunities for the fifteen regional hazardous materials emergency response teams. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Year 2003

	Agency Name: Oregon State Police/Oregon State Fire Marshal
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	PM# - 25700-12: Number of fire and life safety inspections conducted by local authorities that have been trained by the State Fire Marshal.
	Target
	
	
	
	16,533
	25,381
	26,605
	27,403
	28,225
	29,071

	
	Data
	
	
	
	24,642
	19,685
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon State Fire annual resource directory report
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Goal #5: Reduce loss of life and property as a result of fire and hazardous materials

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

By increasing the knowledge, skills and abilities of local fire department personnel in fire inspection methodology and prevention practices, a larger number of facilities around the state will be inspected. The resulting increase in identification and abatement of hazards in facilities will increase the level of risk reduction for incidents of fire.

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

Through increasing the knowledge, skills and abilities of local fire department personnel in fire inspection methodology and prevention practices the Fire & Life Safety Services Unit can meet it’s performance measure by increasing the number of inspections performed by local fire authorities.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The number of inspections performed by local authorities in 2003 was 19,685.  That number is 5,696 below the target of 25,381.  The actual number of inspections conducted is probably higher because only 157 responses were received out of 411 questionnaires sent to the fire service.

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

N/A

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

· Coaching/mentoring local fire prevention staff

· Consulting with local fire authority on fire code application and enforcement

· Conducting joint inspections with local fire authority to coach/mentor and evaluate the local authority code enforcement expertise 

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

We need to continue to work with the fire service to increase their knowledge, skills and abilities related to fire inspection methodology and prevention practices and encourage local authorities to conduct inspections in their communities.  We need to continue to stress the need and importance of reporting information to the Office of State Fire Marshal. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period:  Year 2003
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police/Office of State Fire Marshal
	Agency No.: 25700

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

	PM# - 25700-13: Percent of reporting facilities that submit the Hazardous Substance Information Survey on time. 
	Target
	
	
	
	85%
	87%
	89 %
	90 %
	91 % 
	92%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	91%
	84%
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Oregon State Fire Marshal's annual Hazardous Substance Report 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

Goal #5: Reduce loss of life and property as a result of fire and hazardous materials 

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

Increasing the percentage of facilities submitting the Hazardous Substance Information Survey in a timely manner will assist in obtaining the performance measure and reduce fire death rate and civilian fire injury rate. 

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

In 2003 the Community Right to Know unit issued notices of non-compliance for the first time in 8 years.  Beginning this process shows that our unit is continually working to meet the established goals of compliance. The continued increase in the percentage of facilities submitting the Hazardous Substance Information Survey in a timely manner will assist in meeting the High Level Outcome; reducing the fire death rate and civilian fire injury rate including injuries related to hazardous materials incidents.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Our goal of 87% was not met. With new facilities opening in the state of Oregon we are continually working to educate them on the reporting requirements, while maintaining the amount of assistance we provide to existing facilities in Oregon.  We currently have 48,000 facilities in our HSIS database and strive to ensure that all facilities are in compliance with the reporting requirements.

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

N/A

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

· Provide assistance to facilities on completing the survey

· Provide a hotline for facilities to contact and speak with a representative to complete the survey

· Provide a reminder letter, two weeks before a survey is due to alert the facility that their survey is due and has not been returned

· Provide access to a program representative at all levels e.g. survey period and notice of non-compliance period to assist the facility with coming into compliance

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

Continue to work on assisting facilities in Oregon and achieve compliance through the established resources such as the hazardous substance information hotline and the community right to know compliance staff. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	PM # 14: Percent of Oregon coastal counties with complete evacuation plans.
	Target
	
	
	
	57%
	71%
	88%
	100%
	84%
	95%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	57%
	71%
	75%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Quarterly reports from the counties provide current data on plan development, training, and exercises. Additionally, site visits are conducted to determine the completeness of plans.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This PM is linked to BM #67.

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

Each coastal county will have an evacuation plan that specifically addresses the response if a tsunami event occurs.

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

2003 data shows that 71% of the counties have a current tsunami evacuation plan.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Actual performance was less than the projected by 11%.  This was due to staff turn over at the state and county and various plan updates.

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

 County governments are setting the example for local governments and private business to recognize the tsunami threat and implement evacuation plans. 

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

The department provides classes on how to write a plan, conducts training on the various hazards included in emergency plans, and conducts exercises using the plans.  The department also provides direct technical assistance to planners in the counties.

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

 Counties without current all hazard plans and an evacuation annexes require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development with specific emphasis on tsunami planning.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 15. Percentage of counties with domestic preparedness plans.
	Target
	
	
	
	14%
	56%
	83%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	14%
	40%
	72%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Quarterly reports from the counties provide current data on plan development, training, and exercises.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This PM is linked to BM #67.

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

Oregon is better prepared for a domestic terrorist incident when each county has a domestic preparedness plan or annex which addresses terrorism or weapons of mass destruction events that may occur in their jurisdictions.

