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2006-07 
KPM# 2006-07 Key Performance Measures (KPMs)  Page # 

1 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. 6 

2 RENT COSTS – Uniform rent costs per square foot as a percent of private market rates. 8 
3 STATE VEHICLE COSTS – Cost of state vehicles per biennium as a percent of contracted rental rates. 10 
4 STATE WORKFORCE TURNOVER – Annual turnover rate for the state workforce. 12 
5 STATE WORKFORCE DIVERSITY – Racial/ethnic diversity in the state workforce as a percentage of the total civilian labor force. 14 

6 IT PROJECTS – Number of state information technology projects with a 90% actual to expectations ratio measured by performance 
criteria 16 

7 IT OWNERSHIP COSTS – Total cost of ownership for centrally provided technology services compared to 2000 18 
8 E-GOVERNMENT – Percent of all targeted agencies who have successfully completed an E-Government launch with IRMD Assistance 20 

9 FORECAST RELIABILITY – Percent of members of Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors who rank the reliability of the 
economic forecast as very good to excellent. 22 

10 PEBB CUSTOMER SERVICE – Average employee satisfaction with PEBB benefit program in annual survey (scale of 1-10.) 23 
11 PEBB CONTRACTS MANAGEMENT - Percentage of performance standards met by contractors. 25 
12 RISK MANAGEMENT – Annual number of workers’ compensation, liability, and property claims per 100 FTE. 27 
13 RISK CLAIMS COSTS – Percent reductions/increase in current claims cost compared to previous biennium 29 
14 RISK MANAGEMENT COSTS – Cost of risk per $1,000 of operating budget 30 

15 FINANCIAL REPORTING – Number of years out of the last five that State Controller’s Division wins GFOA Certificate of 
Achievement. 31 

16 PROCUREMENT EFFECTIVENESS – Estimated savings resulting from price agreement pricing compared to prices that would be 
paid without the benefit of a price agreement. 33 
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2006-07 2006-07 Key Performance Measures (KPMs)  Page # KPM# 

17 INFORMATION SECURITY - Percentage of actions identified in HB 3145, or the resulting Enterprise Security Office 
Strategic Plan, completed on time. 35 

18 INFORMATION SECURITY BUSINESS RISK– Percentage of identified business risk that is remediated. 38 

19 HEALTH POLICY – Percent of key healthcare policy stakeholders who rate the a) usefulness, b) objectivity, c) reliability of 
healthcare data provided by Office for Health Policy and Research (OHPR) as good or excellent. 40 

 
 
Note: Measures in italic text are listed in the 2007-09 budget forms as measures to be eliminated as key performance measures.  
Measures in bold text were presented to JLAC on September 14, 2006 and moved to the November 2006 consent calendar; KPMs 
were approved by committee on March 9, 2007. 
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Department of Administrative Services   I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
Contact: Mini Kobbervig Phone: 503-378-8267 
Alternate: Kris Kautz Phone: 503-378-4691 
 
 
1. SCOPE OF REPORT 

The Department of Administrative Services’ (DAS) key performance 
measures (KPMs) were revamped in the last year to align with the DAS 
Strategic Plan goals and strategies. 

Performance Summary

18%

6%

76%

Making progress

Not making progress

Unclear

Goal 1:  Excellent customer service 
• Strategy: Foster excellent customer relations 
• Strategy: Deliver timely and accurate information 

Goal 2:  Effective policies with clear direction 
• Strategy: Involve key stakeholders in policy development 
• Strategy: Use information to improve policies 

Goal 3:  Efficient and effective government infrastructure 
• Strategy: Ensure appropriate oversight and cost containment 
• Strategy: Optimize performance 

Goal 4:  Adaptable government for future generations 
• Strategy: Lead efforts to define and implement statewide visions  
• Strategy: Ensure state government’s workforce needs are met 
• Strategy: Protect the state’s information assets and systems 
• Strategy: Advance sustainable business practices in government 

The KPMs in this report cover the 2005-2007 biennium and were developed prior to the development of the strategic plan.  As a result, many of the 
measures presented here are not as relevant today.  In those cases, DAS has either recommended elimination of the measure or requested an adjustment or 
new KPMs for the 2007-2009 biennium. KPMs have been approved for the 07/09 biennium as presented by committee on March 9, 2007.  
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Department of Administrative Services   I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
2. THE OREGON CONTEXT  

 
Much of the work of DAS is oriented toward Governor Kulongoski’s principle of stable, efficient and accountable state government, and the DAS mission to 
lead the pursuit of excellence in state government.  DAS also links to Oregon Benchmarks (OBM) #35–-Governing Magazines ranking of public 
management quality, and OBM #54—Percentage of Oregonians without health insurance. 

 
3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY   

The table that follows groups performance results into three categories: making progress, not making progress, and progress unclear.  KPMs listed in the 
making progress category are those where a performance target was met or exceeded, those in the not making progress category are KPMs that did not meet 
targeted performance.  Progress unclear includes KPMs that are no longer meaningful or do not yet have sufficient history to measure against.  Revised 
KPMs for 07/09 biennium were approved by committee on March 9, 2007. 

Five of the current measures are in the making progress category.   One KPM is in the not making progress category.  Of the twelve KPMs  in the progress 
unclear category; eight have been approved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium.. This is not that unexpected given that DAS just re-vamped its 
performance measurement system. Additionally KPM #19 is no longer being reported on by DAS as OHPR was moved from DAS to DHS due to the 
passage of SB 329, and is included in the Progress Unclear category. 

KPM Progress Summary Key Performance Measures (KPMs) with Page References # of KPMs 
KPMs MAKING PROGRESS 
at or trending toward target achievement 

CUSTOMER SERVICE (page 6), STATE WORKFORCE TURNOVER (page 12), 
FORECAST RELIABILITY (page 22), FINANCIAL REPORTING (page 31), 
PROCUREMENT EFFECTIVENES (page 33) 

5 

KPMs NOT MAKING PROGRESS 
not at or trending toward target achievement STATE WORKFOCE DIVERSITY (page 14)  1 

KPMs - PROGRESS UNCLEAR 
target not yet set  

RENT COSTS (page 8), STATE VEHICLE COSTS (page 10), IT PROJECTS (page 16), IT 
OWNERSHIP COSTS (page 18), PEBB E-GOVERNMENT (page 20), PEBB CUSTOMER 
SERVICE (page 23), PEBB CONTRACTS MANAGEMENT (page 25), RISK 
MANAGEMENT PER 100 FTE (page 27), RISK CLAIM COSTS (page 29), RISK 
MANAGEMENT COSTS (page 30), INFORMATION SECURITY(page 35), 
INFORMATION SECURITY BUSINESS RISK (page 38) 

13 

KPM NO LONGER BEING REPORTED  HEALTH POLICY (page 40) INCLUDED IN THE PROGRESS UNCLEAR CATEGORY  
Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 19 
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Department of Administrative Services   I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
 

4. CHALLENGES   

DAS needs to confront two challenges to improve on performance measures use and reporting.  The first is to develop measures that are more meaningful.  
This challenge is being addressed by having divisions be responsible for developing program performance measures and by having Director led quarterly 
progress evaluations.  The expectation is that this process will allow DAS to identify, over time, more meaningful measures of performance. 

The second challenge is creating appropriate data tracking structures and documenting analytic processes to consistently report on KPMs.  In several cases, 
DAS is not able to effectively report on a KPM because it became too cumbersome to maintain a data tracking process or because calculation methodology 
was lost due to staff turnover.  DAS is working on resolving this issue.  

 

5. RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY 

The DAS Legislative Approved Budget total for the 2005-07 biennium is $925 million.  Forty percent of this budget is actually non-operating expenditures 
such as capital construction, pension obligations and bond debt service.  Remaining funds, which are largely fees and assessments, cover DAS operations.  
Assessments are charges to agencies based on an allocation formula.  Fees are monies collected for services provided by DAS. 
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
 

 

KPM #1  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: 
2006 

Goal Excellent customer service 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government 
Data source DAS’ Annual customer satisfaction survey 
Owner Mini Kobbervig, Director’s Office, 503-378-8267 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The strategy is to foster excellent customer relations, which links 
to the DAS strategic planning goal of excellent customer service.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The target was set at 90% for all service criteria.  This value was 
selected based on the department’s commitment to excellent 
customer service.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The average customer satisfaction rating is 70%, which is 
significantly below the goal of 90%.  This indicates a need to take 
action to improve.  Ratings were lowest for overall quality, 
timeliness, and information availability, and highest for expertise 

elpfulness.  
lts are ava rvey.shtml

Percent customers rating service good or excellent

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

2006 67% 67% 70% 74% 75% 67%

2007 70% 70% 71% 74% 75% 64%

2007-09 Target 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90%

Overall Timeliness Accuracy Helpfulness Expertise Availability of 
Information

The DAS Combined Customer Service Survey 
ilable at: http://www.das.state.or.us/DAS/directors_su

and h
Resu . 

