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Agency Mission 

We are a well-respected organization that serves our members by enabling informed retirement and health benefits decisions and delivering retirement and health benefits effectively and efficiently.
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Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to summarize the agency’s performance for the reporting period, how performance data are used and to analyze agency performance for each key performance measure legislatively approved for the 2005-07 biennium. The intended audience includes agency managers, legislators, fiscal and budget analysts, stakeholder groups and interested citizens.

1. PART I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY defines the scope of work addressed by this report and summarizes agency progress, challenges, resources used and efficiency.

2. PART II: USING PERFORMANCE DATA identifies who was included in the agency’s performance measure development process and how the agency is managing for results, training staff and communicating performance data.
3. PART III: KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS analyzes agency progress in achieving each performance measure target and any corrective action that will be taken. This section, the bulk of the report, shows performance data in table and chart form.

KPM = Key Performance Measure

The acronym “KPM” is used throughout to indicate Key Performance Measures. Key performance measures are those highest-level, most outcome-oriented performance measures that are used to report externally to the legislature and interested citizens. Key performance measures communicate in quantitative terms how well the agency is achieving its mission and goals. Agencies may have additional, more detailed measures for internal management. 

Consistency of Measures and Methods

Unless noted otherwise, performance measures and their method of measurement are consistent for all time periods reported.

	2005-07 KPM#
	2005-07 Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 
	Page #

	1
	ANNUITY PENSION INCEPTIONS: Percentage of service retirements paid within 1.5 months from retirement date.
	5

	2
	TOTAL BENEFIT ADMIN COSTS: Total benefit administration costs per active member and annuitant, (excluding special projects)
	7

	3
	TOTAL BENEFIT ADMIN COSTS: Total benefit administration costs per active member and annuitant (INCLUDING special projects)
	9

	4
	MEMBER TO STAFF RATIO:  Ratio of active members and annuitants to staff
	11

	5
	AVERAGE DOLLARS DEFERRED BY PARTICIPANT:  Average dollars deferred by Deferred Compensation participant per month.
	13

	6
	LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION: Participation in Deferred Compensation program.
	15

	7
	CUSTOMER SERVICE- Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise and availability of information.
	17


	Contact: Matthew Rickard, Budget Analyst
	Phone: (503) 603-7576

	Alternate: Brian DeForest, Budget Officer
	Phone: (503) 603-7568


1. SCOPE OF REPORT 

The Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) provides a full range of retirement services to public employers and public employees throughout the State of Oregon. These services are provided to approximately 885 state and local government entities across the State. The agency administers the Tier One and Tier Two Retirement Programs (ORS 238), the Oregon Public Service Retirement Program (or OPSRP, ORS 238A), the Individual Account Program (IAP), the Oregon Savings Growth Plan (a deferred compensation program), the Public Employee Benefit Equalization Fund, the Social Security Administration program, and the Retiree Health Insurance program.  PERS also administers the financing of two projects that were funded by Certificates of Participation.

PERS programs addressed by these measures: Tier One-Tier Two Programs, Oregon Public Service Retirement Plan (OPSRP), the Individual Account Program, the Benefit Equalization Fund (KPMs #1-4 and 7 address these programs together), and the Deferred Compensation Program (KPMs #5-6)

PERS programs not addressed by these measures:  Retiree Health Insurance program (a KPM addition is requested for 2007-09 to cover this program), the Social Security Administration program and Debt Service

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT 

The program operations of PERS have a significant impact on Oregon’s economy. PERS provides retirement services to roughly 10 percent of Oregon’s population, and the agency distributes $2.5 billion in benefits annually to Oregonians that served in the public sector.  This large distribution of benefit payments (over $200 million each month) has a direct impact on the Oregon economy.

The Tier One-Tier Two, OPSRP and IAP programs provide retirement services to approximately 215,000 non-retired members and 103,000 retirees and beneficiaries.  The retiree Health Insurance program serves as a group sponsor, providing health insurance services to approximately 49,000 retirees and dependents.  With approximately 10 percent of Oregonians directly affected (and many more who are family members of those directly affected), the importance of delivering high-quality, cost-efficient services is evident.