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

2003 data shows that 40% of the jurisdictions have a current plan or annex to deal with possible terrorist events and have considered the resources that may be needed to respond to that event.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.
5.  Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. 

Jurisdictions with Domestic Preparedness plans are capable of maximizing their abilities to respond to, and recover from major events.  These jurisdictions often require less technical assistance than jurisdictions lacking the integrated coordination required for domestic preparedness planning.

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

The department provides training and classes on how to write a plan, conducts training on the various hazards included in emergency plans, and conducts exercises using the plans.  The department also provides direct technical assistance to planners in the counties.
7.  What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 15. Percentage of counties with domestic preparedness plans.
	Target
	
	
	
	14%
	56%
	83%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	14%
	40%
	72%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Quarterly reports from the counties provide current data on plan development, training, and exercises.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This PM is linked to BM #67.

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

Oregon is better prepared for a domestic terrorist incident when each county has a domestic preparedness plan or annex which addresses terrorism or weapons of mass destruction events that may occur in their jurisdictions.

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

2003 data shows that 40% of the jurisdictions have a current plan or annex to deal with possible terrorist events and have considered the resources that may be needed to respond to that event.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.

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

Jurisdictions with Domestic Preparedness plans are capable of maximizing their abilities to respond to, and recover from major events.  These jurisdictions often require less technical assistance than jurisdictions lacking the integrated coordination required for domestic preparedness planning.

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

The department provides training and classes on how to write a plan, conducts training on the various hazards included in emergency plans, and conducts exercises using the plans.  The department also provides direct technical assistance to planners in the counties.

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

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name: Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 15. Percentage of counties with domestic preparedness plans.
	Target
	
	
	
	14%
	56%
	83%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	14%
	40%
	72%
	
	
	


Data Source: Quarterly reports from the counties provide current data on plan development, training, and exercises.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This PM is linked to BM #67.

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

Oregon is better prepared for a domestic terrorist incident when each county has a domestic preparedness plan or annex which addresses terrorism or weapons of mass destruction events that may occur in their jurisdictions.

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

2003 data shows that 40% of the jurisdictions have a current plan or annex to deal with possible terrorist events and have considered the resources that may be needed to respond to that event.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.

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

Jurisdictions with Domestic Preparedness plans are capable of maximizing their abilities to respond to, and recover from major events.  These jurisdictions often require less technical assistance than jurisdictions lacking the integrated coordination required for domestic preparedness planning.

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

The department provides training and classes on how to write a plan, conducts training on the various hazards included in emergency plans, and conducts exercises using the plans.  The department also provides direct technical assistance to planners in the counties.

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

Counties without current all hazard plans, to include domestic preparedness, require continued assistance in training and technical assistance in plan development.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 16. Percentage of Oregon Public Safety Answering Points that have a fully operational Phase II wireless 9-1-1 system.
	Target
	
	
	
	7%
	13%
	30%
	57%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	7%
	13%
	18%
	
	
	


Data Source: The completion and testing of hardware/software reports and completion of implementation test.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This goal is linked to BM #67.

2.  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 goal is to have wireless enhanced 9-1-1 services in each 9-1-1 center by 2007 allowing the 9-1-1 centers to locate all wireless callers by global positioning system or other technologies.

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

In Oregon currently wireless devices make 40% of all calls to 9-1-1 centers. Many Oregonians may not receive emergency services because of the increased dependencies on wireless devices. Phase II wireless is a mandate of the FCC.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

This PM is being accomplished by providing each 9-1-1 center with the tools to locate all callers by using GPS technology provided through their wireless device or network and placing their location on a map allowing prompt response to their location in the event they are unable to provide their location. 

5.  Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. 
Phase II wireless 9-1-1 systems are largely a government responsibility to set standards at both the state and local levels. Private sector participation consists of implementation by providing hardware and software that meets the standard.  Although the standards do direct the development of  some hardware and software.

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

The department is deploying mapping software and hardware to the 9-1-1 centers to allow conversion of their master street address guides to geographic information system coordinates.

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

Continue to deploy software and hardware. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Oregon State Police/Oregon Emergency Management
	Agency No.:  25700

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

	# 17. Percentage of jurisdictions with approved hazard mitigation plans.
	Target
	
	
	
	15%
	50%
	65%
	80%
	81%
	83%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	10%
	39%
	50%
	
	
	


Data Source:  OEM maintains an inventory of local mitigation plans, which will be updated to include completed plans, which meet FEMA requirements and have been approved by FEMA.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

1.  To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This PM is linked to BM #67.

2.  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 goal is complete natural hazard mitigation plans in local Oregon communities, which will identify hazards and their associated risks and provide policy and action plans to reduce the loss from those hazards.  The plans are also necessary to meet new federal requirements, which require local natural hazard mitigation plans in order to be eligible for future mitigation funding.  This goal is being accomplished by completing a statewide hazard and risk assessment and providing technical assistance and “tools” to Oregon jurisdictions to assist them with developing and adopting their local natural hazard mitigation plans.  Oregon has a solid foundation regarding natural hazard loss reduction including: the state’s land use planning laws, building code requirements, emergency preparedness planning, hazards assessment and other policies and programs.  Partners for Disaster Resistance:  Oregon Showcase State Program builds upon this foundation to strengthen the State’s natural hazards risk and loss reduction efforts.

