The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s) 
#35, Public Management Quality


ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF
Mission:  To give state leaders and the public objective and accurate information for the wise use of state resources. 

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

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

	#33. Estimated savings resulting from price agreement pricing compared to prices that would be paid without the benefit of a price agreement.
	Target

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

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.9%
	7.5%
	7.9%
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Data Source: Claims data. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis:

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   
This measure is linked to the effectiveness of state purchasing outcomes.  

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

What is the impact of your agency?

This measure focuses on identifying actual savings that state and local governments achieve when they purchase from state contracts and price agreements as compared to what would have been paid without the benefit of the DAS statewide price agreements.

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

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

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
The Oregon Smart Buy Program employs advanced procurement/contracting activity methods (re-negotiation, multi-tiered proposals, target pricing, benchmarking) to provide improved purchasing outcomes to benefit state and local governments.  Beginning February 2004, the State Procurement Office began employing these methods to leverage more savings in buying goods and services common to state and many local agencies. 
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?
Continue efforts to reduce costs through pricing agreements.
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Excerpt from FY 2004-05 Annual Performance Progress Report at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR05.shtml
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