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

	KPM Progress Summary
	Key Performance Measures (KPMs) with Page References
	# of KPMs

	KPMs MAKING PROGRESS
at or trending toward target achievement
	Average Dollars Deferred By Participant (page 13), Level of Participation (page 15)
	2

	KPMs NOT MAKING PROGRESS
not at or trending toward target achievement
	Percentage of Service Retirements Paid Within 1.5 months from Retirement Date (page 5), Total Benefit Admin Costs w/o projects (page 7), Total Benefit Admin Costs w/projects (page 9), Member to Staff Ratio (page 11)
	4

	KPMs - PROGRESS UNCLEAR
target not yet set 
	Customer Satisfaction (page 17)
	1

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	7


4. CHALLENGES  

The PERS Retirement Program delivery has been substantially challenged in recent years.  This reflects a number of factors such as an aging membership which has a sharply increasing need for PERS services, a highly complex system, the addition of significant new program components, and inflexible and outmoded IT systems.  Adding to these challenges is the substantial amount of work necessary to comply with the Strunk and Eugene Oregon Supreme Court rulings that affected some 190,000 active and inactive member accounts, and approximately 55,000 retired, withdrawn or otherwise impacted accounts.  While PERS service and efficiency levels have most likely reached their lowest point, the agency is prioritizing additional action to ensure that the deterioration has been halted and a foundation for rapid improvements is set in place.

Challenges impacting the Deferred Compensation Program (OSGP) include the recent economic cycle, and the large numbers of soon-to-retire baby boomers.  The cyclical economy has impacted participants’ ability and willingness to increase their monthly deferrals, and the large number of upcoming retirements will have an impact on the participation level as many withdraw or roll their accounts to other institutions.  Despite these challenges, the OSGP is taking steps to keep eligible employees and participants educated about the advantages of participating in this supplemental retirement program.

5. RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY

For 2006, PERS expended $37.8 million in administrative and special project expenditures, and $2.7 billion in total expenditures (this includes benefit payments).  Efficiency measures include KPM #2 and #3 – Total Benefit Administration Costs (with and without special projects), and #4 Member to Staff Ratio.  The performance in these measures demonstrates that PERS is currently undertaking a multitude of special projects and operations (e.g. The Strunk and Eugene project) while simultaneously administering a highly complex and staff-intensive retirement system.  Some of this inefficiency will be resolved as PERS completes projects designed to shift the agency from resource-intense manual processes to more efficient automated processes.  With the completion of other projects, various limited duration positions will also be eliminated, reducing cost and staffing levels.

	Contact: Matthew Rickard, Budget Analyst
	Phone: (503) 603-7576

	Alternate: Brian DeForest, Budget Officer
	Phone: (503) 603-7568


	The following questions indicate how performance measures and data are used for management and accountability purposes.

	1 INCLUSIVITY

Describe the involvement of the following groups in the development of the agency’s performance measures.
	· Staff: The 2005-07 approved KPMs were developed by PERS staff with the assistance of student interns. 

· Elected Officials:  Elected officials have reviewed and approved the 2005-07 KPMs as a part of the Ways and Means process.

· Stakeholders: Staff met with key management and stakeholders to determine how each measured success. The KPMs were then formed using strict selection criteria to ensure accuracy, longevity and applicability to each program.

· Citizens: While citizens are not involved in the KPM formation process, the annual results are posted on the OPB and PERS websites for the general public to view.

	2 MANAGING FOR RESULTS

How are performance measures used for management of the agency? What changes have been made in the past year?
	The results are used to gauge PERS’ progress versus previous performance, as well as its peers.  The results are also used in the formation of business plans and in development of the agency’s biennial budget.  All but one of the KPMs are new for 2005-07, so this is the first year of data for most of them.  The agency’s six-year strategic plan and two-year tactical plan are also linked to the performance measures to guide longer-term management of the agency.

	3 STAFF TRAINING

What training has staff had in the past year on the practical value and use of performance measures?
	In the KPM formulation process, meetings with managers and stakeholders have taken place to educate them on the KPM process, and to help them understand how the measures can be useful in program and agency management.  Staff working directly with the KPMs also have attended Oregon Progress Board (OPB) trainings and participate in most of the OPB quarterly roundtables and informational meetings.

	4 COMMUNICATING RESULTS

How does the agency communicate performance results to each of the following audiences and for what purpose?
	· Staff: Results are posted on PERS’ internal network, along with sectional budget execution reports for managers, and posted on the PERS website for general staff.

· Elected Officials: Results are communicated through the Annual Performance Progress Report, and as part of the agency’s biennial budget request.

· Stakeholders: Results are reported directly to the PERS Board, and posted on the PERS website for other stakeholders.