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

Most Oregon communities do not currently have local natural hazard mitigation plans, which would meet the new federal requirements.  Oregon communities are interested in developing local natural hazard mitigation plans, however, and are taking advantage of the tools and technical assistance that OEM and the Showcase State partners are making available to them.

4.  Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. 
When FEMA established a federal rule for local mitigation planning in February 2002, the criteria they promulgated included more specific and rigorous requirements for FEMA-approvable plans than Oregon had been using in prior years. Since 2002, Oregon has been working with local jurisdictions to update existing plans and develop new plans using the new FEMA-promulgated criteria. This process has taken more time and resources, and only limited grant funding has been made available to assist the state and local jurisdictions in their planning efforts. Therefore, not as many local plans have been developed and adopted as previously targeted before the 2002 federal rule.

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

Mitigation planning is largely a government responsibility at both the state and local levels. Private sector participation is encouraged in the local governmental planning process but there is not an industry standard as such. The best comparison to local mitigation planning can best be made to local land use comprehensive planning(DLCD) that became a statewide requirement after 1972. It was over ten years before all local governments in Oregon had completed their first land use plan --- which is a state-required regulatory document. On the other hand, local mitigation plans are not required (but encouraged) and they are not regulatory documents. Local mitigation plans can also be multi-jurisdictional where one county and all the cities therein can have a single over-arching plan with simplified city addenda or annexes.

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

OEM continues to be involved in several statewide activities which center around planning tools, resources and training, an example of which is the Planning for Natural Hazards: Oregon Technical Resource Guide.  This guide defines the hazards facing the state and the resources available for communities and regions.  The Oregon Technical Resource Guide provides examples of how to address natural hazards, with an emphasis on coordinated, multi-objective initiatives.  OEM has also been involved with the successful elevation of homes and businesses in several Oregon locations which has eliminated their future flood risk, as well as the acquisition and relocation of homes and businesses from known flood ways.

7.  What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  
OEM needs to continue to work with local communities to assist them in developing and adopting natural hazards mitigation plans and to identify short and long term action items which will help them reduce their losses from those natural hazards they face in their jurisdiction.
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Crash Rate Chart
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Crime Chart
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0.577631819

5859

3222

0.5499231951

6662

3209

0.481687181

6163

3240

0.5257179945

7862

5203

0.6617908929

7733

6860

0.8871072029

8183.4

7598.8

0.9285627001

8633.8

8337.6

0.9656929741

9084.2

9076.4

0.9991413663

9534.6

9815.2

1.0294296562



State Hwy Fatalities

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Data

Target

Fatalities on Rural State Highways

219

220

271

271

194

194

209

209

216

216

203

201

228

200

192

185

178.92

172.2456



Fata Crash Rate
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Crash Data

		Oregon State Police

		Patrol Services Division

		Performance Measurement Data

		Source: ODOT State Hwy Crash Rate Tables (Page 9-Rural State Hwy System)

				Crashes*				Rural System Fatalities				Rural System Crash Rate				Rural System Fatality Rate

		Year		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target

		1997		6057		N/A		219		220		0.57		0.57		2.05		2.05

		1998		6337				271		271		0.58		0.58		2.48		2.48

		1999		6602				194		194		0.58		0.58		1.71		1.71

		2000		7244				209		209		0.63		0.63		1.83		1.83

		2001		6920				216		216		0.60		0.60		1.88		1.88

		2002		6953				203		201		0.59		0.53		1.73		1.79

		2003		7609				228		200		0.63		0.53		1.89		1.74

		2004								192				0.52				1.61

		2005								185				0.50				1.6

		2006								179				0.48				1.55

		2007								172				0.46				1.49

		*Info Only Not Part of Performance Measures





Crime Data

		Year		Oregon Crimes Reported		Oregon Crimes Cleared by Arrest						Year		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police Cleared by Arrest		Percentage of Reported Crimes Cleared by Arrest

