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INTRODUCTION 

In January 2004, Department of Administrative Services Director Gary Weeks and Deputy Director Cindy Becker initiated an effort to expand the state of Oregon’s use of performance measures. The goal was to develop state-wide performance measures focused on administrative functions common to all agencies. Four functions were chosen for the first round of development: procurement; human resources; financial; and information technology. 

THE PROJECT

The objective of the project was to develop a set of state government-wide performance measures in key administrative areas using multi-agency workgroups. 

An agency administrative services directors’ group, organized by Deputy Director Becker to address enterprise-wide administrative issues, was asked to oversee the effort. The Oregon Progress Board was asked to provide staff support for the multi-agency workgroups.

Workgroups were encouraged to identify measures requiring data that could be collected at reasonable cost but did not necessarily need to be readily available.

The administrative services directors’ group agreed that five additional areas of interest would be addressed if time allowed.  Those were: facilities; budget; asset management; internal audit; and communication.

THE PROCESS

Each workgroup identified four primary functional areas under its general administrative function.  For example under Information Technology, the primary functional areas that were identified are: Central Computing; Network Administration; Desktop Support; and Application Development. 

Once the functional areas were developed, each workgroup identified a performance goal or goals for the functional areas.  For example under Information Technology/Central Computing, the performance goal is “reduce average cost of desktop support while improving effectiveness of resolutions.”

 Workgroups were then asked to develop performance measures for each of the four “key areas”:  
· Cost; 
· Quality; 
· Timeliness; and 
· Customer Satisfaction.

While each workgroup’s approach was unique, two common activities occurred. Workgroups conducted surveys of measures currently in use elsewhere, both public and private sector and they consulted with stakeholders and customers on needs and requirements. 

THE PRODUCT

Each group developed a matrix proposing performance measures for each primary function in each of the key areas.  When submitting their performance measure recommendations, some workgroups included descriptions of longer-term visions, possible legislation and other suggestions for implementation.
Four matrices summarizing each workgroup’s performance measure recommendations are included in the body of this report.  (See pages 5 – 8.) The complete submission from each group is also attached. No work was done on the other five administrative functions identified at the beginning of the process.
At this point no further work is planned for this project.  Agencies wishing to experiment with the measures proposed by the different workgroups are encouraged to do so. As resources allow, the administrative directors’ group may decide to revisit the issue for further development.

Resources 

Below are a series of Internet links to presentations that were used to kick-off and sustain the state government-wide performance measurement initiative: 

· Project Launch Presentation
· Performance Measurement 101 Presentation
· Performance and Accountability Forum Presentation
· Performance Measurement Training Presentation
WORK GROUP CONTRIBUTORS 
Financial - 





Mike Marsh, Department of Transportation (Chair); Scott Bassett, Department of Transportation;  Clayton Flowers, Department of Transportation; Jean Gabriel, Department of Administrative Services; Douglas Kleeb, Department of Transportation; Joy Sebastian, Department of Administrative Services; Jacqueline Sewart, Department of Administrative Services; Debra Tennant, Department of Transportation; David Tyler, Department of Transportation; and Tracy Wroblewski, Department of Transportation. Also many state agency representatives on respective State Controller’s Division customer workgroups provided valuable input.
Human Resources 
-
Sheryl Warren, Employment Department (Chair);
Donna Archumbault, Department of Energy; Adele Edwards, Department of Consumer and Business Services; Stephanie Gillette, Public Employees Retirement System; Blair Johnson, Department of Transportation; Mary Lenz, Youth Authority; Gary Martin, Judicial Department; Sandra McLernan, Department of Revenue; and Belinda Teague, Department of Consumer and Business Services
Information Technology -
Dan Christensen, Department of Forestry & Stanley McClain, Department of Revenue (Co-chairs) 

Scott Bassett, Department of Transportation; Clint Branam, Department of Corrections; Jim Jost, Public Employees Retirement System; Nancy McIntyre, Department of Human Services; Bill Norfleet Department of Revenue; Lloyd Thorpe, Department of Corrections; Dennis Wells, Department of Human Services. Scott Riordan, Department of Administrative Services (staff); and Christine Ladd, Department of Corrections (scribe)

Procurement -




Jeremy Emerson, Department of Human Services (Chair); Priscilla Cuddy, Department of Human Services; 
Stephanie Holmes, Department of Human Services; Wynette Gentemann, Department of Transportation; Linda Gesler, Youth Authority; Cathy Iles, Department of Human Services; Kyle Knoll, Department of Transportation;  Dianne Lancaster, Department of Administrative Services; Marscy Stone, Department of Administrative Services; and Larry Wright, Department of Administrative Services.  Designated Procurement Officers from various state agencies reviewed multiple drafts and participated in a survey where results were considered for the final package. 
Workgroups were aided by Progress Board intern Andrew Lawdermilk and Department of Human Services facilitators Priscilla Cuddy and Stephanie Holmes. Stephanie also assisted in compiling this summary report.

