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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 and interested citizens.

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

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 #

	4
	CITIZEN SATISTISFACTION– Percent of Oregonians who believe that Oregon is doing a “Very or Somewhat Good” job of providing parks and natural areas and preserving Oregon’s heritage.
	5

	5
	PARK VISITATION – Number of visitors to Oregon State Parks
	6

	6
	HERITAGE PROGRAM BENEFITS – Number of properties, sites, or districts that benefit from an OPRD-managed heritage program.
	7

	8
	INTERPRETIVE SERVICES – Percent of parks that have achieved designated level of service as prescribed in the Regional Interpretive Framework.
	8

	9
	BEACH AND RIVER ACCESS SITES – Number of new beach and river access sites added to the state parks system.
	9

	10
	NEW TRAILS – Miles of new trail added to the state parks system.
	10

	11
	ALTERNATIVE CAMPING FACILITIES – Percent of alternative camping opportunities per total campsites available.
	11

	12
	FACILITIES BACKLOG – Percent reduction in facilities backlog since 1999.
	12

	14
	CUSTOMER SATISFACTION – 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.
	13


	Contact:  Ken Goforth
	Phone:  503-986-0692

	Alternate:  Tanya Crane 
	Phone:  503-986-0694


1. SCOPE OF REPORT

· The majority of measures presented in this report relate specifically to the Department’s role in outdoor recreation, natural resource, and heritage conservation in the state.  Measures #4 and #14 assess Citizen and Customer Satisfaction, respectively.

· Effective January 1, 2006, the Oregon State Fair and Exposition Center became part of the department.  The Joint Legislative Audit Committee has not yet approved performance measures for this operation, so none are presented in this report.

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT 

The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department is a leading provider of outdoor recreation, natural resource and heritage conservation in the state.  These services are provided directly by the Department as well as through cooperative efforts with city, county and other local providers through grant programs and development of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP).  The SCORP is the planning tool by which all Oregon recreation providers (state, federal, local, and private) catalogue and rank their recreation needs and affirm their respective roles.  SCORP constitutes Oregon’s basic five-year plan for outdoor recreation. 

The department has a direct link to Oregon Benchmark #90, which sets a goal of 35 acres of state owned parks per 1,000 Oregonians. 

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

In general, the department is achieving, or trending towards achievement of the goals.  Of the nine performance measures covered in this report, only one, Park Visitation, is falling short of target.  The department has experienced record visitation in previous years, but current trend shows Day Use and Overnight visitation leveling off, and even dropping slightly.  Many factors can affect visitation.  For example, data show that FY 2006 had more days of measurable precipitation than in previous years.  Such adverse weather can have a direct impact on park visitation.  In addition, fuel prices have risen dramatically over the past year, and although it is difficult to show a direct link to park visitation and gas prices, this could be a contributing factor.

While future targets have been set for KPM #6 (HERITAGE PROGRAM BENEFITS), the definition for this performance measure was changed just prior to FY 2006; therefore, progress for this measure is unclear at this time.  Also, the Department is in the initial stages of implementing KPM #14, Customer Satisfaction, so it is too early to assess progress related to this measure.

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

	KPMs MAKING PROGRESS
at or trending toward target achievement
	CITIZEN SATISTISFACTION– Percent of Oregonians who believe that Oregon is doing a “Very or Somewhat Good” job of providing parks and natural areas and preserving Oregon’s heritage (page 5); INTERPRETIVE SERVICES – Percent of parks that have achieved designated level of service as prescribed in the Regional Interpretive Framework (page 8); BEACH AND RIVER ACCESS SITES – Number of new beach and river access sites added to the state parks system (page 9); NEW TRAILS – Miles of new trail added to the state parks system (page 10);  ALTERNATIVE CAMPING FACILITIES – Percent of alternative camping opportunities per total campsites available (page 11);  FACILITIES BACKLOG – Percent reduction in facilities backlog since 1999 (page 12).
	6

	KPMs NOT MAKING PROGRESS
not at or trending toward target achievement
	PARK VISITATION – Number of visitors to Oregon State Parks (page 6)
	1

	KPMs - PROGRESS UNCLEAR
target not yet set 
	HERITAGE PROGRAM BENEFITS – Number of properties, sites, or districts that benefit from an OPRD-managed heritage program (page 7); CUSTOMER SATISFACTION – Percent of customers rating their overall satisfaction with the agency above average or excellent (page 13).
	2

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	9


4. CHALLENGES  

· Demographic Trends:  A rapidly increasing population, rapidly increasing diversity (both cultural and age) within the population, and a growing gap between the rich and poor will need to be addressed to ensure equal access to recreational opportunities for all Oregonians in the future.