· Citizens: The results are posted on the OPB website and the PERS website.


	KPM #1
	
SERVICE RETIREMENTS 
Percent of service retirements paid within 1.5 months from retirement date.  
	Measure since: 1995

	Goal
	To deliver retirement benefits effectively and efficiently.

	Oregon Context
	Oregon Benchmark #58: Independent Seniors. Encourage member independence and financial well-being into retirement. 

	Data source
	Benefit Payments Division (BPD) statistics.

	Owner
	BPD Administrator Craig Stroud, 503-431-8259
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS’ main priority is delivering benefits to members in an accurate and timely manner.  While statute requires PERS to issue the first benefit payment within 92 days from retirement date, PERS’ goal is to provide even quicker service to shorten any cash flow interruption for the retiree.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The target of 80% was set many years ago.  While many factors have caused performance to drop significantly, the goal is still to provide the first benefit payment as quickly and accurately as possible. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
During 2006, PERS issued 12% of its pension inceptions within 1.5 months of the retirement date, down slightly from 15% in 2005.  This continues the trend of lower performance over the last four years.  While performance remained above 70% in the years prior to 2002, it has hovered between 6% and 15% since 2003, when PERS reform created two new programs (OPSRP and IAP) and revised the Tier One-Tier Two program. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE
When compared to other pension systems peers, PERS lags behind in this area of service.  According to CEM Benchmarking, Inc. (a Benefit Administration benchmarking firm), other pension systems in PERS’ peer group are able to pay 81% of pension inceptions within one month of the final pay check date.  While this is significantly higher than PERS’ performance, it is important to note that other systems have different statutory requirements and levels of complexity than PERS.  In fact, PERS is the second-most complex system in its peer group.  Moreover, pension systems in PERS’ peer group issue 83% of their initial benefit payments based on estimates (making corrections and finalizing the benefit later on), rather than issuing finalized benefit payments as PERS strives to produce.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
In general, PERS would have a difficult time keeping pace with its peers in this category due to its high level of complexity, which makes the pension inception process much more difficult, and due to PERS’ desire to issue final rather than estimated benefits.  But recent factors have caused service levels to slip significantly.  This drop in service can be attributed to statutory changes made to the PERS Tier One-Tier Two programs, and the concurrent implementation of two new programs (OPSRP and IAP). These structural and legal changes were coupled with the associated Strunk and Eugene court rulings and the inability of PERS’ IT systems to accommodate those changes. As a result, PERS has been forced to use more desktop application supported and time consuming processes to calculate member benefits, while simultaneously facing an increasing retirement workload. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
This data is being used in support of plans currently in action to update and replace PERS’ outmoded IT system.  Once the IT system upgrade has been fully implemented, PERS will be able to convert many of its inception procedures to much more automated processes.  This will help to speed up the service and return the performance to more appropriate service levels.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
This data is being reported on the Oregon Fiscal Year basis.  While the integrity of this data has not been in question, previous wording of this KPM made analysis of the data confusing.  The wording was changed for 2005-07 to make the data much easier to communicate.

	KPM #2
	
TOTAL BENEFIT ADMINISTRATION COSTS
Total benefit administration costs per active member and annuitant (excluding special projects).  
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	Reduce administrative costs while maintaining high level of service to members and employers.

	Oregon Context
	Oregon Benchmark #35: Public Management Quality & #9c: Cost of Doing Business/ Taxes & Charges.   Increase service cost-effectiveness to stakeholders. 

	Data source
	Budget/personnel statistics, PERS CAFR, report from CEM Benchmarking, Inc. comparing PERS to its peers.