		1996		388536		130188		33.51%				1996		5481		3166		57.76%		378		56		-2.77%

		1997		419610		134946		32.16%				1997		5859		3222		54.99%		803		-13		-6.82%

		1998		391884		124514		31.77%				1998		6662		3209		48.17%		-499		31		4.40%

		1999		368280		117179		31.82%				1999		6163		3240		52.57%		1699		1963		13.61%

		2000		371388		122349		32.94%				2000		7862		5203		66.18%		-129		1657		22.53%

		2001		378908		120586		31.82%				2001		7733		6860		88.71%

		2002*										2002*		8183		7599		92.86%

		2003*										2003*		8634		8338		96.57%

		2004*										2004*		9084		9076		99.91%

		2005*										2005*		9535		9815		102.94%

																				450		739		6.19%





Crime Data by Crimes

		2001

		Aggravated Assault		6698		2452		36.61%		258		119		46.12%

		Simple Assualt		24608		16794		68.25%		671		480		71.54%

		Burglary		26549		3647		13.74%		125		36		28.80%

		Larceny		123640		22569		18.25%		635		254		40.00%

		MVT		15240		2622		17.20%		237		121		51.05%

		Forgery		14254		3183		22.33%		135		123		91.11%

		Stolen Property		803		516		64.26%		38		31		81.58%

		Vandalism		45062		4969		11.03%		185		138		74.59%

		Weapon Laws		3252		2286		70.30%		354		372		105.08%

		Drug Laws		23341		20321		87.06%		2822		3203		113.50%

		Crime Against Families		2725		1109		40.70%		467		442		94.65%

		Disorderly Conduct		17581		6763		38.47%		186		181		97.31%

		All Other		59126		26774		45.28%		1584		1320		83.33%

		Curfew		4942		3608		73.01%		22		32		145.45%

		Runaway Juv		11087		2973		26.82%		14		8		57.14%

		Total		378908		120586		31.82%		7733		6860		88.71%

		2000

		Aggravated Assault		7746		2288		29.54%		279		112		40.14%

		Simple Assualt		25848		17729		68.59%		713		453		63.53%

		Burglary		25582		3486		13.63%		158		45		28.48%

		Larceny		114948		23092		20.09%		674		181		26.85%

		MVT		14248		2704		18.98%		266		116		43.61%

		Forgery		13316		3097		23.26%		172		99		57.56%

		Stolen Property		787		568		72.17%		49		33		67.35%

		Vandalism		45779		5078		11.09%		197		83		42.13%

		Weapon Laws		3355		2336		69.63%		467		353		75.59%

		Drug Laws		23572		20793		88.21%		2602		2260		86.86%

		Crime Against Families		2715		944		34.77%		399		288		72.18%

		Disorderly Conduct		16942		6658		39.30%		196		163		83.16%

		All Other		59381		27119		45.67%		1625		975		60.00%

		Curfew		4909		3529		71.89%		32		29		90.63%

		Runaway Juv		12260		2928		23.88%		33		13		39.39%

		Total		371388		122349		32.94%		7862		5203		66.18%

		1999

		Aggravated Assault		8416		2379		28.27%		194		68		35.05%

		Simple Assualt		25944		17313		66.73%		583		277		47.51%

		Burglary		26854		3661		13.63%		130		40		30.77%

		Larceny		113602		24529		21.59%		548		93		16.97%

		MVT		14012		2617		18.68%		320		116		36.25%

		Forgery		12831		3044		23.72%		117		61		52.14%

		Stolen Property		830		568		68.43%		30		15		50.00%

		Vandalism		43690		4922		11.27%		197		66		33.50%

		Weapon Laws		3508		2185		62.29%		354		204		57.63%

		Drug Laws		23609		16910		71.63%		1882		1388		73.75%

		Crime Against Families		2462		729		29.61%		271		171		63.10%

		Disorderly Conduct		16183		6175		38.16%		123		80		65.04%

		All Other		59066		25185		42.64%		1348		613		45.47%

		Curfew		5606		3907		69.69%		40		34		85.00%

		Runaway Juv		11667		3055		26.18%		26		14		53.85%

		Total		368280		117179		31.82%		6163		3240		52.57%

		1998

		Aggravated Assault		8822		2560		29.02%		293		114		38.91%

		Simple Assualt		27381		17573		64.18%		717		330		46.03%

		Burglary		30456		4004		13.15%		281		36		12.81%

		Larceny		124533		26460		21.25%		804		177		22.01%