· Competing demands for recreation and conservation:  Increasing demands for outdoor recreation must be balanced in view of the need to conserve delicate ecosystems and habitats.

· Heritage Conservation:  In view of waning interest in property tax incentives to encourage businesses and private citizens to invest in historic properties, the Department will need to strengthen existing programs and evaluate the addition of new programs.

5. RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY

The Department’s 2005-07 Legislatively Adopted Budget is $184,743,504.

	Contact:  Ken Goforth
	Phone:  503-986-0692

	Alternate:  Tanya Crane 
	Phone:  503-986-0694


	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:  Discussions with management-level and other staff to formulate and track performance measure data.

· Elected Officials:  Formal and informal discussions with the Governor and members of the Legislature.

· Stakeholders:  Twice yearly performance measures report to the Commission.

· Citizens:  Monitoring and responding to input from the public relating to agency performance measures.  Citizen input at Commission meetings.

	2 MANAGING FOR RESULTS

How are performance measures used for management of the agency? What changes have been made in the past year?
	After Commission and legislative approval of measures, they are shared at staff meetings, discussed with managers, and divided into more precise and job-specific measures.  Ultimately, they form the basis for decisions that affect day-to-day operations.  Also, performance measures guide individual staff performance expectations.

	3 STAFF TRAINING

What training has staff had in the past year on the practical value and use of performance measures?
	OPRD staff attended performance measure trainings held by the Oregon Progress Board throughout FY 2006.  Managers coach employees based on Department performance measures and the Department has developed modular training based on more detailed performance expectations such as safety and customer service.

OPRD continues to incorporate stronger performance measure awareness through interpretive and volunteer training.  Work out of class opportunities and internships have also been used to train staff to be more aware of performance measures.

	4 COMMUNICATING RESULTS

How does the agency communicate performance results to each of the following audiences and for what purpose?
	· Staff:  Staff meetings and newsletters.

· Elected Officials:  Formal and informal discussions with the Governor and members of the Legislature.

· Stakeholders:  Twice yearly performance measures report to the Commission. 

· Citizens:  OPRD maintains its performance measures on the agency website for citizen review.  Results are also communicated through Lottery commercials, signs, public/civic organizations, state and local fairs, and staff and volunteers who have contact with over 40 million park visitors each year.


	KPM #4
	
CITIZEN SATISTISFACTION
Percent of Oregonians who believe that Oregon is doing a “Very or Somewhat Good” job of providing parks and natural areas and preserving Oregon’s heritage  
	Measure since: 1999

	Goal
	Promote outdoor recreation in Oregon (Goal #1, Target 2014)

	Oregon Context
	The performance measure demonstrates the degree of public satisfaction with Oregon’s parks and open spaces. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Biennial Oregon Population Survey, administered by Office of Economic Analysis and the Oregon Progress Board.

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

The Agency tracks results of the Biennial Oregon Population Survey administered by the Office of Economic Analysis and the Oregon Progress Board for this measure.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Our targets seek to maintain a high level of customer satisfaction while realizing that Survey results come with a certain margin of error.  A goal of 90% or better for each survey cycle seems a reasonable target.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Biennial survey results since 2000 have shown that 90% or more of respondents believe that the state is doing a “very” or “somewhat good” job of preserving parks and natural areas (range: 90% to 93%).  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
The Department is unaware of how residents in other states feel about their own park and heritage systems.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Because this measure relies on an established survey conducted by other state entities, there is no flexibility to custom-fit it to state parks.  Also, as mentioned above, the survey’s margin of error is outside of the Department’s control.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Continued excellent management of the state parks system, including positive customer relations and ongoing acquisition and development of new properties that promote access to parks and open spaces, will be critical to maintaining a high satisfaction rating from the public.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The Survey is administered biennially.  Strengths: A good surrogate measure of our agency mission; Weaknesses: Margin of error; survey question does not specifically name our agency so results are not directly tied to our performance.  The entire Biennial Population Survey is available at on the Progress Board’s website at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/popsurvey.shtml#2004_Oregon_Population_Survey.

	KPM #5
	
PARK VISITATION
Number of visitors to Oregon State Parks
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Promote outdoor recreation in Oregon (Goal #1, Target 2014)

	Oregon Context
	Provide and protect outstanding natural, scenic, cultural, historic and recreational sites for the enjoyment and education of present and future generations. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Financial Management System (FMS) Day Use and Overnight reports.