	Owner
	Fiscal Services Administrator Dave Tyler, 503-603-7709
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS strives to deliver high-quality, low-cost service to members and employers. PERS is aware that administrative costs, funded through investment earnings, have an effect on Employer rates and member account earnings crediting.  PERS long-term approach is to make processes more efficient through automation, and reduce the need for expensive manual procedures.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets are set based on peer performance reported by a benefit administration comparison expert, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. The targets are aligned with the median value of PERS’ peer group, and the aim is to be at or below this value.  Although PERS is currently a high-cost organization as compared to its peers, it is the long-term goal to be much more comparatively cost-efficient through system and process improvements.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
PERS operating costs (excluding special projects) have risen since 2003, with the implementation of new and revised retirement programs following PERS reform.  While costs remained between $55 to $65 per Active Member and Retiree from 2001 to 2003, they climbed to a high of $103 in 2005.  While the 2006 cost of $94 per Active Member and Retiree remains high as compared to those earlier years, it is down 10% from the previous year’s high water mark.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
In 2005, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. reported that the average cost (less special projects) per active member and retiree amongst PERS’ peers was $70.41.  While PERS’ costs for 2006 are down to $94 per active/retiree, it does remain higher than past peer levels.  The CEM Benchmarking, Inc. report for 2006 will not be released until January 2007.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
PERS’ per member/retiree costs are currently above the peer median cost of other similar size pension systems.  PERS’ operations are currently more staff intensive and expensive than other pension systems because of the continuing challenges of implementing the 2003 reform legislation, administering a highly complex system with multiple component programs, and having an outmoded IT infrastructure that is also undergoing conversion. Costs are also impacted by the large amount of “re-work” associated with the Strunk and Eugene rulings. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
PERS is committed to the long-term goal of reducing its operating expenditures to stay comparable with its peers.  Successful completion of the Strunk and Eugene project (scheduled for completion in June 2009) will reduce PERS staffing levels by over 50 FTE.  Other long-term cost savings will be realized when PERS completes the conversion of its outdated Retirement Information Management System (RIMS), which is scheduled for completion by December of 2009.  This IT system conversion will allow PERS to replace many of its current desktop application supported processes with much more cost efficient automated processes.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
This measure is based on data for the Oregon fiscal year period.  All of PERS’ cost and volume related data is submitted to CEM Benchmarking, Inc in the form of an annual benefit administration survey they conduct involving over 55 leading global pension systems (27 in the US).  The fiscal year data is submitted each October, and CEM compiles the data and prepares a customized report for PERS that is released in January.  This comprehensive report summarizes PERS’ data and performance compared to that of its peers.  

This measure is based on PERS’ total annual expenditures as reported in its CAFR.  For comparison purposes, all of the supplemental benefit expenditures are pulled out (for PERS this includes costs related to the Deferred Comp and retiree Health Insurance programs), because CEM found that many of the pension systems supported a wide range of varying supplemental benefit programs (or none at all), and it was very difficult to compare that aspect from system to system.  This measure also pulls out special project costs.  CEM defines these as capital projects or very rare one-time projects outside the course of normal business (and they limit what is applied to that category).  Although the peer group information for 2006 will not be available until January of 2007, PERS is still able to compile its own 2006 data for this measure, since it is based on financial data that is readily available.

	KPM #3
	
TOTAL BENEFIT ADMINISTRATION COSTS
Total benefit administration costs per active member and annuitant (INCLUDING special projects).
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	Reduce administrative costs while maintaining high levels of service to members and employers.

	Oregon Context
	Oregon Benchmark #35: Public Management Quality & #9c: Cost of Doing Business/ Taxes & Charges.   Increase service cost-effectiveness to stakeholders. 

	Data source
	Budget/personnel statistics, PERS CAFR, report from CEM Benchmarking, Inc. comparing PERS to its peers.

	Owner
	Fiscal Services Administrator Dave Tyler, 503-603-7709
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS strives to deliver high-quality, low-cost service to members and employers. PERS is aware that administrative costs, funded through investment earnings, have an effect on Employer rates and member account earnings crediting.  The successful completion of the Strunk and Eugene project and the Retirement Information Management System (RIMS) Conversion project will help to reduce PERS’ annual operating expenditures.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets for 2004 and 2005 were set based on peer performance reported by a benefit administration comparison expert, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. The targets for these years were aligned with the median value of PERS’ peer group, and the aim is to be at or below this value.  Because PERS knows it will be working on two major high-cost projects (Strunk/Eugene and RIMS Conversion) over the next several years, the targets over that period have been adjusted accordingly.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
For 2006, PERS’ cost per active member and retiree is $125, down from $127 in 2005.  Despite this decrease, costs remain high as compared to lower levels in 2004, which reflects the addition of the Strunk/Eugene and RIMS Conversion projects since that time.  The aim is to be at or lower than the target for this measure.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
In 2005, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. reported that the average cost (including special projects) per active member and retiree amongst PERS’ peers was $82.26 (the peer median was $72.18).  This is significantly lower than PERS’ 2005 $127.01 cost per active/retiree.  While PERS’ costs for 2006 are down to $125 per active/retiree, it does remain higher than past peer levels, again reflecting the major high-cost special projects PERS is managing relative to its peers.  The CEM Benchmarking, Inc. report for 2006 will not be released until January 2007. 
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
PERS’ per member/retiree costs are currently above the peer median costs of other similar size pension systems.  PERS’ operations are currently more staff intensive and expensive than other pension systems because of the continuing challenges of implementing the 2003 reform legislation, administering a highly complex system with multiple components, and having an outmoded IT infrastructure that is also undergoing conversion. Costs are also impacted by the large amount of “re-work” associated with the Strunk and Eugene rulings. 