RE                                                      
hile other state and 
 and survey 

5. 
ve the entire selected customer population the opportunity to evaluate the service criteria for all applicable department service 

rvey 

4. HOW WE COMPA
The 2007 survey was conducted under the 2006 established customer service guidelines, and we currently have two years of data.  W
federal agencies do customer statisfaction surveys, there is no known comparable agency that aligns with department’s customer pool
methodology. 

FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The methodology used ga
areas.  This introduced some self-selection bias into the survey.  It is impossible to know the impacts of this bias on the survey results. In addition, the su
has become more cumbersome to administer due to the complexity of the agency and its many divisions and sections within; this has resulted in a lower 
response rate. 
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

7. BOUT THE DATA 
he Department has committed to conducting an annual customer satisfaction survey.  The next survey is scheduled to be administered in January 2008.  
he population is defined as the direct users of DAS services, which for most divisions is state agency heads, managers, and administrative services staff.  
he survey was administered using the Oregon State Library survey tool, with a link being sent to the entire population.  This methodology is selected 

because of the department’s commitment to allowing all customers the opportunity to evaluate services.  More information about the survey methodology 
lable in the DAS Combined Customer Service Survey Results at: http://www.das.state.or.us/DAS/directors_survey.shtml

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The survey results have contributed to the department defining two strategies for ensuring excellent customer service.  The first is to foster excellent 
customer relations, which includes activities designed to improve the way in which the department relates to its customers.  The second is to focus efforts on 
delivering timely and accurate information.  Each division is tasked with finding ways to improve customer service according to their specific focus. 
Additionally, DAS continues to look for ways to streamline the survey in order to encourage greater participation. 

A
T
T
T

and data collection methods is avai . 
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

 

Measure since: KPM #2 RENT COSTS – Uniform rent costs per square foot as a percent of private market rates. 1999 
Goal Efficient and effective government infrastructure 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source State office costs compared to the Salem/Keizer Office & Retail Survey, prepared by PGP Valuation Inc. 
Owner Pam Branczek, Facilities Division, 503-378-4659 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The strategy is to provide appropriate oversight and cost containment 
processes.  

e measure com  State 
ate

set at 
rmance is a nual 

target rate.   

ING 
ow 

The Uniform Rent rate has stayed relatively level, which will 
eir disparity and reach or exceed the target in 

4. 
ive through private survey mechanisms.  This measure allows us to check our internal 

ncies.  There are some challenges with making a straight comparison because DAS 
d security systems, for their rent cost.  There is no other known state government 

at Facilities might use.  

 RESULTS 
case of state government costs are more stable over time.  Because of this, the 

over time.  As the economy improves, the private sector rates should increase and 

Uniform Rent Costs per Square Foot as a Percent of 
Private Market Rates

0%

20%

80%

100%
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

Th pares private industry to state office leasing rates. 
office leasing r
the performance i

s are considered equivalent to private market rates when 
s at 100%.  In pursuing cost-containment strategies, a 

target was a value below private industry rates.  Successful 
perfo chieving a percentage rate that is at or below the an

3. HOW WE ARE DO
The target was achieved for 2006, as Uniform Rent Costs were 6% bel
the target.  
cause the rates to broaden th
future years.   

HOW WE COMPARE 
The private industry is constantly comparing their rates to stay competit
rates against theirs to ensure we are providing good value to state age
provides more services, such as more responsive building maintenance an
comparitor th

5. FACTORS AFFECTING
A struggling economy typically results in lower rent rates; however, in the 
differential between private industry and state leasing rates has narrowed 
create a larger gap. 

 

 

40%

60%

Actual Target

Actual 72% 81% 76% 88% 94% 89% 84%

Target 75% 80% 80% 85% 85% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
6. 

7. 
nially through the budget process, approved by the Legislature, then published in the Price List of Goods and 

rmation about PGP is available at 
ttp://www.powellvaluation.com/admin/surveys/pdfs/2006_2007_Office_&_Retail_Survey_Results.pdf 

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The Facilities Division plans to continue to track these trends carefully and strive to maintain a cost advantage for state agencies leased in DAS buildings. 
 

ABOUT THE DATA 
The Uniform Rent rate is developed bien
Services.  Industry rates are taken from the PGP Valuation, Inc. report that is published annually in March or April; therefore, the 2007 rates will not be 
available until the spring of 2008.  They build the data through annual studies of commercial leasing rates and have become an established resource for the 
public and private sector.  DAS selected the Salem study due to the fact that the majority of DAS buildings that are charged the Uniform Rent rate reside in 
the Salem area.  More info
h
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

 

 STATE VEHICLE COSTS – Cost of state vehicles per biennium as a percent of contracted rental rates. This Measure since: KPM #3 measure is listed in the 2007-09 budget form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. 2000 
Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source Total actual State Fleet costs for daily rental and permanently assigned vehicles divided by quoted annual Private Fleet costs for daily and 

long term rentals. Enterprise rates were used because the State has a contract with this carrier. 
Owner Kent Fretwell, 503-378-2307, State Services Division 

 
1. UR STRATEGY  

he measure links to the agency goal of efficient and effective 
government infrastructure.  This measure provides information on 

r sta
tly a

 rental compa

2 T
ffi

e d
would be less.  A

d be 80% of
performance beyond the target.    

ed 
e 

emand and increased liability insurance costs for commercial car rental companies.   

ffective and efficient as local commercial car rental companies.  Fleet Administration is 

5. 
rvices from a commercial car rental supplier, allowing DAS Fleet to meet demand 

2) increased costs for liability and insurance for commercial car rental companies.   

O Cost of State Vehicles per Biennium as a Percent of 
Contracted Rental Rates

0%

20%

T

whethe
efficien

te agency vehicle transportation needs are met more 
nd effectively through DAS Fleet than through commercial 

car
80%

100% Actual Target

nies.   
60%. ABOUT THE 

To operate as e
ARGETS 
ciently and effectively as commercial car rental 40%companies, th aily rental rates we charge state and public agencies 
 target was established that state and public service rates 

woul  private sector rates.  Values of less than 80% indicate 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
DAS Fleet’s stable rates and operational improvements have allow
DAS Fleet to meet or exceed the targets for the past four years.  Th
additional margin of savings achieved during 2006 and 2007 is 
attributable to use of supplemental car rentals as a strategy for meeting d

4. HOW WE COMPARE 

Actual 44% 88% 80% 80% 74% 56% 55%

Target 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

The measure suggests that DAS Fleet car rental operations are as e
not aware of other government entity comparators.  

FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The results are substantially due to: (1) use of supplemental car rental se
with lower owned-inventory; and (
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 
6. 

effectiveness as determined by an independent party.  

7. 
 year to coincide with other reporting milestones in the management of the daily car rental fleet inventory and 

e 

e DAS Fleet database. 
 

o target data is available for 2000 or 2001, and no actual data is available for 2001. 

 for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 

 

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DAS Fleet will continue to make operational improvements and monitor commercial car rental company rate structures.  To this end, starting in 2007-09, 
this measure will be replaced with an evaluation of Fleet Administration 

 

ABOUT THE DATA 
Rental rates are compared on July 1 each
operations. The data used does not account for all federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular # A-76 comparative factors, but the use of th
80% target accounts for the differences in costs between private and public fleet operations.  Thus, the comparison is rational and relevant. In determining 
the percent, the simple division of private sector rates to DAS Fleet operational costs can be easily verified with th

N
 
This KPM was approved by JLAC
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

 
 

Measure since:  KPM #4  STATE WORKFORCE TURNOVER – Annual turnover rate for the state workforce. 1999 
Goal Adaptable government for future generations  

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 – Governing Magazine’s ranking of public management quality 
Data source Reports taken from the statewide position and personnel database (PPDB) 
Owner Sue Wilson, Human Resource Services Division, 503-378-3020 

 
1. UR STRATEGY  

he strategy is to create a work environment and employment 
pportunities to attract diverse and skilled workers. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
e a stab

rovide qualit onment 
that enables the s

3 E 
 resi

al of 1,889 
overall trend for this rate is falling from the prior two years.  However, 

ate, which includes retirements, is slightly higher at 

4. 
 with turnover data from the U.S. Department 

rate for state and local governments from September 2005 through August 2006 was 
) and 5.9% in 2006 ( July 1, 2006 – June 30, 2007). 