Financial Services • Performance Measures

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Payroll

(All payroll related activities within an agency, centralized and decentralized)
	Accounts Payable

(All accounts payable related activities within an agency)
	Accounts Receivable

(All revenue and receivables related activities within an agency)
	Compliance

(All reporting activities within an agency)

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal - Provide excellent customer service, while accurately and efficiently processing payroll services to the State of Oregon employees
	Goal - Optimize accounts payable services in Oregon State Government
	Goal - Reduce the overall statewide accounts receivable
	Goal 1 - Ensure accounting records are accurate and in compliance with generally accepted accounting principles 

Goal 2 - Allotment plans are useful tools for monitoring and controlling the budget

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.
(Population:  Employees)
	See customer service guidance.
(Population: Vendors paid within the last six months of survey date)
	See customer service guidance.
(Population: Agency managers [or other  agency staff] responsible for referring accounts to the collection units within the past year)
	None 

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 - Avg. cost of producing & handling the payroll:
a.  Salaries of employees involved in the production of payroll, mailing & distribution cost divided by the number of paychecks issued
b. Number of agency employees divided by number of payroll staff
	PM 1 - number of lines of code processed per accounts payable FTE 

	PM 1 – Cost of collection per dollars received.
.

	None 

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - Number of overpayments per month

PM 2 - Percent of overpayments in month/year for agency

PM 3 - Amount of dollars overpaid by agency
	PM 1 - Percent duplicate payments out of total payment transactions
PM 2 – Percent corrective entries out of total entries


	PM 1 - Collections as a percent of total receivables (beginning balance + additions during current reporting period) 

	PM 1 - Number of years out of last five that the agency earned the State Controller’s Division Gold Star Certificate

	Timeliness
	PM 1 – Percent of termination checks ordered and delivered to employees within Bureau of Labor and Industries required dates
PM 2 – Percent of termination checks done within time frames set for circumstance


	PM 1 - Percent of the time payments are made timely according to statute, policy or contract
	PM 1 - Percent of total receivables collected by state agency staff within (unstated time period).
PM 2 –Accounts receivable balance.

	PM 1 - Percent of allotment plan reports submitted to BAM on time during the year


Human Resources • Performance Measures
Updated 1/2005

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Recruitment & Selection
	Administration and Compliance
	Workforce Management
	Training

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal 1 - Attract and hire a qualified workforce to support agencies in meeting their respective missions

Goal 2 - Recruit a collective workforce that reflects the diversity of the State
	Goal - Manage human resource systems and processes to comply with collective bargaining agreements (CBA’s), laws, rules, and policies
	Goal - Manage the state workforce to support effective job performance, appropriate conduct, and the capacity to meet evolving organizational needs in order to fulfill respective agency mission
	Goal - Develop and train state employees to meet the needs of their positions and prepare them for increasing contribution to state government

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population:  Agency managers responsible for hiring within the past 12 months)
	None
	See customer service guidance.

(Population:  Agency managers with performance management responsibilities)
	See customer service guidance for PM 1 – 5.

PM 6 - Cost of training services
PM 7 - Overall satisfaction with training services
(Population: Agency managers)

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 - Average cost of advertising per recruitment (State contractor, TMP, can provide worldwide comparative data.)
PM 2 - % of jobs filled through first recruitment
	PM 1 - # and % of claims resolved/settled before adjudication (BOLI, EEOC, Tort, ERB) 
PM 2 - # and % of adjudicated claims upheld
	PM 1 - % of employee turnover through voluntary separations (excluding layoffs; retirements; promotions; disciplinary; trial service removals; transfers to other agencies; deaths).
	PM 1 - % of employees trained with 20 hours or more per year
(Source: State Policy 50.045.01)

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - % of new hires that successfully complete trial service
PM 2 - % of employees in the workforce who are:  a. women; b. persons of color; c. disabled
(In accordance with Affirmative Action Plan)
	PM 1 -  # and % of findings in compliance with established state policies and CBA’s, based on audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, and others
	PM 1 - # and % of disciplinary actions preserved as issued
PM 2 - % of managers that have received annual management training
	PM 1 - Customer satisfaction with training services with regard to application to individual position

(Population: Agency managers)

	Timeliness
	PM 1 - # of calendar days from the date HR receives an approved recruitment request to the date the first job offer is extended.
	PM 1 -  % of successful timeframe compliance in accordance with CBA’s, state policies, and federal and state laws; based on any audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, and others.
	Measured by customer survey results. (See Customer Satisfaction section above).