Because this measure also factors in the cost of special projects, the data points to the large scope of the projects PERS is currently undertaking.  For 2005, the large project expenditure was the jClarety HB2020 implementation project (this project was near completion by the end of 2005).  The RIMS Conversion Project (RCP) was just beginning at the end of 2005, and the 2003 PERS reform legislation implementation continued throughout 2005.  

For 2006, the final expenditures for the jClarety HB2020 implementation project occurred, and the RCP project ramped up into full swing.  The Strunk/Eugene project also began during 2006, but only a portion of this project’s costs will be counted as a special project for the purposes of CEM survey peer comparison.  In order to accurately compare the volumes associated with the Strunk/Eugene work versus peer work, some of the project costs are included with normal business activities like pension inceptions (the retirement re-work) and retroactive transactions (reposted earnings to active/inactive accounts).  So for the purposes of CEM classification, only the project planning, setup and support costs are separated as special project costs on the CEM survey.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
PERS is committed to completing each of its projects on schedule and within budget.  It is safe to assume that with completion of its special projects, PERS overall costs will be reduced.  But completion of the current projects will also have an effect on future costs.  Long-term cost savings will eventually be realized as PERS completes the RCP project (scheduled for completion by December of 2009), and replaces many of its current desktop supported processes with much more cost efficient automated processes.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
This measure is based on data for the Oregon fiscal year period.  All of PERS’ cost and volume related data is submitted to CEM Benchmarking, Inc in the form of an annual benefit administration survey they conduct involving over 55 leading global pension systems (27 in the US).  The fiscal year data is submitted each October, and CEM compiles the data and prepares a customized report for PERS that is released in January.  This comprehensive report summarizes PERS’ data and performance compared to that of its peers.  

This measure is based on PERS’ total annual expenditures as reported in its CAFR.  For comparison purposes, all of the supplemental benefit expenditures are pulled out (for PERS this includes costs related to the Deferred Comp and retiree Health Insurance programs), because CEM found that many of the pension systems supported a wide range of varying supplemental benefit programs (or none at all), and it was very difficult to compare that aspect from system to system.  This measure includes special project costs.  CEM defines these as capital projects or very rare one-time projects outside the course of normal business (and they limit what is applied to that category).  In order to avoid the comparison problems caused by cost spikes from special projects that might differ from year to year, CEM uses a three-year average cost for the special project category. Since PERS is currently involved in several multiple-year projects, this adjustment will not skew the overall costs for PERS in the short run.  Although the peer group information for 2006 will not be available until January of 2007, PERS is able to compile its own 2006 data for this measure, since it is based on financial data that is readily available.

	KPM #4
	
MEMBER TO STAFF RATIO
Ratio of Active Members and Annuitants to full-time equivalent (FTE) staff.  
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	Increase productivity of staff to improve service to members and retirees.

	Oregon Context
	Oregon Benchmark #35: Public Management Quality.  Increase efficiency of service to members. 

	Data source
	Budget/personnel statistics, report from CEM Benchmarking, Inc. comparing PERS to its peers.