5. 
factor affecting the results.  Companies have been hiring more, as is evidenced by the low national and Oregon unemployment rates 

een very high for the past 2 to 3 years, which has put pressure on compensation 
orkforce are shown in Table 1 (next page).  The top secondary reasons for leaving are 

6. 
howed increases (Work/Life and Personal Reasons), there are still concerns regarding the numbers attributed to 

ealth and Wellness, and Changing Job Duties issues.   HRSD is developing tools for agencies to use to assess the work 

O Annual Trunover Rate for the State Workforce

0%

6%
7%

9%
10%

T
o

Provid le, knowledgeable workforce that is well-trained and able 
to p y service to the state’s citizens.  Create an envir

tate to be the employer of choice.  

. HOW WE AR DOING 
The state’s gnation rate of 5.9% is slightly above the target of 5.5%.   
A tot employees resigned during fiscal year 2006-07. The 

the overall turnover-r
10.9%— almost 1% more than last year.  

HOW WE COMPARE 
Oregon compares favorably
of Labor.    The U.S. Department of Labor’s statistics on the resignation 
8.2% compared to Oregon’s 6.1% in 2005 (July 1, 2005 – June 30, 2006

FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The growing economy is a 
of 4.5% and 5.1%, respectively.  The demand for workers to fill jobs has b
market labor rates. The primary reasons for employees leaving the state w
shown in Table 2 (next page).   

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
While only two of the secondary reasons s
Compensation/Benefits, H
environment and identify key issues related to employee retention.   

1%
2%
3%
4%
5%

8%
Actual Target

Actual 5.6% 5.5% 4.8% 4.7% 4.9% 6.1% 6.3% 5.9%

Target 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

 identifying which issues need to be addressed.  However, information gathered through responses to the current exit 
er study in the areas outlined above.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2  (Top 5 Reasons) 

The State needs to continue to obtain accurate and complete data from exit surveys to determine why employees leave state service so more effective 
analysis can be completed on an ongoing basis.  Currently, the Classification and Compensation Section is implementing a statewide Exit Survey Tool that 
will assist agencies in obtaining more complete employee exit information. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Oregon’s turnover ratio is based on voluntary separations (excluding retirement) between July 1, 2006, and June 30, 2007.  Of the 1,889 employees who 
voluntarily left state service during that time, 1,019 provided their reasons for leaving in an exit survey.  There were 870 employees who chose not to 
identify his or her reason for leaving state service (1% less than last year).  Continuing to obtain a higher percentage of completed exit surveys will increase 
the Division’s confidence level in
survey is sufficient to support furth
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1 

 

Secondary Reason for Leaving % Primary Reason for Leaving % 
Work/Life Balance 8.3 
Compensation or Benefit 6.4 
Own or Family Hlth Reason 5.4 
Change of Duties 4.5 

In-State Public Sector 12.8 
In-State Private Sector 15.1 
Out-of-State Public Sector 2.9 
Out-of-State Private Sector 2.3 
Education 3. Transportation or Commute 2.5 

Other    4.3 
3 

Relocation     9.2 
Personal Reasons   68.5 Military Service 0.5 

Total 100.0 Stay Home 8.8 
Resign w/o Reason 46.2 

Total 100.0   
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

Measure since:   STATE WORKFORCE DIVERSITY – Racial/ethnic diversity in the state workforce as a percentage of the total civilian KPM #5 labor force. 1999 
Goal Adaptable g ratioovernment for future gene ns    

Oregon Context Mission: llence in st vernment; OBM #35 – Governing Magazine’s ranking of public management quality Lead the pursuit of exce ate go
Data source Reports t tion a sonnel database (PPDB) and Oregon Employment Department workforce analysis report. aken from the statewide posi nd per
Owner Sue Wils s Divis 503-378-3020 on, Human Resource Service ion, 

 
1. UR STRATEGY  

he strategy is to create a w and employment 
pportunities to attract and e and skilled workers.  

2. BOUT THE TARGETS
he target was set at 100 percent.  This value was t nt 

he State’s commitment to cultural diversity in the workplace. The State, 
s one of Oregon’s largest employers, must set the example for other 
mployers by striving to have a workforce that is as diverse as Oregon’s 
opulation.  

3. OW WE ARE DOING  
etween 2000 and 2003, the State made steady progress toward reaching 
s target.  The representation of minorities in the State’s workforce was 

ncreasing slightly more than in the statewide labor force.  In 2004, the 
ncrease in the state’s minority population continued to show a modest 
ncrease (+0.3%), while the minority representation in the State’s workforce had a significant decline (-3.1%).  In 2005, the State’s minority representation 

rebounded to the level experienced in 2003, increasing by 0.3% over 2004, while the minority representation in the statewide labor force showed a slight 
(0.1

4 W WE C
We are unable to tain comparable statistics.  

5 F
g econ

ger econom  ethnicities.  In addition to the growth due to the strong economy, 
members of minority groups, especially those of Hispanic origin, are projected to continue to increase their presence in the state’s labor force.  The state’s 
outreach efforts show that many minority communities do not have complete information on job opportunities in state government.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The Division needs to do a better job of outreach to minority communities to increase recruitment and retention of a diverse workforce. We need to review 
and revise our marketing efforts so minority groups know of open recruitments and increase availability of diversity training in state agencies.  The Division 
needs to consider developing structured internal and external task forces that represent the different constituencies of the state of Oregon.  The purpose of the 

O Diversity in the State Workforce as a Percentage of the 
Total Civilian Labor Force
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it
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i
i

incline %). 

OM. HO PARE 
 identify private or public employers who main

. FACTORS AF ECTING RESULTS 
The growin omy is one factor affecting the results.  A stronger economy attracts a larger and presumably more diverse labor force pool.  However, a 
stron y also increases competition between employers for workers of all

Actual Target

Actual 72.1% 72.6% 72.8% 72.9% 69.8% 69.9%

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

task forces should be as follows: to reach the state’s broad and diverse population, to gain feedback into the key issues facing the various constituencies, and 
hat the State can implement.  The Division recently implemented a statewide exit survey developed in collaboration with the 

employees may be leaving because of a work environment that does not support cultural 
 at this time, but it is anticipated that this survey will eventually provide invaluable 

to improve its ability to retain a skilled, experienced, and diverse workforce. 

rmation database―the Position and Personnel DataBase (PPDB).  It represents 
m (OUS).  The percentage of the State’s workforce identified in a minority group 

abor force data is obtained from the Oregon Employment Department’s annual workforce analysis report and is representative of the statewide 
 by the end of each October for the prior year (e.g., 2006 data is available in late October 2007).  The percentage of Oregon’s 

s 16.9%. 

to identify programs t
Governor’s Affirmative Action Office to help identify whether 
differences.  Data gathered through this statewide tool is limited
information and help identify areas the State needs to focus on 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The state government workforce data is from the statewide employee info
employee data for all state agencies other than the Oregon University Syste
on December 31, 2005, was 11.8%. 

The Oregon l
labor force - - it is available
civilian labor force identified as belonging to a minority group in 2005 wa
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Department of Administrative Services   II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS
Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government. 
 

KPM #6 
 IT PROJECTS – Number of state information technology projects with a 90% actual to expectations ratio measured by 
performance criteria.  This measure is listed in the 2007-09 budget form as a measure to be eliminated as a key 
performance measure. 

Measure since: 
2002 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source Agency status reports submitted to EISPD IT Investment and Planning Section for Major IT Projects >$1M.  
Owner Sean McSpaden, 503-378-5257, Enterprise Information Strategy & Policy Division (EISPD) formerly IRMD 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The measure links to the agency goal of efficient and effective 
overnment infrastructure. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
The measure provides an indication of how major state IT projects have 
performed over time. 

3. OW WE ARE DOING 
n average, in the assessments IRMD conducted between December 
005 and August 2006: (1) all critical path deliverables were, or were 
xpected to be, on schedule 53.2%* of the time; and (2) actual budgets 
or the projects were, or were expected to be, no more than 10% above 
he approved baseline budget 88.7%* of the time.  

he criteria for assessing project budget and schedule variance was 
odified in September 2006 in response to requests by members of the 

oint Legislative Committee on Information Management and 
echnology (JLCIMT).   The change in reporting criteria and the associated change in how project schedule status is assessed does not allow for a direct 
omparison of agency project schedule-related performance between the 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 fiscal years.      

n average, in the assessments EISPD conducted between October 2006 and May 2007: (1) 72% of the major IT projects tracked by EISPD across all  
eporting periods had a planned completion date that was, or was expected to be, within 10% of the approved schedule baseline; and (2) 88% of the major IT 
rojects tracked by EISPD across all reporting periods had a planned total project budget that was, or was expected to be, within 10% of the approved 
aseline budget. 

4. HOW WE 
he 2  during the 

periods (72  budget baselines overall was stable over the reporting period (88%).   Project performance related to le can be 
ibuted to unan ject work or planned re-baselining of the project schedule to ensure that project budget 

d quality objec

Number of State IT Projects with a 90% Actual to 
Expectations Ratio
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COMPARE 
006 and 2007 data are not directly analogous, the general trend is positive regarding project schedule performance
%). Adherance to project

While t periodic reporting 
schedu

attr
an

ticipated/unplanned delays in the completion of pro
tives/targets could be achieved.    