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

The Department strives to maintain the high quality of existing parks and park facilities to serve the citizens and visitors of the state.  The Department also makes strategic investments in new properties and facilities to meet the future recreating needs of the state’s growing population. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Analysis of historical Day Use and Overnight visitor trends indicate that an annual increase of about 2% has been the norm in the past.  However, increased park usage without coincident growth in the number of park properties and facilities can lead to capacity issues and erode the quality of the park experience.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Since 2003, Day Use and Overnight visitors have numbered in the 42 to 43+ million range.  The Department will monitor recent visitation trends closely to see if future targets need to be adjusted to meet actual and projected visitation numbers.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
Oregon ranks 5th in the nation in Day Use visitors, and 8th in Overnight visitors.  (Source: 2006 National Association of State Parks Directors Survey)
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Factors affecting results include the state’s population growth, economic factors including high fuel prices and the effect on the recreating public, incidence of inclement weather, and capacity of existing parks.  Other factors include park closures due to construction (lower attendance), special events at parks (higher attendance), and malfunctioning of mechanical vehicle counters at parks that can produce either spikes or troughs in recorded attendance. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Ensure safe and well-maintained facilities for visitors while balancing the need to provide for protection of sensitive natural or historically significant properties.  

7. ABOUT THE DATA
Visitation data is collected and summarized for each park by FY, by season (Discovery and Prime), and by month.

	KPM #6
	
HERITAGE PROGRAM BENEFITS
Number of properties, sites, or districts that benefit from an OPRD-managed heritage program.  
	Measure since: 

	Goal
	Preserve Oregon’s rich cultural heritage and broaden public understanding of Oregon’s historic places and events.

	Oregon Context
	The performance measure demonstrates the extent of positive activities related to historic buildings and sites (documentation, historic designation, restoration, etc.) HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Heritage Programs Division data; includes National Register and all Heritage Division managed/administered programs.

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

The Agency relies on internal tracking systems for its heritage site programs for this measure.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Our targets seek to expand the number of historic properties that benefit from OPRD heritage programs.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The performance measure definition recently changed to include more Heritage Division administered programs.  The chart and table at the right illustrate a sudden spike in numbers related to the expansion of programs included in this measure.   Comment on the significance of FY 2006 data needs to be reserved until after FY 2007 results are available for comparison.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no national standards or meaningful comparisons with other states.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
All of the programs on which this count is based are externally driven, so additional effort by OPRD is needed to promote the programs and provide incentives to increase the number of properties, sites, or districts that gain protection under these programs.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
The Department is focusing on expanding and strengthening the local government partners whose activities account for much of this performance measure.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
Note: Prior to FY 2006, this performance measure only counted the number of properties participating in the Special Assessment Program for Historic Properties.  Data and targets for FY 2006 and onward include the number of properties participating in that and a number of other related Heritage Division administered programs.

	KPM #8
	
INTERPRETIVE SERVICES
 Percent of parks that have achieved designated level of service as prescribed in the Regional Interpretive Framework. 


	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Deliver world-class interpretive experiences to park visitors.

	Oregon Context
	Goal #5, Target 2014 HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Interpretive Database (summarizes filed reports from all parks with interpretive programs)

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1) OUR STRATEGY 

The Department recognizes that the quality of its interpretive programs is very important in providing excellent customer service.  A detailed compilation of service level components and criteria for achieving various levels is maintained and each park’s performance is assessed using this criteria.

2) ABOUT THE TARGETS
Targets are set in increments of 5% to 10% per FY based on long-range planning which includes estimates of expected personnel and financial resources.  A higher percentage is desirable, meaning that a greater percentage of parks have reached the designated level of service.

3) HOW WE ARE DOING
Actual performance has consistently surpassed targets.  This reflects Department actions to channel staff and resources to accelerate the process.   

4) HOW WE COMPARE
The Department is unaware of relevant public performance standards for this measure.
5) FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
The Department continues to provide trainings to interpretive staff at the parks, develop interpretive master plans for major parks, and invest in passive interpretive displays such as sign panels. 

6) WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Performance is consistently above target; maintain and continue to improve the existing process.

7) ABOUT THE DATA
Data are reported by Oregon FY, but collected on an ongoing basis.

	KPM #9
	
BEACH AND RIVER ACCESS SITES
 Number of new beach and river access sites added to the state parks system.
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Promote access to Oregon’s beaches, trails, and waterways.