	Owner
	Fiscal Services Administrator Dave Tyler, 503-603-7709
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS aims to deliver high-quality service while remaining cost-efficient.  In order to accomplish this PERS needs to keep staffing numbers reasonable without sacrificing service.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets for 2004 and 2005 were set based on peer performance reported by a benefit administration comparison expert, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. The targets for these years were aligned with the median value of PERS’ peer group, and the aim was to be at or below this value.  Because PERS knows it will be working on two major high-cost projects (Strunk/Eugene and RIMS Conversion) over the next several years, the targets over that period have been adjusted due to the staff that are involved with those projects.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
PERS’ ratio of active members and retirees to each FTE staff dropped to 746 in 2006.  This continues the trend of lower member to staff ratios since 2003.  Over the course of those three years, the ratio has remained in the 750 range.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
PERS is currently more highly staffed than its peers.  In 2005, CEM Benchmarking, Inc. reported that the median number of active members and retirees administered per FTE staff amongst PERS’ peer group was 1,350.  PERS’ membership total (actives and retirees) of 268,400 in 2006 is less than its peer median of 304,000 (for 2005 – the 2006 CEM report will not be released until January 2007).  So the higher staffing levels at PERS cause its ratio of members to staff to be lower than that of its peers.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
PERS was observed to be the second most complex among 20 other similar sized public pension systems as identified in the Cost Effectiveness Measurement (CEM) survey.  This complexity is driven by PERS’ service to multiple classes of public employees, including part-time employees, the large number of retirement options, multiple retirement benefit calculations, and a number of other benefit add-ons.  The complexity has made it difficult to provide automated IT based applications and solutions, particularly given the outmoded nature of its Retirement Information Management System (RIMS), which requires more staff to provide basic services.  Moreover, PERS is currently doing a substantial amount of “re-work” to comply with the Strunk and Eugene rulings that affected some 190,000 active and inactive member accounts, and approximately 55,000 retired, withdrawn, or otherwise impacted accounts. 

The 2003 PERS reform legislation has added to this complexity, and required staffing for two new retirement programs (OPSRP and IAP).  PERS went from an agency of 226 FTE in 2003 to 362 FTE in 2004 when the reform legislation implementation began and many limited duration staff were added.  PERS’ Agency Request Budget for 2007-09 includes staffing at just over 400 FTE.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Demographic research shows that in the next five-to-ten years, there will be a surging number of members who qualify for retirement benefits. While the rising volume of retirements is an issue facing most public pension systems, PERS has the additional burden of an outmoded IT system, which causes PERS’ disproportionately higher staffing needs. This situation is expected to continue until the older IT systems can be replaced and the operational demands of statutory changes, program expansions (OPSRP and IAP) and the Strunk and Eugene court rulings are accommodated.

And with the completion of projects staffed by limited duration employees, like the Strunk/Eugene project, staffing levels will drop accordingly.  In the long-term, projects like the RIMS Conversion project will also lead to a more automated-processes approach, lowering PERS’ dependency on staff-intensive manual processes.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
This measure is based on data for the Oregon fiscal year period.  All of PERS’ cost and volume related data is submitted to CEM Benchmarking, Inc in the form of an annual benefit administration survey they conduct involving over 55 leading global pension systems (27 in the US).  The fiscal year data is submitted each October, and CEM compiles the data and prepares a customized report for PERS that is released in January.  This comprehensive report summarizes PERS’ data and performance compared to that of its peers.

This measure is based in staffing levels according to official DAS Budget and Management records and reported in the Position Inventory Control System (PICS) records.  For CEM’s comparison purposes, direct and support staff attributed to supplemental benefit programs (like PERS’ Deferred Compensation and retiree Health Insurance programs), are pulled out of the full staffing numbers before comparing them to peers.  CEM found that many of the pension systems supported a wide range of varying supplemental benefit programs (or none at all), and it was very difficult to compare that aspect from system to system.  Although the peer group information for 2006 will not be available until January of 2007, PERS is still able to compile its own 2006 data for this measure, since it is based on staffing and membership data that is readily available.
	KPM #5
	
AVERAGE DOLLARS DEFERRED BY PARTICIPANT
The average monthly deferral for Deferred Compensation program participants.  
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	Increase voluntary participation by members in Deferred Compensation Program

	Oregon Context
	Encourage member independence and financial well-being into retirement.  Has an effect on Oregon Benchmark #58: Independent Seniors. 

	Data source
	Deferred Compensation records, along with reports from the Oregon Savings Growth Plan (OSGP) Third party administrator, Citistreet