Actual Target

Actual 67% 38% 65% 53% 72%

Target 67% 75% 85% 90% 91% 92%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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 privat hedule, and quality objectives 
oje Review estimated that 68% 

porate IT pr  a July 2004 Computerworld 
article “…72% of large projects are late, over budget or don’t deliver anticipated value…a 28% chance of success.” The 10th edition of the annual CHAOS 

004) from The Standish Group, which researches the reasons for IT project failure in the United States, indicates that project success 
100% improvement from the success rate found in the first study in 1994.  The Standish 
se findings.  The report indicates that project failures have declined to 15% of all projects, a 

1% failure rate reported in 1994. Projects meeting the “challenged” description—meaning that they are over time, over budget, 
s and requirements— total 51% of all projects in the 2004 survey.  Most of the challenged projects in the 2004 survey had a 

he first 1994 study. Of all projects with cost overruns, including failed projects, the 
errun in 2004 was found to be 43% versus an average cost overrun of 180% in 1994. 

erently risky and complex.  The major IT projects assessed for this report (with few 
iennia, in duration.  In alignment with state biennial budget development processes, 
ost cases, established twelve to fifteen months prior to the biennium in which the 

islature.  As such, they are often rough estimates based on the best information 
 proceed through the project lifecycle (initiation, planning, execution, control, closeout) more 

ecome more refined and accurate.  That said, it is prudent from time to time for agency 
e and budget with approval from their executive sponsors and steering committees.  

 reflect this reality.  

6. 
ey must be professionally managed and 

blic 
ociation.  Between May and August 2007 over 120 state agency personnel have successfully completed the training. 

e 07/09 biennium 

Public and
for large IT pr

e sector organizations across the nation have had significant challenges in meeting originally stated budget, sc
cts.  An article concerning project performance across the US in 2002 published by MIT’s Sloan Management 
ojects were neither on time nor on budget, and didn’t deliver on originally stated business goals.  According toof cor

report (published in 2
rates have increased to 34% of all projects. That’s more than a 
Group has studied over 40,000 projects in 10 years to reach the
vast improvement over the 3
and/or lacking critical feature
cost overrun of under 20% of the budget, a threefold improvement over t
average project cost ov

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Large information technology projects that span multiple years are inh
exceptions) exceed $1M and span multiple years, sometimes multiple b
the original budget and schedule estimates for these projects were, in m
agency plans to initiate the project, assuming funding is granted by the leg
available at the time.  As agencies initiate projects and
information becomes known and estimates of budget and schedule b
project managers to go through a formal re-baselining of project schedul
The performance results reported for 2007 in sections 3 and 4 above

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
As stated above, large information technology projects that span multiple years are inherently risky and complex.  Th
actively overseen by agency program and executive-level management, as well as by independent third party quality assurance vendors.  The State of 
Oregon has recognized these needs as evidenced by its 10+ year commitment to independent quality assurance oversight and its Oregon Project Management 
Associate training program (nearly 800 certified project managers since 1998).  Further, to ensure that IT projects are initiated only after a sound business 
case has been developed, DAS has provided multiple business case development training sessions to state agency personnel in partnership with the Pu
Management Ass

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
DAS anticipates KPM #6 will be abolished and new measures will be incorporated into future legislative reporting that more accurately portrays the 
performance, quality assurance, and risk status of major IT projects in the state. 

This KPM was approved by JLAC for deletion in th
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KPM #7  IT OWNERSHIP COSTS – Total cost of ownership for centrally provided technology services compared to 2000. 
 This measure is listed in the 2007-09 budget form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. 

Measure since: 
2001 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source Division records. 
Owner Sean McSpaden, 503-378-5257, Enterprise Information Strategy & Policy Division (EISPD) formerly IRMD 

 
1. 

2. 

3. 

al.  In concept, this performance measure is very 

m year to year, changes in per unit costs, technology (hardware, software, services), 
amounts of pass through expenditures that have no relation to the actual efficiency or 

cost of ownership of the organization’s technology environment.  These include demand-driven costs for services purchased in bulk by DAS on behalf of the 
ther state agencies. 

4. OW WE COMPARE 
The results demonstrate a significant drop in CPI-adjusted cost for this specific list of centrally provided technology services. The broad and bundled nature 

 the cost-base makes it difficult to meaningfully select relevant external benchmarks (i.e., similar cost trends in other jurisdictions) for comparative 
purposes. 

5 CTORS AFF
 t because of the undefined interplay between the cost-base, pass 
it

OUR STRATEGY  
The measure links to the agency goal of efficient and effective 
government infrastructure. 

ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The desired result is to lower the total expenditures over time for a select 
list of centrally provided technology services when adjusted for inflation 
since 2000.  

Total Cost of Ownership for Centrally Provided 
Technology Services Compared to 2000

60%

80%
100%

Actual Target

40%

-60%
-40%

-20%
0%

20%
HOW WE ARE DOING 
Actions have resulted in a continuation of a significant drop in the total 
cost of ownership, as measured by a specific list of centrally provided 
technology services and as adjusted for inflation since 2000. Reduction 
in adjusted cost exceeds the -20% target. That said, the way the current 
measure is structured makes it is impossible to accurately show agency 
progress towards the go
useful.  However, the way the measure is calculated does not accurately 
reflect how the costs of centralized IT are changing over time.  By only 
measuring the expenditures of the central IT organizations in DAS fro
and demand are not reflected.  The current measure also includes large 

o

H

Actual 7.9% 21.5% 26.8% 16.4% 2.2% -17.9% -43.5%

Target -5% -20% -20% -20%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

of

  

. FA ECTING RESULTS 
It is impossible
through expend

o factually explain the significant reduction in cost over the last year given 
ures, and changes (+/-) in demand. 
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6 AT NEEDS 

easure 

 
 with the transfer of operational units to other DAS division requires a change in the 

will not be necessary since this measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium.  

 JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 

. WH
This m

TO BE DONE 
was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is consistent since 2000. The re-organization of IRMD
methodology used to calculate the results in the future. That action 

This KPM was approved by
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KPM #8 
 E-GOVERNMENT – Percent of all targeted agencies who have successfully completed an E-Government launch with 
IRMD Assistance.  This measure is listed in the 2007-09 budge Measure since: t form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance 2002 measure. 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government 
Data source Division records. 
Owner Scott Smith, 503-378-2973, Enterprise Information Strategy & Policy Division (EISPD) formerly IRMD 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The measure links to the agency goal of efficient and effective 
overnment infrastructure. 

his measure links to an old strategy to help agencies complete e-
overnment projects, as well as the implementation of the Oregon.gov 
eb site.  This is no longer the focus of the E-government program, so 

ew measures have been proposed and approved for the 2007-09 
iennium. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
he targets represent success in integrating e-government activities into 

outine government business and the extent to which EISPD is helping 
gencies reach these goals.  The higher the percentage, the better, with 
he ultimate goal that e-government eventually just becomes 
government.”  

3. OW WE ARE DOING 
rogress is being made in the content management area, with 120 agencies now in the system.  Six new commerce applications came on line in 2007 and are 
ow available to the public.  While the number of agencies has increased, two factors impeded attainment of the target: (1) fixing agency credit card security 
ompliance issues consumed the equivalent of three new agency applications; and (2) one agency took two applications offline, while another agency never 
turned their application on.”   Essentially, six applications worth of effort were lost to security fixes and agency actions.  

4. OW WE COMPARE 
Oregon was ranked 17th best in the nation in the 8th annual  Brown University study, down from 3rd in 2006.  Oregon’s rate of new e-commerce applications 
is low.  Six ailabl e 

CTORS AFF
p n a fixed budget diminish the program’s ability to create new applications and 

pro encies in the content management system, 40% more content to manage, 50% 

Percent of Targeted Agencies who have Completed an 
E-Government Launch with IRMD Assistance
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new applications were made available in 2007 (50% more than in 2006), while some other states made as many as 20 av e in the same tim
frame. 
 

5. FA ECTING RESULTS 
Results were im
services.  The 

acted by one major factor.  Growing maintenance costs withi
gram has grown significantly over 2006 levels: 20% more ag

Actual Target

Actual 2% 38% 47% 63% 83% 71%

Target 15% 50% 70% 98% 98%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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s creat nd new e-forms service added.  Investment in support staff resources to fulfill agency requests to integrate e-government 
to rou s not kept pace.  This is especially apparent in the Program’s inability to fulfill enhancement requests. 

 NEED
ogram needs to continue its effort to standardize and modularize e-government components and processes.  This will enable more 

es.  The program must pursue new funding and revenue strategies to provide more staff 
state agency demand. 