	Oregon Context
	Goal #6, Target 2014 HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Property Database

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

There is an ongoing effort by the Department to acquire new beach or river properties that have the potential to provide public access to the water in one or more locations.  The Department also continues to evaluate beach and river access development on existing properties. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The Department’s goal is to acquire or develop at least 2 new beach or river access sites per FY.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The Department has performed at or above target since 2004.  Ability to perform at these levels in the future is highly dependent on availability of suitable properties and funds to purchase these properties, and competing priorities to meet the acquisition needs identified for accomplishment of other department missions.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
The Department is unaware of relevant public performance standards for this measure.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Availability of properties meeting Department criteria, adequate funds to purchase properties, and competing priorities are factors affecting results. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
No action is required.  The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department will maintain its commitment to increasing public access to Oregon beaches and rivers by acquiring additional properties meeting Department criteria.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is reported by Oregon FY. 

	KPM #10
	
NEW TRAILS
Miles of new trail added to the state parks system.
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Promote access to Oregon’s beaches, trails, and waterways.

	Oregon Context
	Goal #6, Target 2014 HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Property Database

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

Continue commitment to construction of new trails, and maintenance of existing trails on state park land.  Partner with federal, other government, and private entities to construct trails, and/or connect existing trails that cross multiple ownerships.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The spike in 2007 reflects OPRD’s plan to add 17 miles of trail at L.L. Stub Stewart State Park in addition to 3 miles at other parks that FY for a total of 20 miles.  The Department anticipates 3 miles per year to be added in subsequent years.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Approximately 5 ½ miles of new trail was added in state parks in FY 2006, 2.5 miles above target.  Actual mileage has been at or above target in two of the last three years.  

In recent years the Department has taken a lead role in opening a 140-mile segment of the Willamette River Water Trail and the 130-mile Willamette Valley Scenic Bike Route.  These trails are not counted since they are not on state park land as defined by this performance measure, but they do further the goal.  The agency has also partnered with federal and other government entities in connecting existing trails crossing varied ownerships. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE
The Department is unaware of relevant public standards related to this performance measure.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Availability of park areas suitable for trail development, and adequate funds to carry out trail construction are two factors affecting results.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Maintain commitment to adding new miles of trail each year to promote and improve access.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is reported by Oregon FY.

	KPM #11
	
ALTERNATIVE CAMPING FACILITIES
Percent of alternative camping opportunities per total campsites available.
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Provide varied, high-quality camping and other overnight experiences.

	Oregon Context
	Goal #7, Target 2014 HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Campground Reservation System;  standard and deluxe cabins and yurts, teepees, and covered wagons

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

Each State Park has gone through a local, long-range master planning process that is ultimately approved by the county where the park is located.  Consistent with local park master plans, the Department will construct additional yurts and cabins.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The desirable trend is for the percent to increase.  Based on historical actuals and long-range planning, the target of 4.9% is reasonable target level.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Historical trend appears to be in congruence with Department targets.  Alternative sites now include 190 standard and deluxe yurts, 61 standard and deluxe cabins, 8 tepees and 2 covered wagons.  Work is underway for additional yurts and cabins.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
According to the 2006 National Association of State Park Directors Survey, Oregon ranked 7th in the nation in the number of “Cabins and Cottages” available for rent through the state parks system.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Some factors affecting results include: 1) whether local park master plans include yurts and/or cabins and suitable sites within parks; 2) availability of corrections crews for construction work; 3) availability of financial resources; 4) construction of traditional “non-alternative” sites – i.e., if the number of these types of sites also increases, this will impact this performance measure’s result.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Continue with current plans to add more yurts and cabins to the state park system.  A long-range goal is to provide approximately 500 alternative camping sites; the current inventory is 261.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
Data is reported by Oregon FY.

	KPM #12
	
FACILITIES BACKLOG
Percent reduction in facilities backlog since 1999.
	Measure since: 1999

	Goal
	Provide varied, high quality camping and other overnight experiences.