	Owner
	Deferred Compensation Administrator, Gay Lynn Bath, 503-378-3730 ext. 86425
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS’ Deferred Compensation program, the Oregon Savings Growth Plan (OSGP) understands that the financial demands of current and future retirees are increasing.  And with the uncertain future of Social Security, the OSGP aims to provide Oregon public employees with another option to help supplement their PERS benefits and help bridge the gap between retirees’ expected needs and their PERS benefits.  In order to remain a valued option for PERS members, OSGP’s goal is to provide solid investment options through its third-party administrator, and to educate participants about the importance of retirement preparation through increased deferrals.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
One aspect of retirement preparation for employees is to increase their deferral amount each year (possibly in accordance with annual pay increases).  So the targets are based on the OSGP’s goal to increase average monthly deferrals by $25 per year.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The average monthly deferral for OSGP participants has increased steadily since 2001.  The performance has remained at or near target throughout this time period.  In 2006, the average monthly deferral was $383, which was just shy of the $400 goal.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
In 2005, the industry average monthly savings rate was $326.  Since OSGP participants are contributing more dollars on average than their industry peers, it demonstrates OSGP’s perceived value to its members. 
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
While the monthly deferral averages have remained high as compared to industry rates, and the performance has been at or near target over the last six years, the averages for the past two years have fallen just shy of the targets.  Over the last six years, the average monthly deferral has increased by an average of just over $19 per year.  With targets increasing by $25 per year, it could be a sign that the targets are too aggressive.  Another factor that could be affecting this is the recent economic cycle.  If finances have been tight for participants, they might have refrained from increasing their deferrals, or perhaps even decreased them to ease the financial burden of increasing living costs.    

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
As the economy continues to move through cycles, the OSGP will need to continue educating participants on the importance of retirement savings.  The OSGP has recently added some simple marketing in the form of plan information printed on the back of state employees’ pay stubs to increase awareness about the program.  The results have been observed as inquiries and participation have increased.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
This data is reported on the Oregon Fiscal Year basis.  The data is provided by the OSGP’s third-party administrator, Citistreet, and is easily verifiable by looking at monthly deferral records.  This measurement factors in deferrals from all state employee groups, as well as local government participants in OSGP.

	KPM #6
	
LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION
The percentage of eligible state employees who participate in the Deferred Compensation program.  
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	Increase voluntary participation by members in Deferred Compensation Program

	Oregon Context
	Encourage member independence and financial well-being into retirement.  Has an effect on Oregon Benchmark #58: Independent Seniors. 

	Data source
	Deferred Compensation records, along with reports from the Oregon Savings Growth Plan (OSGP) Third party administrator, Citistreet

	Owner
	Deferred Compensation Administrator, Gay Lynn Bath, 503-378-3730 ext. 86425.
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS’ Deferred Compensation program, the Oregon Savings Growth Plan (OSGP) understands that the financial demands of current and future retirees are increasing.  And with the uncertain future of Social Security, the OSGP aims to provide Oregon public employees with another option to help supplement their PERS benefits and help bridge the gap between retirees’ expected needs and their PERS benefits.  In order to remain a valued option for PERS members, OSGP’s goal is to provide solid investment options through its third-party administrator, and to educate participants about the importance of retirement preparation through participation in this supplemental program.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets represent the desired penetration level among eligible state government employees.  The higher the level of participation, the higher the perceived value in the program.  The goal of OSGP is to gradually increase the participation level by 1% annually, and then maintain participation at the 50% level. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
State government employee participation in the OSGP has increased from the 41-42% level between 2000 and 2003 to the 46-47% range over the last three years.  The participation rate does not seem to change very much from year to year, except for a 4% increase from 42% in 2003 to 46% in 2004.  The performance has remained at or above target.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
CEM Benchmarking, Inc. also prepares a simple annual Defined Contribution report, which the OSGP participates in.  CEM reports that the average participation rate amongst survey respondents was 71%  for calendar year 2005.  It is important to note, however, that the survey included many private plans for which the plan in question was the only retirement program option (or the primary option) for employees, whereas OSGP is a supplemental program to PERS’ Tier One-Tier Two, OPSRP and IAP programs.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Because the Deferred Compensation Program is voluntary for state employees, to have both a high rate of penetration and a high average monthly deferral rate reflects that the Deferred Compensation program is both well known and represents an important retirement savings tool for many state employees.  Despite this, there are other factors that will affect (and possibly decrease) the ongoing participation rates.   There are a large number of baby boomer generation employees who are set to retire in the near future.  Many of these retirees will withdraw their OSGP accounts or roll them into other retirement accounts.

When comparing the participation rates reported by CEM Benchmarking, Inc., it is important to remember that many of those survey respondents cannot be considered true “peers” of the OSGP.  Many of them are private plans which serve as the primary or only retirement program option for their employees.  Since the OSGP is a voluntary supplemental retirement savings program for PERS members, participation will be expectedly lower.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Data shows that participation does not change drastically from year to year.  And when factoring in the effect that the many upcoming retirements will have on OSGP participation rates, it will be important for the OSGP to educate and remind eligible employees of the benefits of participating in the program.  One tactic the OSGP has recently used, is adding some simple marketing in the form of plan information printed on the back of state employees’ pay stubs to increase awareness about the program.  This has resulted in increased interest in the program.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
This data is reported on the Oregon Fiscal Year basis.  The data is provided by the OSGP’s third-party administrator, Citistreet.  Because the available records of certain participating employee groups (Higher Ed, miscellaneous small agencies and participating local government entities) are more difficult to verify, only Oregon State Payroll System (OSPS) employees are factored in this measure.  The OSPS records are easily verifiable and make for stable comparison from year to year.