7. 
 September 2007. What is reported is percent of planned actions that are completed.  
m may not have access to all relevant data.   The data for the planned component 
erce and content management and requests made by the Governor’s Office.  Instead 

rall outcome, e.g., percent of all agency customer business processes automated and 

 
 

more store
activities in

ed than in 2006, a
tine business ha

6. WHAT S TO BE DONE 
The E-government pr
agencies to be targeted and completed within shorter time fram
resources if the program is to keep pace with the growth in 

ABOUT THE DATA 
The e-government data covers the time period from September 2006 to
Data integrity is compromised by the fact that the E-government Progra
were taken mainly from coordinating body request lists for both e-comm
of tracking actual verses planned, it would be better to track the ove
online.  

This KPM was approved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 
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KPM #9  FORECAST RELIABILITY – Percent of members of Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors who rank the reliability 
of the economic forecast as very good to excellent. 

Measure since: 
2003 

Goal Efficient and effective government infrastructure 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government 
Data source Annual survey completed by the Office of Economic Analysis 
Owner Dae Baek, Acting State Economist, 503-378-4052, Office of Economic Analysis  

 
1. 

ic 
and Revenue Forecast possible each quarter. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
e targets were initially set before a baseline was established so they are 

lower than expected.  A request was made to adjust the target to 90% for 
e 2007-09 biennium.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
though actual results have fallen slightly from 2005 to 2006, results for 

2006 remain well above the target, suggesting that the Governor’s 
uncil of Economic Advisors is very satisfied with the reliability of the 

economic forecast.   The sample size remains too small to draw any 
reliable conclusion based on the data collected. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
e Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) results are significantly higher than results for similar surveys in other areas of the department.   Until the sample 

size is increased, it is not appropriate to draw conclusions from comparative analysis. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
e population for this particular survey is too small to draw any reliable conclusions from the data. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
OEA has received approval for a wording change which will increase the population size of the survey group to include all advisory committees and councils 

at OEA works with.  This change is effective for the 2007-09 biennium. The survey for the 2006 CY still includes only the smaller survey group, but will 
pand in 2007.  

7. BOUT THE DATA 
These results are from the DAS Annual Customer Service Survey. Total responses for OEA were 14, which represents one percent of the DAS combined 

  

A wording c he 07/09 biennium. 

OUR STRATEGY  
This measure links to the DAS strategy of optimizing performance.  
Specifically, OEA strives to produce the most reliable Oregon Econom

Th
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Percent Economic Advisors who Rank Reliability of 
Economic Forecast as Good to Excellent
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hange has been approved for the KPM by JLAC for t

Actual Target

Actual 100% 93%

Target 55% 60% 65% 70% 90% 90%
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PEB faction with PEBB benefit program in annual survey (scale of 1-B CUSTOMER SERVICE – Average employee satis Measure since: KPM #10 10.)  as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. This measure is listed in the 2007-09 budget form 2002 
Goal Excellent Customer Service 

Oregon Context OBM #54 – Percentage of Oregonians without health insurance  
Data source Annual Survey Conducted by PEBB 
Owner Lydia Lissman, PEBB, 503-373-0800 

 
1. 

ent of PEBB sponsored benefits.  A target of 

3. 

ght 
ked customers to 

d the annual Open Enrollment survey with an expanded Annual 
ed questions to provide greater information on program-related elements in addition to customer service questions.  

nded.  Historically, this is the highest response rate to a 
. Of the 35% who contacted PEBB at some time during 

 service as good or excellent, and 80% said that they were able to get their questions answered to their satisfaction.  

4. 

determine how PEBB compares with other DAS divisions in meeting customer service expectations. 

al 
 a valuable tool for this purpose, the process has resulted in a lack of consistency in asking the same questions and applying the same scales for data 

m since PEBB participates in the DAS customer service survey 
     

OUR STRATEGY  
The measure links to the agency goal of excellent customer service and 
a strategy of fostering client relationships. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The measure indicates the extent to which PEBB is meeting customer 
expectations for providing information and tools to assist members in 
the selection and managem
7 was set prior to establishing the baseline in 2002, and extended to 
2005-2007 following 2003 results. 

HOW WE ARE DOING 
In 2005 PEBB reported that several methodological shifts were made in 
its survey that made it difficult to report a performance value that mi
be trended against historical results.  The survey as
evaluate service on a 5 point instead of a ten point scale, and a “not 
sure” value was introduced with a 3 point score.  PEBB reported that 
recalculating scoring would be a very labor intensive process.   In 2006 PEBB replace
Member Survey.  The new survey includ

Average Employee Satisfaction with PEBB Benefit 
Program
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10 Actual Target

Actual 7.4 6.0 7.1

Target 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

The survey was web-based, and while paper surveys were not available, almost 9,000 members respo
PEBB survey.  Overall, 84% of survey respondents rated PEBB benefits as either excellent or good
2006, 86% rated PEBB customer

HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no relevant public or private industry standards for comparison.  PEBB is included in the DAS Customer Service Survey and utilizes the results 
from this tool to 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
PEBB has continued to refine and update the annual member survey to provide actionable information for program and policy operations.  While the annu
survey is
collection for this measure. This measure has been eliminated for the 2007-09 bienniu
process.
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6. WHAT NE

PEBB has i  in the O nrollment 
ndbook and O  on customer feedback.  In addition, PEBB has implemented an advisory committee to bring more customer 

lvement into PEBB will continue to conducted the annual member survey and make modifications to the 2007 survey.  PEBB 
cu program and policy improvement. 

7 HE D
urvey resul e, but PEBB reviews all comments.  The data for 2006 cannot be compared to prior years due to the 

mix of questions and the scoring system.  PEBB finds value in being compared against other DAS divisions on common customer service indicators. 

ved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 

EDS TO BE DONE 
mplemented strategies to respond to suggestions and concerns expressed in the 2006 survey.  PEBB has made changes pen E

Ha
invo

pen Enrollment process based
 its policies and processes.  

will utilize the stomer service results from this and the DAS survey to continue 

. ABOUT T ATA 
The s ts are compiled by an independent sourc

This KPM was appro
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KPM #11  PEBB CONTRACTS MANAGEMENT - Percentage of performance standards met by contractors.  This measure is listed Measure since: 
in the 2007-09 budget form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. 2002 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #54 – Percentage of Oregonians without health insurance  
Data source PEBB internal tracking systems 
Owner Lydia Lissman, PEBB, 503-373-0800 

 
1. 

overnment infrastructure. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
The 95% target assumes a high level of compliance on the part of plan 
contractors.  Not listing 100% as the target acknowledges that contractors 

ay experience barriers that impact their ability to achieve flawless 
erformance.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
his measures contractor compliance with submission of reports to 
EBB. This measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium because 
ompliance with reporting is not truly an indicator of performance 
gainst standards.  For this reason, and because of high performance in 
he past, compliance with reporting timelines is no longer tracked.  The 
ontracts Manager estimates that reporting compliance is meeting the 

arget. 

4. OW WE COMPARE 
here are no relevant public or private industry standards for comparison. 

5. ACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
his data is of marginal value as it measures only a narrow contract element 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
his measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium.  Instead, PEBB is implementing a monitoring tool that will track both the submission of reports by 
ontractors and the completeness of the information.  In addition, PEBB is focusing on the development of meaningful measures of clinical outcomes, 
rogress in achieving the PEBB Vision elements, and administrative effectiveness.  

OUR STRATEGY  
The measure links to the agency goal of efficient and effective 
g
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Actual Target

Actual 95% 97% 97%

Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%
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7. ABOUT T

ally
tracking da

 ap

 

HE DATA 
, PEBB tracked the percentage of reports submitted on a quarterly basis, and summed this value to calculate an annual to
ta to support this measure.   

Historic tal. PEBB is no longer 

This KPM was proved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 
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KPM #12  RISK Measure since: MANAGEMENT – Annual number of workers’ compensation, liability, and property claims per 100 FTE. 1999 
G  government infrastructure oal Efficient and effective

O rnment; OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality regon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state gove
Data source Risk Management Information System (RiskFolio). 
Owner Bob Nies, Risk Management Program, 503-378-5521, State Services Division 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

he strategy is to reduce the number of workers’ compensation, liability, 
nd property claims, thereby lowering the overall number of claims.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The target rate is the average number of claims for the last 5 years for 

orkers compensation and liability and the average number of claims for 
he last 3 years for property. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
he combined claims rate has generally stabilized between 6 and 6.5 
laims per 100 FTE over the last five years.  The rate reduction in 2003 is 
ttributed to a property loss deductible increase from $500 to $2500, 
hich resulted in fewer property claims being filed with Risk 
anagement.  In 2007, the total number of claims decreased, driven by a 

2% drop in high-volume WC “medical only” claims and a 5% drop in 
ability claims.  

