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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004 
	Agency: Oregon Criminal Justice Commission
	Date Submitted: 

	Contact:  Becky Eklund
	Phone: 503.986.4569

	Alternate:  Richard Jones
	Phone: 503.986.6490


	Performance Target Achievement
	Number

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	5

	Number of KPMs at target for most current reporting period*
	4

	Number of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period*
	1


Key Performance Measures

The mission of the Criminal Justice Commission is to provide centralized policy and planning development for the criminal and juvenile justice systems.  The Commission administers the sentencing guidelines for most felony convictions by administrative rules and statutes.  The current primary duty of the Commission is to provide and maintain a long-range public safety plan. In 2001 the Commission recommended seven goals in this plan to improve the criminal justice system.  Other duties of the Commission include: to implement the recommendations of the Juvenile Crime Prevention Advisory Committee … to coordinate technical assistance efforts on a statewide and county-specific basis relating to juvenile crime prevention programs and services.

Performance measures 1 and 2 relate to a statewide juvenile crime prevention effort to provide intervention services for juveniles that have multiple risks factors known to contribute to juvenile delinquency.  These outcome measures relate directly to several Benchmarks having to do with juveniles (BM numbers 49 a-b, 62, 65, 22, 50, 61, 63, & 64). Key performance data for 2004 is not currently available on a statewide basis.  Risk assessment tools have been developed and are in place.  Methods have been developed to determine if juveniles who have received services have had any further criminal or behavioral referrals to a county juvenile department.  The programs are funded by direct grants of General Fund moneys to counties and tribes and by funds originating from the Federal Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention.    Juvenile Crime Prevention projects are based on evidenced based practices and are part of a county or tribal plan.

Performance measure 3, was further enhanced when early in 2004, Governor Kulongoski called for a thorough review of Oregon's public safety system through the establishment of a series of task forces and issue-oriented summit meetings.  Issues are being addressed with action-oriented tasks related to adult sentencing, criminal justice systems, methamphetamine, elder abuse, and juvenile justice http://www.ocjc.state.or.us/PSReview/index.php).  Although not all of the original 2001 recommendations are being addressed, additional issues have been identified and the process is beginning to implement recommendations.  

No progress was made on measure 4, which seeks to measure customer satisfaction.  Our customers are state and local public safety agencies, interest groups, and the general public.

Measure 5.  The Commission has developed and maintains a Website to provide a means to distribute information and statistics.  As more content is added to the site the number of users grows.  The more frequent pages visited provide information about Juvenile Crime Prevention, crime and arrests statistics, and Sentencing Guidelines.  The total number of visits grew from approximately 78,000 in 2002 to 115,000 in 2003. Calendar year 2004 is expected to have 160,000 visits
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	Agency Name: Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.:21300

	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?
	Initial measures were developed at agency staff meeting facilitated by the Progress Board staff.  Juvenile crime prevention measures were presented to the agency’s Juvenile Crime Prevention Advisory Committee, and reviewed by the Criminal Justice Commission.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	All measures were formalized in 2003.  Measures 1 and 2 are used to identify the scope and impact of juvenile crime prevention programs.  They are linked to program evaluation efforts and evidence based practices.  Measure 3 is used to measure the relevance and practicality of public safety improvements and recommendations by the Oregon Criminal Justice Commission Members.  Measures 4 and 5 monitor customer satisfaction and frequency of use of information provided on the agency Website.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Staff meetings.  Presentations by the Progress Board staff and agency director.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose
	Performance information is presented to the Criminal justice Commission and the Juvenile Crime Prevention Advisory Committee during public meetings.  The progress report and related information is posted on the Website: http://www.ocjc.state.or.us. 