	KPM 
#7
	CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 

Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”: overall, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, availability of information
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	To improve customer satisfaction through effective and efficient delivery of retirement benefits.

	Oregon Context
	#35: Public Management Quality - Citizen satisfaction with government services.

	Data source
	Agency-administered survey (Survey Monkey online tool was used, along with a hard copy provided in the retiree newsletter).

	Owner
	CSD Administrator Jeannette Zang, 503-603-7703 & BPD Administrator Craig Stroud, 503-431-8259
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

PERS is committed to providing high-quality, low-cost customer service. The goal is to deliver effective and efficient service to PERS members and stakeholders. 

The customer satisfaction surveys will help to determine areas of strength and needed improvement.  PERS management will make strategic decisions based on the results to place resources and effort where improvement is needed.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Since this is the first year of customer satisfaction measurement in this manner, no targets were previously established.  Based on initial results, future targets will be set at 75%. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
In 2006 PERS scored in a fairly tight range between 63.2% and 71.4% across all categories, with 66.6% of member and retiree customers rating PERS overall service as Excellent or Good.  Member and retiree customers rated PERS highest in Expertise (71.4%) and Helpfulness (68.9%), and lowest in Availability of Information (63.2%).

4. HOW WE COMPARE
PERS does use the services of a Benefit Administration benchmarking consultant (CEM Benchmarking, Inc.), but customer satisfaction is not one of the comparators.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Recent PERS reform plan changes and Oregon Supreme Court rulings in the Strunk and Eugene cases have reduced many members’ current and future benefits, and in turn have impacted members’ view of PERS.  While PERS is simply responsible to execute the plan changes and court rulings, the negative impact on members’ benefits does color their view of PERS’ service.  Despite this potential downward bias, the results above do give a good initial gauge of PERS’ performance in meeting members’ needs. 

The lower rating in Availability of Information may be due to a lack of information regarding the affects of the Stunk and Eugene cases.  In the spring of 2005, PERS was in the planning stage of how it would carry out the Strunk ruling, which would reduce previously posted earnings and affect benefits already paid.  But PERS could not take action until the final ruling in the Eugene case in late September 2005.  PERS had communicated to members that their accounts and benefits would be affected, but the extent was not known until the final ruling.  Even though PERS did not have all of the information to provide to members, particularly as to the effect at the individual level, which can only be determined through the benefit adjustment process, improved communication of that message might have resulted in a higher rating by members.  This will be a continued area of focused improvement in PERS’ delivery of customer service.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
PERS will need to continue to develop effective communication modes and techniques to ensure that its members receive all available information.  Something that has helped is a clear plan in executing the Strunk and Eugene project.  With the plan in place, it is easier to communicate the course of action to members.  And a successful project completion (scheduled for June 2009) will help PERS gain its members’ trust in the information provided to them.  

7. ABOUT OUR CUSTOMER SERVICE SURVEY
The Customer Satisfaction survey was conducted by PERS staff using the online Survey Monkey tool and hard copy surveys mailed to retirees.  The survey was open from August 1 through 31.  The population can be classified as consumers, as members and retirees are end users of PERS services.  For the sampling frame, PERS left the survey open to all members (active and inactive) and retirees.  The survey was advertised in the Perspectives newsletter (a PERS-produced newsletter sent to all members and retirees), which listed the web link to take part in the survey.  Since PERS left the survey open to the full population of members and retirees, and contacted each of them, the sampling procedure could be considered a passive census.  Out of 315,000 members and retirees PERS received 1,986 responses, a .6% response rate.  There was no weighting involved with the tabulation of results.  

One lesson learned that will be applied to future years was the handling of hard copy surveys.  While the survey was advertised and open to all members and retirees, only retirees were given the opportunity to respond via hard copy.  This has the potential of skewing the results, as a hard copy needs to be available for all respondents or none at all.  This was an oversight on the part of PERS, and it will be corrected for next year.
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