4. OW WE COMPARE 
he measure is used to compare our current rate to our historical rate. The 5.92 rate recorded in 2007 is the lowest rate in several years and below the target 

ate.  

5. ACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
his measure aggregates results from workers’ compensation, liability, and property claims.  Unusual events in any given year in any one of these categories 
ill result in atypical results for the aggregated measure.   

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
n 2006, the Safety and Wellness Leadership Initiative (SWLI), a state government-wide initiative to improve workplace safety, wellness, and return-to-work 
pportunities for state employees, was initiated.  The steering committee is chaired by DAS Director Lindsay Ball and led by agency directors from 
orrections, Human Services, Environmental Quality, and Transportation.  Additional members include technical advisors from SAIF; Oregon OSHA, 

Workers’ Compensation Division; PEBB; DAS HRSD; and Risk Management.  Risk Management is working closely with state agency safety and risk 
anagers to build resources and support systems to enhance state government efforts to reduce the number of property and liability claims as well. A new 

Risk Management Information System (RMIS) is due to come online in early 2008 and is expected to improve claims reporting and analysis capabilities. 
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Actual Target

Actual 7.75 7.83 7.54 6.49 6.46 6.04 6.29 5.92

Target 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 6.62 6.62
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7. ABOUT THE DATA 

rti ill be disa
individual components: workers’ compensation, liability, and property.  

 

The repo ng cycle is based on the fiscal year. Data are available annually by the end of August.  Beginning in 2007, the data w ggregated into the 
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KPM #13  RISK CLAIMS COSTS – Percent reductions/increase in current claims cost compared to previous biennium  This measure 
is listed in the 2007-09 budget form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. 

Measure since: 
2001 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source Risk Management Informtion System (RiskFolio) and data from SAIF Workers’ Compensation Statewide summary sheets 
Owner Bob Nies, Risk Management Program, 503-378-5521, State Services Division 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

he strategy is to reduce overall claims costs. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
The target is a percentage decrease in claim costs over the last biennium.   
Claim costs are “cash flow” expenditures that occur during the biennium, 
egardless of claim loss dates. 

3. OW WE ARE DOING 
Total claim cost increases slowed to 1% in 2007 compared to 7% in 

005. Without the 1995 Young Case penalty and interest payments of 
7.9 million, the 2007 total claim cost decreases by 14% in 2007.  

4. OW WE COMPARE 
his measure compares the current cost of state government claims to 
ast costs. There are no available comparisons to an industry standard or 
o other like entities.  

5. ACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
he litigation climate, medical cost inflation, and the timing of large case settlements and payments are examples of factors affecting the results of this 
easure.   

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
his measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium; no further action taken on this measure. 

7. BOUT THE DATA 
he reporting cycle is biennial, and data are available by August/September of odd-numbered years. 

his KPM was approved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium 
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Actual Target

Actual 1% 27% 7% 1%

Target 5% 5% 5%
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KPM #14 RISK MANAGEMENT COSTS – Cost of risk per $1,000 of operating budget.  This measure is listed in the 2007-09 budget 
form as a measure to be eliminated as a key performance measure. 

Measure since: 
1999 

Goal Efficient and Effective Government Infrastructure 

Oregon Context OBM #35 – Governing Magazine’s ranking of public management quality 
Data source Actuarial review by PricewaterhouseCoopers, insurance costs paid to commercial insurers and Risk Mgmt budget for administrative costs 
Owner Bob Nies, Risk Management Program, 503-378-5521, State Services Division 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The strategy is to reduce the cost of risk per $1
budget.  Since FY 2002, it has been based on t

,000 of state operating 
otal budget of the state; 

 operating budget alone. 

2. 

ndication of the total cost of the state 
 Costs consist of claim payments, legal fees, 

e 

 

behind. 

5. S AFFECTING RESULTS 
arketplace pricing for commercial insurance premiums, the state’s claims experience, and inflationary factors on operating 

 BE DONE 

7. 
he reporting cycle is based on the fiscal year. Data are available annually by October. More details can be obtained from Robert Nies, DAS State Services 
ivision. 

his KPM was approved by JLAC for deletion in the 07/09 biennium. 

prior to that, it was based on

Cost of Risk per $1,000 of Operating Budget
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$5

ABOUT THE TARGETS 
This KPM measures the cost of risk per $1,000 of state operating 
budget.  The measure gives an i
risk management program.
commercial insurance premiums, claims administration, and other 
operating costs of the DAS Risk Management Program compared to th
state budget.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
By this measure, costs have stabilized. Data is not available annually 
until October; this is after the annual reporting period, therefore 
statistics lag one year 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
This measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium. 

FACTOR
Factors affecting results include m
costs.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO
This measure was eliminated for the 2007-09 biennium; no further action taken on this measure. 

ABOUT THE DATA 
T
D

T
 

Actual Target

Actual $3.03 $3.44 $0.89 $2.50 $2.27 $2.25 $2.34

Target $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 $4.00

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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KPM #15  FINANCIAL REPORTING – Number of years out of the last five that State Controller’s Division wins GFOA Certificate 
of Achievement. 

Measure since:  
1999 

Goal Efficient and effective government infrastructure 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 and #36 
Data source GFOA coordinates the review and awards the certificate. 
Owner Jean Gabriel, State Controller’s Division, 503-373-7277 ext. 253 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The strategy is to optimize performance.  

Successful statewide financial reporting is a cooperative effort betwee
the State Controller’s Division (SCD) and fiscal offic

n 
es in all state 

2. 

ards.   

) 
 Excellence in Financial Reporting award signifies that the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) meets the 

A program, including receiving an unqualified audit opinion and demonstrating a constructive spirit of full disclosure to clearly 
monstrates fiscal accountability and compliance with accounting and financial reporting standards.  

ial Reporting.  The percentage for fiscal year 2003 and 2002 was also 95%.  Thus, a very high percentage of those states that submit their CAFR earn 
Oregon’s performance.  Although we (Oregon) received our results earlier this year than last year, this does not correlate 

ot have comparison results available for years after 2004 at 

5. 
 and complexity of new accounting and financial reporting standards promulgated by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 

is requires focusing resources to plan, modify systems as needed, update policies, 

agencies. 

Number of Years in Last 5 That SCD Earns Certificate

0

1

2

3

4

5

ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Our goal is to earn the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in 
Financial Reporting every year.  We selected this target because the 
State Controller’s Division intends to continue ensuring that the State’s 
annual financial report complies with current accounting and financial 
reporting stand

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The SCD has met the target every year since this measure was 
adopted.  The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA
Certificate of Achievement for
high standards of the GFO
communicate financial results.  Earning the certificate de

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Participation in the GFOA Certificate of Achievement program is voluntary.  Currently, 43 state governments submit their annual financial report to GFOA 
for review.  For fiscal year 2004, 95% of the states that submitted their reports for review were awarded the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in 
Financ
the award.  This is consistent with 
with the comparisons. The source for comparisons is a separate report issued by GFOA. We do n
this time. 

FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The extent
affects our results.  Implementation of new standards on a statewide bas

Actual Target

Actual 5 5 5 5 5

Target 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11
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and provide se  
f ea

6 HAT NEEDS
s t als and invest in staff training to keep abreast of new 
 f sufficient resources to plan for implementation of new 

modify olicies and training for agency fiscal and management staff.  

7 UT THE D
The data is reported based on Oregon’s fiscal year, which ends June 30.  R

al Review Committee using a comprehensive checklist.  

 training to state agencies.  Other factors affecting results include fiscal staffing levels at state agencies, level of staff experti
ch agency to provide timely and accurate information for fiscal year end closing.  

, turnover, and the
ability o

. W
Th

 TO BE DONE 
o continue to retain financial reporting staff that are SCD need

accounting and
e highly competent profession

inancial reporting standards.  In addition, the SCD needs to continue to devote 
standards,  systems as needed, and provide clear guidance through p

. ABO ATA 
esults of the GFOA review are based on an independent, objective analysis by 

members of the Speci
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  PROCUREMENT EFFECTIVENESS – Estimated savings resulting from price agreement pricing compared to 

prices that would be
Measure since:   paid without the benefit of a price agreement. 2002  

KPM #16 
Goal Efficient and effective government infrastructure  

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management quality 
Data source Data systems in the State Procurement Office. 
O State Services Division wner Dianne Lancaster, State Procurement Office, 503-378-3529, 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The strategy is to contain procurement costs through the use of 
egotiated price agreements.  
tate agencies under the purchasing authority of DAS participate in the 
se of price agreements, as well do other local governments and 
ucational entities whenever feasible. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
 composite index of high-use commodities measuring the cumulative 

nnual savings gained through the statewide price agreements compared 
o equivalent market pricing was established in 2002.  Targets were 
stablished that were moderately increasing over the years.  A high and 
ncreasing percentage of savings is ideal. 