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	The measures were adopted by the Criminal Justice Commission members, and reviewed and approved in the legislative budget process.  The agency budget report noted that budget reductions in some agency programs and services mean the agency will be “significantly challenged” in meeting the targets.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.: 21300

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

	 1. Percent of youth served whose risk factors decrease.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	75%
	
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	70% *
	NA
	
	
	


* Biennial Data, July 2001 – March 2003. Juvenile crime prevention program evaluation. University of Oregon, Institute on Violence and Destructive Behavior. Jeffery Sprague, Thomas R English, & Pamela Yeaton.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal is this performance measure linked?

Goal 1. Develop effective juvenile crime prevention strategies.

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

This is a measure of effectiveness of the efforts directed at juveniles with a high risk of delinquency.  This is the degree to which risks have been reduced for the juveniles that have been served. The Juvenile Crime Prevention efforts not only provide intervention projects but also more importantly coordinate efforts amongst the Partners for Children and Families, a result of SB 555 (1999).    According to the Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting program there were 33,047 juveniles arrested in the calendar year 2002, down from 2001 (36,773 arrests total).  According to the Oregon Youth Authority there were 28,758 referrals to juvenile departments for both criminal and non-criminal reasons in 2002, also down from 2001 (29,904 referrals total).  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress towards the goal?
Risk assessment tools have been developed and are in place.  Methods have been developed to determine if juveniles who have received services have reduced risk factors, increased protective factors and any further criminal or behavioral referrals to a county juvenile department
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Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

No formal target was set for the risk reduction.

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

No public or private industry standards exist.

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

An example is the coordination and integration of reporting, contracting, planning and cross agency projects such as cultural competency training. Partners include: the Oregon Commission on Children and families, Department of Human Services, Department of Education, Governor’s Council on Alcohol and Drugs, and the Oregon Youth Authority.

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


Further coordination of this effort, and the continued development of the centralized data collection on services provided and risk abatement.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name:  Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.: 21300

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

	 2. Youth served by JCP
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	NA
	5,000
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	17,100*
	NA
	
	
	


* Biennial Data, July 2001 – March 2003. Juvenile crime prevention program evaluation. University of Oregon, Institute on Violence and Destructive Behavior. Jeffery Sprague, Thomas R English, & Pamela Yeaton.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal is this performance measure linked?

Goal 1. Develop effective juvenile crime prevention strategies.

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

This is a measure of breadth of the efforts directed at juveniles with a high risk of delinquency.  This is the number of juveniles that have been impacted. The Juvenile Crime Prevention targets high-risk juveniles along with its Partners for Children and Families).

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress towards the goal?
  According to the Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting program there were 33,047 juveniles arrested in the calendar year 2002, down from 2001 (36,773 arrests total).  According to the Oregon Youth Authority there were 28,758 referrals to juvenile departments for both criminal and non-criminal reasons in 2002, also down from 2001 (29,904 referrals total).  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

No formal target was set for the risk reduction.

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

No public or private industry standards exist.

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

An example is the coordination and integration of reporting, contracting, planning and cross agency projects such as cultural competency training. Partners include: the Oregon Commission on Children and families, Department of Human resources, Department of Education, Governor’s Council on Alcohol and Drugs, and the Oregon Youth Authority.

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


Further coordination of this effort, and the continued development of the centralized data collection on services provided and risk abatement.

	Agency Name:  Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.: 21300

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

	 3. Public Safety Plan recommendations adopted.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	7
	7
	7
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	4
	4
	
	
	


Measure 3 relates to the implementation of the criminal justice long-range plan.  The plan resulted in seven major recommendations highlighting issues raised: 1) develop an offender based tracking system, 2) support the Governors Mental Health Work Group, 3) better coordinate alcohol and drug treatment services, 4) ensure that new criminal justice legislation has clear goals and means to measure the accomplishment, 5) identify and eliminate racial disparity, 6) perform annual victimization surveys, and 7) an additional staff person to provide better coordination with the local governments particularly in regards to mental health, alcohol and drug treatment  programs.

To what goal is this performance measure linked?

Providing relevant research and policy analysis.