Assumptions:  All performance measure data to be collected annually on a statewide basis.  References to “employees” means all FTE (managers and staff).
Information Technology • Performance Measures

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Desktop Support
	Application Development
	Central Computing
	Network Administration

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal - Reduce average cost of desktop support while improving effectiveness of resolutions.
	Create and maintain custom applications for current and emerging business needs
	The Central Computing Group enables data processing and ensures system stability.
	Ensure network security and provide for timely and reliable network system response.



	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users)

	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users)

	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users 


	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users) 



	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 – Desktop support budget as a percent of agency operations budget

	PM 1 - Custom application development and maintenance cost as a percent of agency operations budget
PM 2 - Dollars expended as a percent of dollars budgeted for completed application development projects (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).
	MIPS (millions of instructions processed per second) that are actually used. 

	PM Topic - Measure customer needs compared to service delivered. (Actual measure is undefined.)

(Population: 0wners and users)
 

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - Percent of calls/tickets re-opened

	PM 1 - Number of customer reported problems in the first 90 days of an application deployment (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted)
	PM 1 - number of records lost or accessed without authorization.

 PM 2 – Percent of service level agreement complied with (measured monthly)
PM Topic - Tested disaster recovery plans. (Actual measure is undefined.)


	PM 1 - Network administration expenditures as a percent of total agency operations expenditures.
PM 2 – Network administration expenditures per node.


	Timeliness
	PM 1 – Percent of calls for desktop assistance that fall outside the target for response time.

	PM 1- -% of application development projects completed on time as per the "approved" project plans (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).

         
	PM 1 - Average response time for questions and other requests:

a. peak hours

b. off-peak hours 

PM 2 – Percent of time the system is fully functional
	PM 1 -  # of network intrusions or viruses


Procurement • Performance Measures

Updated 11/23/2005

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Participant Knowledge/Training
	Stewardship
	Contract Management
	Compliance

	Performance 

Goals
	Knowledgeable, accountable, responsive individuals involved in procurement cycle.
	Goal 1 - Cost effective contract management processes that attract qualified providers in the provisions of procurement 
Goal 2 - Cost effective goods and services that achieve stated organizational performance objectives


	Clearly defined consistent contract process (solicitation & award and contract administration).
	Clear & legally compliant (documentation internal/external).

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users) 
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)
	Measure: 4 (see next page)
	Measures: 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measure: 1 (see next page)

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)
	Measures: 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2 (see next page)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)

	Timeliness
	Measures: 1,2, 5  (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2 (see next page)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)


Statewide Procurement Performance Measures:

Number 1:
Average number of days for contract staff to develop contracts. 

Measured from the date the contract development begins to the date approved for execution.


Target = 30 days

Number 2:
Average number of days to execute purchase orders.  


Measured from the date the request is received by procurement staff to the date the purchase order is sent to the contractor.  This is only for those purchase orders which leverage price agreements.


Target = 5 days

Number 3:
Average number of bidders per solicitation.  

Measures all interested vendors per solicitation.


Target = 5 interested vendors/providers

Number 4:
Percentage of managers who attended procurement-related training. 


Compares the number of mangers with expenditure authority who have attended procurement-related training against the total number of managers with expenditure authority who have not attended training.


Target = 50%

Number 5:
Percentage of procurement staff holding a state and/or national procurement certification.  


Compares the number of staff classified within the Contract Specialist series that hold a Procurement Certification, (e.g. CPPB, CPPO, CPM, or OPBC) against the total number of staff in the classification with no certificate.


Target = 100%

(Recommendation for Procurement Measures Tracked/Reported by Regulatory Agencies Only:

· Percentage of contracts awarded to OMWESB registered vendors.

This measure was excluded from the package because it is to be tracked and reported by the Governor’s Advocate, Office for Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses.  Due to the unique services contracted by each agency, a statewide target is not recommended.  However, all agencies will want to set internal targets for this measure.

· Average cost per contract for DOJ review. 

This measure was excluded from the package due to the unique services contracted by each agency.  A statewide target is not recommended.  However, some agencies will want to set internal targets for this measure.







� A fifth area, customer satisfaction, is dealt with in a separate report:  Measuring Customer Satisfaction in Oregon State Government – Final Report of the Customer Satisfaction Workgroup 
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