		MVT		17712		3294		18.60%		307		107		34.85%

		Forgery		13174		3298		25.03%		141		56		39.72%

		Stolen Property		914		698		76.37%		41		24		58.54%

		Vandalism		45489		5226		11.49%		287		83		28.92%

		Weapon Laws		3897		2534		65.02%		360		221		61.39%

		Drug Laws		19962		16897		84.65%		1433		1101		76.83%

		Crime Against Families		2600		795		30.58%		303		229		75.58%

		Disorderly Conduct		17032		5993		35.19%		111		81		72.97%

		All Other		59472		26312		44.24%		1510		609		40.33%

		Curfew		7431		5387		72.49%		25		21		84.00%

		Runaway Juv		13009		3483		26.77%		49		20		40.82%

		Total		391884		124514		31.77%		6662		3209		48.17%

		1997

		Aggravated Assault		9275		2680		28.89%		270		152		56.30%

		Simple Assualt		28016		18422		65.76%		588		372		63.27%

		Burglary		33518		4603		13.73%		341		66		19.35%

		Larceny		136375		29043		21.30%		852		192		22.54%

		MVT		19882		3956		19.90%		301		97		32.23%

		Forgery		13160		3290		25.00%		140		59		42.14%

		Stolen Property		1225		775		63.27%		40		29		72.50%

		Vandalism		49160		5806		11.81%		212		103		48.58%

		Weapon Laws		4063		2721		66.97%		322		223		69.25%

		Drug Laws		20967		18279		87.18%		1280		1064		83.13%

		Crime Against Families		2451		737		30.07%		213		154		72.30%

		Disorderly Conduct		17393		5648		32.47%		101		78		77.23%

		All Other		61492		29513		47.99%		1117		602		53.89%

		Curfew		7284		5117		70.25%		13		12		92.31%

		Runaway Juv		15349		4356		28.38%		69		19		27.54%

		Total		419610		134946		32.16%		5859		3222		54.99%

		1996

		Aggravated Assault		9440		2771		29.35%		286		171		59.79%

		Simple Assualt		28023		18596		66.36%		590		393		66.61%

		Burglary		31537		4366		13.84%		252		71		28.17%

		Larceny		127685		29316		22.96%		792		180		22.73%

		MVT		17340		3512		20.25%		231		77		33.33%

		Forgery		10237		2101		20.52%		356		43		12.08%

		Stolen Property		712		649		91.15%		21		28		133.33%

		Vandalism		51049		5893		11.54%		265		116		43.77%

		Weapon Laws		3845		2472		64.29%		253		191		75.49%

		Drug Laws		18021		16847		93.49%		1138		1153		101.32%

		Crime Against Families		2342		762		32.54%		252		211		83.73%

		Disorderly Conduct		16293		5410		33.20%		121		57		47.11%

		All Other		50289		27755		55.19%		863		459		53.19%

		Curfew		7800		5451		69.88%		8		8		100.00%

		Runaway Juv		13923		4287		30.79%		53		8		15.09%

		Total		388536		130188		33.51%		5481		3166		57.76%
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Crash Data

		Oregon State Police

		Patrol Services Division

		Performance Measurement Data

		Source: ODOT State Hwy Crash Rate Tables (Page 9-Rural State Hwy System)

				Crashes*				Rural System Fatalities				Rural System Crash Rate				Rural System Fatality Rate

		Year		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target

		1997		6057		N/A		219		220		0.57		0.57		2.05		2.05

		1998		6337				271		271		0.58		0.58		2.48		2.48

		1999		6602				194		194		0.58		0.58		1.71		1.71

		2000		7244				209		209		0.63		0.63		1.83		1.83

		2001		6920				216		216		0.60		0.60		1.88		1.88

		2002		6953				203		201		0.59		0.53		1.73		1.79

		2003		7609				228		200		0.63		0.53		1.89		1.74

		2004						227		192				0.52				1.61

		2005								185				0.50				1.6

		2006								179				0.48				1.55

		2007								172				0.46				1.49

		*Info Only Not Part of Performance Measures





Crime Data

		Year		Oregon Crimes Reported		Oregon Crimes Cleared by Arrest						Year		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police Cleared by Arrest		Percentage of Reported Crimes Cleared by Arrest