3. OW WE ARE DOING 
argets have been met for all years for which market data has been 
aptured.  For FY 2006, a savings spike was observed which could be 
artly attributable to the effects of the Oregon Smart Buy Program, 
arket pricing on the rise while the pricing structure of existing agreements remained fixed, and high volumes of sales in categories of spend with a high 

ercentage of savings.  For FY 2007, the savings align back with the first three years.  The savings still meet our target.  This return to more historical 
gures is partially explained by increased pricing effective 2nd Quarter 2006 in the category with the most spend under Oregon Smart Buy: Office Supplies.  
lso, a marginal performance in Vehicles and a lesser but still good performance in Computer Hardware and Industrial Paper all contributed to this 
ormalization of performance. 

4. OW WE COMPARE 
 market basket of five commodities—Vehicles, Computers, Office Supplies, Janitorial Supplies, and Cellular Phones—was compared against other state 
ricing where available (California, Washington, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada), pricing available under the federal General Services Administration (GSA) 
greements, pricing from US Communities, and pricing from competitors to the existing vendors for the statewide contracts.  Four of the five commodities 

Estimated Savings Resulting from Price Agreements
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Actual Target

Actual 6.9% 7.5% 7.9% 18.7% 8.7%

Target 6.9% 7.5% 7.5% 8.0% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
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reflect positive savings which all contribute to the composite savings of 8.7%.  Two categories show increased sales in the period of study, three categories 
show decreased volumes.  This indicates a slowing in purchasing from the previously observed steadily increasing trends which may be merely attributable 
to a stronge anag
have been a nments and educational organizations is still an indica  Oregon’s 

tive pricing for its statewide contracts.  Substantial savings in Computers are still observed with savings of 16.2%.  Cellular phones show a higher 
e of savings than last year at 12.2%, yet sales are down as noted above.  Industrial Paper savings are still significant at 25.5%. 

5 FF
f st ll 

eratio ers (desktops, laptops, servers) continue to be a contributor to savings.  Increased pricing for 
ffice Suppli  have contributed to smaller sales for some 

categories.  of savings since last year, suggesting more scrutiny 
ling for a new cycle to be initiated when conditions warran

 methodologies used are essentially sound, there is a need for more procurement decisions to be data-based.  For three of the 
e taking place in an effort to maintain or increase performance.  The knowledge 

 process for subsequent contracts or contract re-negotiations.  For example, the 
alysis and may indicate a need for a new strategy or approach.  Continual capture, 

pend data is necessary.  Ideally, a spend profile would be developed throughout the term of a price agreement and 
ons would only be made in the light of these profiles.  Availability of resources constrains the development of such spend 

ssary to support a prioritization of effort. 

7. 
ategories of contracted goods with individual data over a continuous 12-month 

 many different products offered even within a single category of spend, efforts 
parison an even larger sample of items (e.g. for Office Supplies, 49 items were sampled representing more than 

de spend for the month of May 2007; for computers, more than 35 different products were sampled).  Also, comparisons were 
GSA, US Communities).  For the Janitorial Supplies category, pricing data was analyzed 

ly, with a good level of confidence, to the entire spend of Janitorial Supplies for the 
 of suitable matches between those items selected as representative of the actual spend 

a 

 
 
 

r demand management.  For example, there have been significant decreases in cellular phone purchases where demand m
ctively applied in the last few years.  The strength of sales to local gover

ement techniques 
tor of

competi
percentag

. FACTORS A
The methods o

ECTING RESULTS 
rategic procurement developed as a result of the Oregon Smart Buy Initiative continue to be reflected in the results for 2007, after three fu

years of op n.  Fixed discounts on sales of personal comput
the O es category resulted in a lesser performance than last year.  Demand management may

The cyclical nature of procurement and price agreements may explain the observed erosion 
in some cases and cal

6. 

t it.   

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
While the current procurement
categories under study, new solicitations have recently taken place or ar
gained through this study will continue to be used in the decision-making
results experienced for Vehicles indicate a need for additional an
monitoring, and methodical analysis of s
contracts or pricing negotiati
profiles.  But a minimum threshold of data research and analysis is nece

ABOUT THE DATA 
The reliability of the data is fair to good.  Using a diverse array of five c
period guarantees a good representation and accuracy.  To account for the
were exerted this year in selecting for com
30% of the reported statewi
made against more comparator sales channels (e.g. vendors, states, 
for its Industrial Paper sub-component and the findings assumed to app
period under study.  One of the challenges remains the determination
patterns for the state and those same items or equivalent products available from the different channels of distribution studied (e.g. finding timely price dat
for computers with many specific parameters and configuration in a market that sees an evolution of its products every few months). 
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KPM #17 
 INFORMATION SECURITY - Percentage of actions identified in HB 3145, or the resulting Enterprise Security 
Office Strategic Plan, completed on time. This measure was presented to JLAC on September 14, 2006 and moved 
to the November 2006 Consent Calendar where it is expected to be adopted for the 07/09 biennium. 

Measure since: 
2006 

Goal Adaptable government for future generations 

Oregon Context Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management 
quality 

Data source Enterprise Security Office (ESO) Business Plan and progress reports 
Owner Theresa Masse, State Chief Information Security Officer, 503-378-4896 ,  Enterprise Information Strategy & Policy Division  

 
1. 

e state’s information assets and systems.  

ty governments, and national partners. 

2. 

3. 
 the progress to date 

or each responsibility: 

• Establish a state information systems security plan and associated standards, policies, and procedures – An Information Security Business Risk 
Assessment was initiated in 2nd Quarter 2007. Based on the results of that assessment, an enterprise strategic plan and tactical initiatives will be 
identified. An initial suite of enterprise information security policies was identified and at the close of the 2006-2007 fiscal year, four were near 
completion and ready for implementation. An additional security policy, Transporting Information Assets, was approved in June 2007. The 
enterprise Acceptable Use policy is also near completion. The ESO is developing an enterprise security architecture that will incorporate the State 
Data Center security architecture.  

OUR STRATEGY  
The DAS strategy is to protect th
The Enterprise Security Office (ESO) works to secure the confidentiality, 
integrity, and availability of state information assets and systems by 
focusing on reducing risk, promulgating and implementing applicable 
policies, and developing standards and guidelines for implementation of 
security safeguards. The ESO’s goal is to mitigate the risk caused by 
threats and vulnerabilities.  

In these efforts, the ESO is working with state government agencies, the 
State Data Center, coun

ABOUT THE TARGETS 
House Bill 3145 (2005 Legislative Session, codified in ORS 182.122) 
and the resulting Strategic Plan provide direction to meet the goals 
identified in the Bill and resulting plan. By measuring progress against 
these actions, the agency can measure its success in developing the infrastructure and frameworks to assist state agencies and partners in reducing risk to 
information assets and systems. 

HOW WE ARE DOING 
House Bill 3145 was passed in the 2005 Legislative Session.  DAS responsibilities outlined in the legislation are listed below, along with
f

Percentage of Actions Completed on Time

20%

0%

40%

60%

80%

100%
Actual Target

Actual 55%

Target 75% 100% 100%
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• Review and verify the security of information systems operated by or on behalf of state agencies – DAS has undertaken an enterprise Information 
Security Business Risk Assessment to be conducted in and have reports completed by 3rd Quarter 2007. The assessment covers 13 state agencies of 
va future measures and 
id

• Mo ring network traffi has 
establish nd to identified threats. Significant improvements in the state network provide better 

ti

• Conduc bility assessments of agency information systems – A statewide master contract is in place to enable agencies to obtain assessment 
rvices itiative detailed above, targeted agency vulnerability assessments are 
 proce ssment for 

the State Data

h qualified, independent consultants for the purpose of conducting vulnerability assessments – A master contract has been executed 
ciated with House Bill 3145. This master contract is being used for the 

specific vulnerability assessments identified above, and strategic and tactical 

amage or threaten information or information systems – Policies and plans for an 
ill be presented to stakeholders for input in 4th Quarter 2007. An enterprise incident 

e expanded to include participants from other agencies by 1st Quarter 2008. A 
lished in 2nd Quarter 2007.  

nistrative rule was adopted December 2006 
5/125_800.html

rying size, business type, and geographic dispersion. The results of the assessment will be used to establish a baseline for 
entify strategic planning goals and initiatives. 

nitor state network traffic to identify and react to security threats – the State Data Center is actively monito c and 
ed a local incident response capability to respo

protec on for state information assets. 

t vulnera
se
in

. In addition to the Information Security Business Risk Assessment in
ss or have been planned for the Judicial Department, Oregon State Treasury, and Employment Department. A vulnerability asse

 Center is in the planning stages. 