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

The Criminal Justice Commission provides centralized policy and planning development for the criminal and juvenile justice systems (relates to BM 61,62,64 and 65). The Criminal Justice Commission eliminates unnecessary duplication of efforts and centralizes developing solutions to current issues.   

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

The Commission is charged with developing a long-range public safety plan to address shortcomings and areas of improvement. Recommendations from the plan developing process are to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the juvenile and the adult justice system and reduce recidivism.

Compare actual performance to the target and explain any variance.

Not all recommendations were fully realized.  Work towards some recommendations has been scaled back to deal with the available resources (i.e. crime victimization surveys and the offender tracking system). Much of the recommendation relate to goals rather than objectives.  The governor’s task forces on Public Safety have made specific recommendation regarding mental health and drug issues.

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

The recommendations are where Oregon could use improvement to meet current expectations of justice and treatment.

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

Staff provided support and leadership functions to the Governor’s task forces on public safety, addressing methamphetamine abuse, elder abuse, adult sentencing, juvenile justice issues, and criminal justice systems improvements.

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

A revised long-range plan is needed to incorporate the recommendation from the task forces into the Oregon Public Safety Plan.  Further the long-range plan should identify obtainable objectives.

	Agency Name:  Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.: 21300

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

	 4. Percent of surveyed customers rating 

agency assistance as good or excellent.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	75%
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


To what goal is this performance measure linked?

This goal is linked to the mission of the agency.

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

The agency is obligated to provide assistance and cooperation to local public safety agencies and state and federal agencies.   There are no benchmarks directly related to this measure.

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

A survey would indicate the effectiveness of the commission and its staff.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

The target is an estimate of what should be considered as a satisfactory result.  For example, some interest groups think that sentencing is too lenient and some other groups may think it too harsh.

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

There has been no progress made on this measure.

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

There has been no progress made on this measure.

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

Develop and administer a survey.

	Agency Name:  Criminal Justice Commission
	Agency No.: 21300

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

	5. Website hits


	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	160,000
	
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	28,579
	78,198
	115,131
	
	
	
	


The Commission has developed and maintains a Website to provide a means to distribute information and statistics.  As more content is added to the site the numbers of users grow.  The most frequent pages visited are the Juvenile Crime Prevention pages, crime and arrests statistics, and Sentencing Guideline materials.  The total number of visits grew from approximately 78,000 in 2002 to 115,000 in 2003. Calendar year 2004 is expected to have 160,000 visits.  The site provides dissemination of information for juvenile detention rules, federally mandated, information on gender specific treatment programs, as well as current issues and policies of concern to local governments.  
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To what goal is this performance measure linked?

Provide relevant research and policy analysis.

What do benchmarks (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal? What is the impact of your agency?
This benchmark provides a means to measure how well we are doing in providing information and statistics useful to criminal justice planning efforts.  Our Website has become the primary means of contact.  

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

Website statistics count visits by page verifying what information has been viewed. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance

The target was developed by extrapolating of the source data.  There is no appreciable difference.  At some point the number of visits will level out. 

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

No known standards exist for increases in Website visits for the Commission or its counterparts in other states.  The Website does adhere to current standards in its structure and delivery (World Wide Web Consortium standards).

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

Maintaining databases that are the root of the information presented.

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

Maintain current and relevant information the kind that has proven to be of interest.  Add new information as it becomes available.

                                                                                                                                                                                                    Figure 1 Website hits (2004 projected)
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Changes in Risk Indicators by Risk Domain After Juvenile Crime Prevention High-Risk Prevention Services.�
�
Domain�
% With risk reductions�
% Without risk reductions�
N�
�
School Issues�
73.2%�
26.8%�
1102�
�
Peer Relationships�
72.6%�
27.4%�
997�
�
Behavior Issues�
67.8%�
32.2%�
838�
�
Family Functioning�
71.5%�
28.5%�
1223�
�
Substance Use�
75.3%�
24.7%�
474�
�
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