		1996		388536		130188		33.51%				1996		5481		3166		57.76%		378		56		-2.77%

		1997		419610		134946		32.16%				1997		5859		3222		54.99%		803		-13		-6.82%

		1998		391884		124514		31.77%				1998		6662		3209		48.17%		-499		31		4.40%

		1999		368280		117179		31.82%				1999		6163		3240		52.57%		1699		1963		13.61%

		2000		371388		122349		32.94%				2000		7862		5203		66.18%		-129		1657		22.53%

		2001		378908		120586		31.82%				2001		7733		6860		88.71%

		2002*										2002*		8183		7599		92.86%

		2003*										2003*		8634		8338		96.57%

		2004*										2004*		9084		9076		99.91%

		2005*										2005*		9535		9815		102.94%

																				450		739		6.19%





Crime Data by Crimes

		2001

		Aggravated Assault		6698		2452		36.61%		258		119		46.12%

		Simple Assualt		24608		16794		68.25%		671		480		71.54%

		Burglary		26549		3647		13.74%		125		36		28.80%

		Larceny		123640		22569		18.25%		635		254		40.00%

		MVT		15240		2622		17.20%		237		121		51.05%

		Forgery		14254		3183		22.33%		135		123		91.11%

		Stolen Property		803		516		64.26%		38		31		81.58%

		Vandalism		45062		4969		11.03%		185		138		74.59%

		Weapon Laws		3252		2286		70.30%		354		372		105.08%

		Drug Laws		23341		20321		87.06%		2822		3203		113.50%

		Crime Against Families		2725		1109		40.70%		467		442		94.65%

		Disorderly Conduct		17581		6763		38.47%		186		181		97.31%

		All Other		59126		26774		45.28%		1584		1320		83.33%

		Curfew		4942		3608		73.01%		22		32		145.45%

		Runaway Juv		11087		2973		26.82%		14		8		57.14%

		Total		378908		120586		31.82%		7733		6860		88.71%

		2000

		Aggravated Assault		7746		2288		29.54%		279		112		40.14%

		Simple Assualt		25848		17729		68.59%		713		453		63.53%

		Burglary		25582		3486		13.63%		158		45		28.48%

		Larceny		114948		23092		20.09%		674		181		26.85%

		MVT		14248		2704		18.98%		266		116		43.61%

		Forgery		13316		3097		23.26%		172		99		57.56%

		Stolen Property		787		568		72.17%		49		33		67.35%

		Vandalism		45779		5078		11.09%		197		83		42.13%

		Weapon Laws		3355		2336		69.63%		467		353		75.59%

		Drug Laws		23572		20793		88.21%		2602		2260		86.86%

		Crime Against Families		2715		944		34.77%		399		288		72.18%

		Disorderly Conduct		16942		6658		39.30%		196		163		83.16%

		All Other		59381		27119		45.67%		1625		975		60.00%

		Curfew		4909		3529		71.89%		32		29		90.63%

		Runaway Juv		12260		2928		23.88%		33		13		39.39%

		Total		371388		122349		32.94%		7862		5203		66.18%

		1999

		Aggravated Assault		8416		2379		28.27%		194		68		35.05%

		Simple Assualt		25944		17313		66.73%		583		277		47.51%

		Burglary		26854		3661		13.63%		130		40		30.77%

		Larceny		113602		24529		21.59%		548		93		16.97%

		MVT		14012		2617		18.68%		320		116		36.25%

		Forgery		12831		3044		23.72%		117		61		52.14%

		Stolen Property		830		568		68.43%		30		15		50.00%

		Vandalism		43690		4922		11.27%		197		66		33.50%

		Weapon Laws		3508		2185		62.29%		354		204		57.63%

		Drug Laws		23609		16910		71.63%		1882		1388		73.75%

		Crime Against Families		2462		729		29.61%		271		171		63.10%

		Disorderly Conduct		16183		6175		38.16%		123		80		65.04%

		All Other		59066		25185		42.64%		1348		613		45.47%

		Curfew		5606		3907		69.69%		40		34		85.00%

		Runaway Juv		11667		3055		26.18%		26		14		53.85%

		Total		368280		117179		31.82%		6163		3240		52.57%

		1998

		Aggravated Assault		8822		2560		29.02%		293		114		38.91%

		Simple Assualt		27381		17573		64.18%		717		330		46.03%

		Burglary		30456		4004		13.15%		281		36		12.81%

		Larceny		124533		26460		21.25%		804		177		22.01%

		MVT		17712		3294		18.60%		307		107		34.85%