	Oregon Context
	(Goal #7, Target 2014) HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Project and Facilities Management System (PFMS)

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

Through reduction of backlogged facility repairs, our Department can ensure a high-quality experience for visitors to our parks.  The Department’s goal is to reduce backlog to zero by 2014.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Reduction targets are set biennially.  The Department is nearly on target for backlog reduction; the 2003 actual figure was 11.1% above target while the 2005 figure was 4.6% below target.  Facilities backlog is reevaluated and reprioritized on an ongoing basis.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
FY 2005 data shows that progress continues to be made in reducing the maintenance backlog.  The Department expects to focus increased resources on backlog reduction in the future.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
The Department is unaware of relevant public standards related to this performance measure.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
The Facility Investment Program (FIP) is funded each biennium from the Parks and Natural Resources Fund.  Investments are made in four areas: 1) reductions to backlogged repairs; 2) improvements in efficiency and sustainability; 3) enhancements to meet future needs; and 4) legacy investments to preserve resources that are significant to Oregon’s cultural history.  Backlog reduction could be impacted by decisions to increase or decrease the focus of resources on the other three areas of FIP.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Continue commitment to systematically identify, prioritize, and schedule facility investment projects that most effectively reduce the backlog of repairs.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is reported biennially.

	KPM #14
	
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.
	Measure since: New Measure

	Goal
	Memorable experiences (Goal #5, Target 2014)

	Oregon Context
	The performance measure demonstrates the degree of public satisfaction with staff services and information. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Telephone survey of primary park customers.

	Owner
	Financial Services, Ken Goforth, 503-986-0692
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OUR STRATEGY 

A telephone survey of primary park customers was initiated in June, 2006.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
This measure is required of all agencies by the Department of Administrative Services. Of the 42+ million customers served by the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, the vast majority contact staff in connection with campground and day-use park services. Accordingly, customer satisfaction measures focus primarily on park customers, though results from other customer satisfaction surveys gathered in other units are also used when available. Satisfaction levels should be increased to, or maintained at, an acceptably high level.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
This is a new measure, and the department began collecting data in June, 2006.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
When data is available, the department will compare it with like customer service measurements from other jurisdictions.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Availability of department services affects satisfaction independent of staff performance. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
N/A

7. ABOUT THE DATA
For 2006, customer satisfaction data was collected through a random phone survey of approximately 5,000 of the department’s state park reservation customers.

�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���





�EMBED Excel.Chart.8���








[image: image10.wmf]Percent Oregonians Who Believe Oregon is Doing "Very" 

or "Somewhat Good" Job of Preserving Parks and Natural 

Areas and Preserving Oregon Heritage

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

96%

98%

100%

Actual

Target

Actual

90%

93%

91%

Target

91%

94%

94%

90%

90%

00

02

04

06

08

[image: image11.wmf]Park Visitation

Day Use and Overnight Visitors (millions)

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

Visitors (millions)

Actual

Target

Actual

39.5

39.7

40.2

40.7

43.6

42.9

42.3

Target

41.6

43.6

44.0

44.9

45.7

46.6

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image12.wmf]Number of Properties, Sites, or Districts that Benefit 

from an OPRD-Managed Heritage Program

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

5,000

Actual

Target

Actual

1,329

1,312

1,265

1,211

1,176

1,035

4,015

Target

1,329

1,312

1,285

1,234

1,162

1,025

4,839

4,900

5,000

5,100

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

Performance measure definition 

changed

[image: image13.wmf]Percent of Parks That Have Achieved Designated Level 

of Service

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Percent Achieving Level of Service

Actual

Target

Actual

20%

30%

35%

Target

15%

25%

30%

35%

45%

50%

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image14.wmf]Number of New Beach and River Access Sites Added to 

the State Parks System

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

New Sites Added

Actual

Target

Actual

2

1

5

3

3

4

2

Target

3

3

2

2

2

2

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image15.wmf]Miles of New Trail Added to the State Parks System

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

Miles of Trail Added

Actual

Target

Actual

2.0

3.0

3.0

2.7

5.5

Target

3.0

3.0

3.0

20.0

3.0

3.0

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image16.wmf]Percent Alternative Camping Sites

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

8%

9%

10%

% Alternative Sites

Actual

Target

Actual

3.9%

4.3%

4.3%

4.4%

4.4%

4.4%

4.5%

Target

4.7%

4.9%

4.9%

4.9%

4.9%

4.9%

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image17.wmf]Percent Reduction in Facilities Backlog

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Percent Reduction

Actual

Target

Actual

13.6%

32.0%

42.7%

Target

20.9%

47.3%

64.0%

74.0%

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

[image: image18.wmf]Percent rating service good or excellent

80%

90%

100%

2006

2007-09 Target

94.0%

92.0%

92.0%

94.0%

92.0%

90.0%

Overall

Timeliness

Accuracy

Helpfulness

Expertise

Availability of 

Information

Note: This is a new measure and data is currently being collected.