• Contract wit
with KPMG, LLC to conduct assessments and other activities asso
Information Security Business Risk Assessment, the four agency-
planning activities. 

• Develop and implement policies for responding to events that d
enterprise incident response capability have been drafted and w
response team was established using DAS resources and will b
forensics lab was estab

• DAS shall adopt rules to carry out its responsibilities – An admi
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_100/OAR_12  

4. 
ainst. Enterprise policies and security initiatives are based on recognized standards 

5. SULTS 
ity processes require an organization to examine internal procedures and controls at a depth and breath not commonly found 

iness Managers, Chief Information Officers, Information Security Specialists, Agency Heads, and an Enterprise Information 
Secu ty r a 
typi  e st 
all level  
availabi
controls

 

HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no industry standards or comparable measures to compare ag
and best practices including the International Standards Organization (ISO) and National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). 

FACTORS AFFECTING RE
Effective information secur
when implementing typical enterprise-wide policies.  This factor can affect results in two ways.  (1) Due to the depth of organizational impacts, multiple 
stakeholder groups (Bus

ri Advisory Board) were convened to participate in policy development and review.   This results in a longer policy development period than that fo
cal nterprise level policy.  (2) To implement security policies requires significant agency resources to review internal procedures and controls at almo

s of the organization.  This can impact an agency’s ability to quickly make changes needed to immediately achieve compliance.  Agency resource
lity and existing work priorities can also impact an agency’s ability to quickly reengineer processes to include appropriate information security 
. 
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Lim d ve 
was a a
 

6. WHAT 
The SO s needed 
to m ga plement 
addition

7. ABO T
The ta

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ite contracting capacity was a factor that contributed to delays in awarding third party contracts and amendments. The division reorganization and mo
 f ctor in delaying the remodel of the forensics lab.  

NEEDS TO BE DONE 
E  will develop a strategic security plan that addresses the risks identified in the Business Risk Assessment. The ESO will also identify action
iti te assessment findings, measure the progress of agencies and the division in taking mitigation actions.  Finally, the ESO will develop and im

al information security policies and work with agencies to facilitate implementation and train agencies on the policies.  

U  THE DATA 
da  is based on the actions completed to carry out the mandates of HB 3145. It is difficult to assess the relative weight of one action over another. 
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KPM #18 
 INFORMATION SECURITY BUSINESS RISK– Percentage of identified business risk that is remediated.   This 
measure was presented to JLAC on September 14, 2006 and moved to the November 2006 Consent Calendar 
where it is expected to be adopted for the 07/09 biennium  

Measure since: 
2006 

Goal rnment for future generations Adaptable gove

Oregon Context Agency Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #35 – Governing Magazines ranking of public management 
quality 

Da e ta source Enterprise Security Office (ESO) assessment reports and data reports pulled from ESO’s Assessments Databas
Owner Theresa Masse, State Chief Information Security Officer, 503-378-4896, Enterprise Information Strategy & Policy Division 

1. 
he DAS Strategy is to protect the state’s information assets and 
ystems.  The Enterprise Security Office (ESO) works to secure the 
onfidentiality, integrity,  and availability of state information assets 
nd systems by focusing on reducing risk, promulgating and 
mplementing applicable policies, and developing standards and 
uidelines for implementation of security safeguards. The ESO’s goal is 
o mitigate the risk caused by threats and vulnerabilities. 

n these efforts, the ESO is working with state government agencies and 
takeholder groups. 

2. BOUT THE TARGETS 
 regular cycle of risk and vulnerability assessments will identify 
otential areas of risk across the enterprise. If DAS and affected 
gencies are successful in identifying and remediating these risks and 
ulnerabilities, future assessment cycles should reflect an improved 
ecurity posture.  Absent a baseline value, it is difficult to speculate on a 
ealistic target.  Ultimately, we want this percent to be close to 100%. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
he primary method for indicating performance against this measure is to report progress in remediating business risks identified in an enterprise 

nformation Security Business Risk Assessment. A contract is in place with a third party vendor, as required by HB3145 (2005 Legislative Session), and the 
itial assessments began in 2nd Quarter 2007. Results from the early assessments will provide a baseline for future measurements. Due to contracting delays, 

he assessment that sets the baseline for required remediation is not anticipated to be completed until 3rd Quarter 2007. 

4. OW WE COMPARE 
Assessments are subjective in nature and there are no industry-specified categories or measurement scenarios that can be used to measure results against 

milar organizations. DAS will continue to work with state and national partners to identify potential risk categories, the latest industry trends, and industry-
ecognized practices that can be incorporated into the DAS model.  

 
OUR STRATEGY  
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Percent of Identified Business Risk that is Remediated
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Actual Target

Actual 30%

Target 50% 75% 90%
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5. FACTORS
n c ss ri s 

de cesses and ls is likely to 
be a factor i

6 S 
co  to 

reduce risks iden  assessments.  

UT THE DA
roduced with each completed assessment.  Remediation efforts that 

easure of the percent completion of the remediation plan.  This data collection and analysis 
lete.  

 AFFECTING RESULTS 
ontracting affected actual delivery dates in the 2006-07 fiscal year conducting the assessments necessary to identify busine
ntified, available agency resources for reassessment of current practices and redesign with appropriate security pro
n how quickly risks are remediated.  

Delays i
risks are i

sks. Once busines
contro

. WHAT NEED
The ESO will 

TO BE DONE 
mplete assessments on a regular basis and identify actions needed to mitigate assessment findings.  Agencies and EISPD will take actions
tified in

 

7. ABO TA 
Data on risk will be p address all risks identified in the assessment will be documented in 
a remediation plan.  The percentage of risk remediated will be a m
strategy may need to be revisited once an actual assessment is comp
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KPM #19  HEALTH POLICY – Perce Measure since: nt of key healthcare policy stakeholders who rate the a) usefulness, b) objectivity, c) reliability 
of healthcare data provided by Office for Health Policy and Research (OHPR) as good or excellent. e.g. 1999 

Goal Effective policies with clear direction 

Oregon Context Mission: Lead the pursuit of excellence in state government; OBM #54 – Percentage of Oregonians without health insurance 
Data source Biennial survey data gather by OHPR staff. 
Owner Jeanene Smith, Office for Health Policy and Research, 503-373-1625 

 

2. 

3. OW WE ARE DOING 
ee #7 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
See #7 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULT 
ee #7 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
ee #7 

7. BOUT THE DATA 
Due to the passage of SB 329, effective 7/1/07; the Office for Health Policy and Research was transferred from Department of Administrative Services to 

epartment of Human Services.  DAS is removing reporting requirements for this measure. 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY  
See #7 

ABOUT THE TARGETS 
See #7 
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Stakeholder Rating Criteria as Good or Excellent
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Target 80% 85%
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ini Contact:  M Kobbervig Phone:  503-378-8267 

Alternate: Kris Kaut Phone:  503-378-4691 z 

 
T uestion are used for management and accountability purposes. he following q s indicate how performance measures and data 
1 SIVITY 

Describe the involvement of the 
o

d ncy’s 

n the KPMs to the plan.  The strategic plan was developed with input 
from internal staff and managers, and with feedback from a small group of state agency heads.  A draft plan was also 
shared with a state government strategic planning peer group. 

DAS developed a strategic plan and took steps to alig INCLU

f llowing groups in the 
ent of the ageevelopm

performance measures. 
2 ING FOR RESULTS M

es 

 What changes have been 

The department’s focus for the last year has been on developing the tools and processes required to manage for results.  
With a strategic plan in place, the realignment of KPMs, and division-level plans with related agency-wide and program- 
level performance measures, the agency is now poised to begin having progress and performance evaluation discussions.  
These sessions will be designed as a forum for resolving issues, learning, and making adjustments critical to ensuring 
continued success. 
 

ANAG
How are performance measur
used for management of the 
agency?
made in the past year? 

3 STAFF TRAINING 
ning has staff had in the 

Ove
indiW

on the practical value 

r the last year, business plan and KPM discussions were conducted at executive manager meetings as well as 
vidually at division manager meetings.  The discussions covered components of a system of managing for results and 

reviewed the strategic and business planning processes.   
 

hat trai
past year 
and use of performance measures? 

4 ATING RESULTS 

c
to
and for what purpose? 

StaffCOMMUNIC
How does the agency 

: DAS staff receives personal feedback on performance from their managers at least annually as part of the 
performance appraisal system.  The target is to operate at 100%.  This has been incorporated into the business plan 

Elected Officials, Stakeholders and Citizens

quarterly reporting process and is expected to increase timely communication.  
 

ommunicate performance results 
 each of the following audiences 

:  The Annual Performance Progress Report is the primary vehicle that DAS 
uses to communicate performance results to external stakeholders and is posted online at: 
http://www.das.state.or.us/DAS/about_us.shtml
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