		Forgery		13174		3298		25.03%		141		56		39.72%

		Stolen Property		914		698		76.37%		41		24		58.54%

		Vandalism		45489		5226		11.49%		287		83		28.92%

		Weapon Laws		3897		2534		65.02%		360		221		61.39%

		Drug Laws		19962		16897		84.65%		1433		1101		76.83%

		Crime Against Families		2600		795		30.58%		303		229		75.58%

		Disorderly Conduct		17032		5993		35.19%		111		81		72.97%

		All Other		59472		26312		44.24%		1510		609		40.33%

		Curfew		7431		5387		72.49%		25		21		84.00%

		Runaway Juv		13009		3483		26.77%		49		20		40.82%

		Total		391884		124514		31.77%		6662		3209		48.17%

		1997

		Aggravated Assault		9275		2680		28.89%		270		152		56.30%

		Simple Assualt		28016		18422		65.76%		588		372		63.27%

		Burglary		33518		4603		13.73%		341		66		19.35%

		Larceny		136375		29043		21.30%		852		192		22.54%

		MVT		19882		3956		19.90%		301		97		32.23%

		Forgery		13160		3290		25.00%		140		59		42.14%

		Stolen Property		1225		775		63.27%		40		29		72.50%

		Vandalism		49160		5806		11.81%		212		103		48.58%

		Weapon Laws		4063		2721		66.97%		322		223		69.25%

		Drug Laws		20967		18279		87.18%		1280		1064		83.13%

		Crime Against Families		2451		737		30.07%		213		154		72.30%

		Disorderly Conduct		17393		5648		32.47%		101		78		77.23%

		All Other		61492		29513		47.99%		1117		602		53.89%

		Curfew		7284		5117		70.25%		13		12		92.31%

		Runaway Juv		15349		4356		28.38%		69		19		27.54%

		Total		419610		134946		32.16%		5859		3222		54.99%

		1996

		Aggravated Assault		9440		2771		29.35%		286		171		59.79%

		Simple Assualt		28023		18596		66.36%		590		393		66.61%

		Burglary		31537		4366		13.84%		252		71		28.17%

		Larceny		127685		29316		22.96%		792		180		22.73%

		MVT		17340		3512		20.25%		231		77		33.33%

		Forgery		10237		2101		20.52%		356		43		12.08%

		Stolen Property		712		649		91.15%		21		28		133.33%

		Vandalism		51049		5893		11.54%		265		116		43.77%

		Weapon Laws		3845		2472		64.29%		253		191		75.49%

		Drug Laws		18021		16847		93.49%		1138		1153		101.32%

		Crime Against Families		2342		762		32.54%		252		211		83.73%

		Disorderly Conduct		16293		5410		33.20%		121		57		47.11%

		All Other		50289		27755		55.19%		863		459		53.19%

		Curfew		7800		5451		69.88%		8		8		100.00%

		Runaway Juv		13923		4287		30.79%		53		8		15.09%

		Total		388536		130188		33.51%		5481		3166		57.76%
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Crash Data

		Oregon State Police

		Patrol Services Division

		Performance Measurement Data

		Source: ODOT State Hwy Crash Rate Tables (Page 9-Rural State Hwy System)

				Crashes*				Rural System Fatalities				Rural System Crash Rate				Rural System Fatality Rate

		Year		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target		Data		Target

		1997		6057		N/A		219		220		0.57		0.57		2.05		2.05

		1998		6337				271		271		0.58		0.58		2.48		2.48

		1999		6602				194		194		0.58		0.58		1.71		1.71

		2000		7244				209		209		0.63		0.63		1.83		1.83

		2001		6920				216		216		0.60		0.60		1.88		1.88

		2002		6953				203		201		0.59		0.53		1.73		1.79

		2003		7609				228		200		0.63		0.53		1.89		1.74

		2004						227		192				0.52				1.61

		2005								185				0.50				1.6

		2006								179				0.48				1.55

		2007								172				0.46				1.49

		*Info Only Not Part of Performance Measures





Crime Data

		Year		Oregon Crimes Reported		Oregon Crimes Cleared by Arrest						Year		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police		Crimes Reported to Oregon State Police Cleared by Arrest		Percentage of Reported Crimes Cleared by Arrest

