The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s)

#35, Public Management Quality

ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION TEAM (ERT)

Mission as outlined by statute: Coordinate and streamline state policies, programs and procedures.  Provide coordinated state agency assistance to local governments.
	Agency Name: Governor’s Office – Economic Revitalization Team (ERT)
	Agency No.: 12100

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

	1. - Percent of local participants who rank the ERT process as very good to excellent on the OECDD Biennial Customer Satisfaction Survey ranked from 1-4 with 4 being the highest as per DAS guidelines.
	Target
	New, N/A
	New, N/A
	New, N/A
	83%
	N/A
	85%
	90%
	95%
	100%

	
	Data
	New, N/A
	New, N/A
	New, N/A
	84%
	N/A
	87%

(3.6)
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


Data Source: Independent survey conducted every two years by OECDD. 
Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Improve the quality and efficiency of delivering state services to local communities.

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

Benchmark 35-Governing Magazine’s ranking of public management qualities was a C+ in 2000.  The ERT’s impact on this benchmark is minimal.

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

The ERT exceeded the target set for this measure. With over 100 survey respondents, this measure indicates that an increasing number of communities are experiencing the benefits of a coordinated state agency response as facilitated by the ERT regional coordinators.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The survey rated the ERT as extremely strong on having a collaborative, problem-solving, customer service attitude and timeliness of response. According to the survey, 91% of respondents indicated that ERT coordination contributed to “completing the projects without surprises and/or roadblocks.”  In addition, 45 % of respondents say that ERT involvement enhanced their project significantly and substantially increased access to key state agency staff. 

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

Few states use the survey instrument employed by OECDD in which the ERT is included.  Maryland ceased its survey when its Economic and Employment Departments merged.  Minnesota ceased using the survey but has requested the latest Oregon survey results and might re-institute use of a similar instrument based upon our results.

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

ERT coordinators and the nine multi-agency regional teams they work with meet regularly with local leaders to offer state assistance on high priority projects. ERT coordinators are on point to ensure coordination of agency actions and resources, timely follow up and issue resolution. 

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

Survey results indicate that opportunities for improvement exist in coordinating/expediting permitting processes. In October 2004 the ERT state agency director charged the regional teams to participate in local pre-application conferences for projects of regional and statewide significance for job creation and to expedite permitting processes for business expansions and recruitments. 
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ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION TEAM (ERT)

Excerpt from FY 2004-05 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR05.shtml
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Sheet 1

		Performance Measure 1. - Percent of local participants who rank the ERT process as very good to excellent on the

						OECDD Customer Satisfaction Survey ranked from 1-4 with 1 being the highest as per DAS guidelines.
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