_1220093168.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Performance measure definition changed

Actual

Target

Number of Properties, Sites, or Districts that Benefit from an OPRD-Managed Heritage Program

1329

1329

1312

1312

1265

1285

1211

1234

1176

1162

1035

1025

4015

4839

4900

5000

5100



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00		1,329		1,329

		01		1,312		1,312

		02		1,265		1,285		1234

		03		1,211		1,234

		04		1,176		1,162

		05		1,035		1,025

		06		4,015		4,839

		07				4,900

		08				5,000

		09				5,100

		OR FY, Fed FY or CY?





Sheet1

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1220698139.xls
Chart1

		Overall		0.94

		Timeliness		0.92

		Accuracy		0.92

		Helpfulness		0.94

		Expertise		0.92

		Availability of Information		0.9



Note: This is a new measure and data is currently being collected.

2006

2007-09 Target

Percent rating service good or excellent



Sheet1

				2006		2007		2007-09 Target

		Overall						94.0%

		Timeliness						92.0%

		Accuracy						92.0%

		Helpfulness						94.0%

		Expertise						92.0%

		Availability of Information						90.0%






_1220698196.xls
Chart1

		Overall		0.94

		Timeliness		0.92

		Accuracy		0.92

		Helpfulness		0.94

		Expertise		0.92

		Availability of Information		0.9



Note: This is a new measure and data is currently being collected.

2006

2007-09 Target

Percent rating service good or excellent



Sheet1

				2006		2007		2007-09 Target

		Overall						94.0%

		Timeliness						92.0%

		Accuracy						92.0%

		Helpfulness						94.0%

		Expertise						92.0%

		Availability of Information						90.0%






_1220443563.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

Miles of Trail Added

Miles of New Trail Added to the State Parks System

2

3

3

3

2.7

3

5.5

3

20

3

3



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00

		01

		02		2.0

		03		3.0

		04		3.0		3.0

		05		2.7		3.0

		06		5.5		3.0

		07				20.0

		08				3.0

		09				3.0

		OR FY, Fed FY or CY?





Sheet1

		



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1219552539.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

Percent Achieving Level of Service

Percent of Parks That Have Achieved Designated Level of Service

0.2

0.15

0.3

0.25

0.35

0.3

0.35

0.45

0.5



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00

		01

		02

		03

		04		20%		15%

		05		30%		25%

		06		35%		30%

		07				35%

		08				45%

		09				50%

		OR FY





Sheet1

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1219552651.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

% Alternative Sites

Percent Alternative Camping Sites

0.039

0.043

0.043

0.044

0.044

0.047

0.044

0.049

0.045

0.049

0.049

0.049

0.049



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00		3.9%

		01		4.3%

		02		4.3%

		03		4.4%

		04		4.4%		4.7%

		05		4.4%		4.9%

		06		4.5%		4.9%

		07				4.9%

		08				4.9%

		09				4.9%

		OR FY





Sheet1

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1219552765.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

Percent Reduction

Percent Reduction in Facilities Backlog

0.136

0.32

0.209

0.427

0.473

0.64

0.74



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00

		01		13.6%

		02

		03		32.0%		20.9%

		04

		05		42.7%		47.3%

		06

		07				64.0%

		08

		09				74.0%

		OR FY





Sheet1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families

0.136

0.32

0.209

0.427

0.473

0.64

0.74



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1219552557.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

New Sites Added

Number of New Beach and River Access Sites Added to the State Parks System

2

1

5

3

3

3

4

3

2

2

2

2

2



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00		2

		01		1

		02		5

		03		3

		04		3		3

		05		4		3

		06		2		2

		07				2

		08				2

		09				2

		OR FY





Sheet1

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Child maltreatment of children in served families as a perdpercent of those in unserved families



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1219552460.xls
Chart1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



Actual

Target

Visitors (millions)

Park Visitation
Day Use and Overnight Visitors (millions)

39.5

39.7

40.2

40.7

43.6

41.6

42.9

43.6

42.3

44

44.9

45.7

46.6



Sheet1

				Actual		Target

		00		39.5

		01		39.7

		02		40.2

		03		40.7

		04		43.6		41.6

		05		42.9		43.6

		06		42.3		44.0

		07				44.9

		08				45.7

		09				46.6

		OR FY





Sheet1

		00		00

		01		01

		02		02

		03		03

		04		04

		05		05

		06		06

		07		07

		08		08

		09		09



&A

Page &P

Actual

Target

Park Visitation
Day Use and Overnight Visitors (millions)

39.5

39.7

40.2

40.7

43.6

41.6

42.9

43.6

42.3

44

44.9

45.7

46.6



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