		1996		388536		130188		33.51%				1996		5481		3166		57.76%		378		56		-2.77%

		1997		419610		134946		32.16%				1997		5859		3222		54.99%		803		-13		-6.82%

		1998		391884		124514		31.77%				1998		6662		3209		48.17%		-499		31		4.40%

		1999		368280		117179		31.82%				1999		6163		3240		52.57%		1699		1963		13.61%

		2000		371388		122349		32.94%				2000		7862		5203		66.18%		-129		1657		22.53%

		2001		378908		120586		31.82%				2001		7733		6860		88.71%

		2002*										2002*		8183		7599		92.86%

		2003*										2003*		8634		8338		96.57%

		2004*										2004*		9084		9076		99.91%

		2005*										2005*		9535		9815		102.94%

																				450		739		6.19%





Crime Data by Crimes

		2001

		Aggravated Assault		6698		2452		36.61%		258		119		46.12%

		Simple Assualt		24608		16794		68.25%		671		480		71.54%

		Burglary		26549		3647		13.74%		125		36		28.80%

		Larceny		123640		22569		18.25%		635		254		40.00%

		MVT		15240		2622		17.20%		237		121		51.05%

		Forgery		14254		3183		22.33%		135		123		91.11%

		Stolen Property		803		516		64.26%		38		31		81.58%

		Vandalism		45062		4969		11.03%		185		138		74.59%

		Weapon Laws		3252		2286		70.30%		354		372		105.08%

		Drug Laws		23341		20321		87.06%		2822		3203		113.50%

		Crime Against Families		2725		1109		40.70%		467		442		94.65%

		Disorderly Conduct		17581		6763		38.47%		186		181		97.31%

		All Other		59126		26774		45.28%		1584		1320		83.33%

		Curfew		4942		3608		73.01%		22		32		145.45%

		Runaway Juv		11087		2973		26.82%		14		8		57.14%

		Total		378908		120586		31.82%		7733		6860		88.71%

		2000

		Aggravated Assault		7746		2288		29.54%		279		112		40.14%

		Simple Assualt		25848		17729		68.59%		713		453		63.53%

		Burglary		25582		3486		13.63%		158		45		28.48%

		Larceny		114948		23092		20.09%		674		181		26.85%

		MVT		14248		2704		18.98%		266		116		43.61%

		Forgery		13316		3097		23.26%		172		99		57.56%

		Stolen Property		787		568		72.17%		49		33		67.35%

		Vandalism		45779		5078		11.09%		197		83		42.13%

		Weapon Laws		3355		2336		69.63%		467		353		75.59%

		Drug Laws		23572		20793		88.21%		2602		2260		86.86%

		Crime Against Families		2715		944		34.77%		399		288		72.18%

		Disorderly Conduct		16942		6658		39.30%		196		163		83.16%

		All Other		59381		27119		45.67%		1625		975		60.00%

		Curfew		4909		3529		71.89%		32		29		90.63%

		Runaway Juv		12260		2928		23.88%		33		13		39.39%

		Total		371388		122349		32.94%		7862		5203		66.18%

		1999

		Aggravated Assault		8416		2379		28.27%		194		68		35.05%

		Simple Assualt		25944		17313		66.73%		583		277		47.51%

		Burglary		26854		3661		13.63%		130		40		30.77%

		Larceny		113602		24529		21.59%		548		93		16.97%

		MVT		14012		2617		18.68%		320		116		36.25%

		Forgery		12831		3044		23.72%		117		61		52.14%

		Stolen Property		830		568		68.43%		30		15		50.00%

		Vandalism		43690		4922		11.27%		197		66		33.50%

		Weapon Laws		3508		2185		62.29%		354		204		57.63%

		Drug Laws		23609		16910		71.63%		1882		1388		73.75%

		Crime Against Families		2462		729		29.61%		271		171		63.10%

		Disorderly Conduct		16183		6175		38.16%		123		80		65.04%

		All Other		59066		25185		42.64%		1348		613		45.47%

		Curfew		5606		3907		69.69%		40		34		85.00%

		Runaway Juv		11667		3055		26.18%		26		14		53.85%

		Total		368280		117179		31.82%		6163		3240		52.57%

		1998

		Aggravated Assault		8822		2560		29.02%		293		114		38.91%

		Simple Assualt		27381		17573		64.18%		717		330		46.03%

		Burglary		30456		4004		13.15%		281		36		12.81%

		Larceny		124533		26460		21.25%		804		177		22.01%

		MVT		17712		3294		18.60%		307		107		34.85%

		Forgery		13174		3298		25.03%		141		56		39.72%

		Stolen Property		914		698		76.37%		41		24		58.54%

		Vandalism		45489		5226		11.49%		287		83		28.92%

		Weapon Laws		3897		2534		65.02%		360		221		61.39%

		Drug Laws		19962		16897		84.65%		1433		1101		76.83%

		Crime Against Families		2600		795		30.58%		303		229		75.58%

		Disorderly Conduct		17032		5993		35.19%		111		81		72.97%

		All Other		59472		26312		44.24%		1510		609		40.33%

		Curfew		7431		5387		72.49%		25		21		84.00%

		Runaway Juv		13009		3483		26.77%		49		20		40.82%

		Total		391884		124514		31.77%		6662		3209		48.17%

		1997

		Aggravated Assault		9275		2680		28.89%		270		152		56.30%

		Simple Assualt		28016		18422		65.76%		588		372		63.27%

		Burglary		33518		4603		13.73%		341		66		19.35%

		Larceny		136375		29043		21.30%		852		192		22.54%

		MVT		19882		3956		19.90%		301		97		32.23%

		Forgery		13160		3290		25.00%		140		59		42.14%

		Stolen Property		1225		775		63.27%		40		29		72.50%

		Vandalism		49160		5806		11.81%		212		103		48.58%

		Weapon Laws		4063		2721		66.97%		322		223		69.25%

		Drug Laws		20967		18279		87.18%		1280		1064		83.13%

		Crime Against Families		2451		737		30.07%		213		154		72.30%

		Disorderly Conduct		17393		5648		32.47%		101		78		77.23%

		All Other		61492		29513		47.99%		1117		602		53.89%

		Curfew		7284		5117		70.25%		13		12		92.31%

		Runaway Juv		15349		4356		28.38%		69		19		27.54%

		Total		419610		134946		32.16%		5859		3222		54.99%

		1996

		Aggravated Assault		9440		2771		29.35%		286		171		59.79%

		Simple Assualt		28023		18596		66.36%		590		393		66.61%

		Burglary		31537		4366		13.84%		252		71		28.17%

		Larceny		127685		29316		22.96%		792		180		22.73%

		MVT		17340		3512		20.25%		231		77		33.33%

		Forgery		10237		2101		20.52%		356		43		12.08%

		Stolen Property		712		649		91.15%		21		28		133.33%

		Vandalism		51049		5893		11.54%		265		116		43.77%

		Weapon Laws		3845		2472		64.29%		253		191		75.49%

		Drug Laws		18021		16847		93.49%		1138		1153		101.32%

		Crime Against Families		2342		762		32.54%		252		211		83.73%

		Disorderly Conduct		16293		5410		33.20%		121		57		47.11%

		All Other		50289		27755		55.19%		863		459		53.19%

		Curfew		7800		5451		69.88%		8		8		100.00%

		Runaway Juv		13923		4287		30.79%		53		8		15.09%

		Total		388536		130188		33.51%		5481		3166		57.76%
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Number of training and formal presentations made to local and regional hazardous materials response groups to improve preparedness
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Percent of homes that have a fire in which there is no working smoke alarm.
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Number of fire and life safety inspections conducted by local authorities who have been trained by the State Fire Marshal
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Percent of required reporting facilities that submit the Hazardous Substance Information Survey on time.
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