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2007-2008 

KPM # 
2007-2008 Approved Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

1 
REGULATORY CONDITION ï Percent of regulated entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or soundness. 

2 WAGE RECOVERY FOR INJURED WORKERS ï Difference in percentage wage recovery for workers who use return-to-work programs 

versus workers who do not. 

3 
INSURANCE CONSUMER RELIEF ï Percent of confirmed complaints resolved with relief for the consumer. 

4 WORKERSô COMPENSATION COVERAGE ï Number of claims against employers without workers' compensation coverage per 1,000 

accepted disabling claims. 

5 CUSTOMER SERVICE ï Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agencyôs customer service as ñgoodò or ñexcellentò: overall 

customer service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, and availability of information. 

6 UPHELD WORKERSô COMPENSATION DECISIONS ï Percent of Workers' Compensation Board decisions affirmed on appeal to the 

Judiciary. 

7 
ON-TIME WORK ï Percent of timelines for key department activities that are met. 

8 
E-TRANSACTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS ï Percent of customer transactions completed electronically. 

9 CONSULTATIONS WITH SAFETY COMMITTEES ï Percent of Oregon OSHA employer consultations where the consultant works actively 

with employee safety committees. 

10 PERMITS FOR MINOR CONSTRUCTION WORK ï Number of building permits that can be used by contractors in multiple jurisdictions for 

minor construction work. 

11 REEMPLOYMENT FOR INJURED WORKERS ï Difference in percentage of eligible workers who return to work using return-to-work 

programs from those who do not use return-to-work programs. 

12 
STREAMLINED BUILDING CODES ï Number of Oregon-specific building codes modifications made to the national model codes. 

13 
OCCUPATIONAL INJURY AND ILLNESS INCIDENCE RATES ï Number of occupational injury and illness cases per 100 full-time workers. 
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2007-2008 2007-2008 Approved Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

KPM #  

14 TIMELY WORKER BENEFITS ï Percent of injured workers who receive timely benefits from insurers. 

15 ACCURATE WORKER BENEFITS ï Percent of injured workers who receive accurate benefits from insurers. 
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New 

Delete 
Proposed Changes to Key Performance Measures (KPM's) for Biennium 2009-2011 

NEW 

Title:  WORKERS' COMPENSATION INSURER PERFORMANCE - Percentage of workers' compensation insurers 

meeting standards for benefit delivery and reporting. 

 
Rationale: Original Measure: Regulatory Condition - Percentage of entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or 

soundness. 

 

This measure was created to show the degree to which regulated entities are meeting standards for compliance with DCBS laws 

and regulations. Ensuring that regulated entities meet these standards supports DCBS' goal of protecting Oregon's workers and 

consumers. Currently, this measure combines data from the Workers' Compensation Division on workers' compensation insurers 

and from the Division of Finance and Corporate Securities on banks, trusts, credit unions, mortgage lenders, pawnbrokers, and 

consumer finance companies. While the performance of these entities can be seen as proxies for consumer protection outcomes, 

there are enough differences in the desired outcomes, as well as in how the entities operate and are regulated, to make 

interpreting the results of a combined measure difficult. Therefore, we recommend deleting the existing measure and replacing it 

with two performance measures - one focusing on the DFCS component and one on the WCD component. This should increase 

the clarity and accuracy of the measures. 
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New 

Delete 
Proposed Changes to Key Performance Measures (KPM's) for Biennium 2009-2011 

NEW Title:  PERFORMANCE OF FINANCIAL SERVICE ENTITIES - Percentage of financial services entities rated 

satisfactory or higher. 

 
Rationale: Original Measure: Regulatory Condition - Percentage of entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or 

soundness. 

 

This measure was created to show the degree to which regulated entities are meeting standards for compliance with DCBS laws and 

regulations. Ensuring that regulated entities meet these standards supports DCBS' goal of protecting Oregon's workers and 

consumers. Currently, this measure combines data from the Workers' Compensation Division on workers' compensation insurers 

and from the Division of Finance and Corporate Securities on banks, trusts, credit unions, mortgage lenders, pawnbrokers, and 

consumer finance companies. While the performance of these entities can be seen as proxies for consumer protection outcomes, 

there are enough differences in the desired outcomes, as well as in how the entities operate and are regulated, to make 

interpreting the results of a combined measure difficult. Therefore, we recommend deleting the existing measure and replacing it 

with two performance measures - one focusing on the DFCS component and one on the WCD component. This should increase the 

clarity and accuracy of the measures. 



 

12/22/2008                                                                                                                                                          Page 6 of 62 

 

 

 

New 

Delete 
Proposed Changes to Key Performance Measures (KPM's) for Biennium 2009-2011 

DELETE  Title:  STREAMLINED BUILDING CODES ï Number of Oregon-specific building codes modifications made to the 

national model codes. 

 

Rationale: This measure was developed in 2002 to reduce the number of modifications to the national building code in support of 

BCDôs regulatory streamlining efforts. Various boards have the authority to modify the national building code and may choose to do 

so if they believe the national code doesnôt meet Oregonôs standards or doesnôt adequately protect Oregonians. For example, 

many modifications are due to the Americans with Disabilities Act and are necessary because Oregonôs policies are stricter than 

required by the national code, in some areas. However, BCD believed that a subset of modifications could be eliminated in an 

effort to streamline regulations and make building in Oregon more uniform, consistent, and predictable. Initial goals were to reduce 

the number of modifications by 5 percent during each code revision cycle. As a result of BCDôs streamlining efforts, these goals were 

met from 2004-2006. 

 
However, recent policy changes, such as Oregonôs progressive efforts to promote green building, energy efficiency and 

sustainability, require additional modifications because Oregonôs policies are stricter than those adopted by the national code. 

 BCD must balance its efforts toward continued regulatory streamlining and elimination of unnecessary modifications with its need to 

further modify the national code to support Oregonôs aggressive policies on green building, energy efficiency and sustainability. 

 Efforts to reduce state-specific modifications to the national code may stand in the way of modifications necessary to ensure 

 Oregon buildings codes promote green building, energy efficiency and sustainability standards. Therefore we believe this measure 

no longer produces meaningful results and we recommend it be removed from the agencyôs key performance measures. 
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New 

Delete 
Proposed Changes to Key Performance Measures (KPM's) for Biennium 2009-2011 

DELETE  Title:  CONSULTATIONS WITH SAFETY COMMITTEES ï Percent of Oregon OSHA employer consultations where 

the consultant works actively with employee safety committees. 

 
Rationale: In 2002, this measure was added to reflect Oregon OSHAôs success in creating employer self-sufficiency in 

workplace safety and health by educating employers on the value of employee safety committees. In general, the percent of 

consultations where the Oregon OSHA consultant works directly with the safety committee has improved since the measure was 

first reported. 

 
However, since the enactment of HB 2222 in 2007, many small employers now have alternative options for promoting safety in the 

workplace, such as safety meetings. HB 2222 will likely reduce the value of this measure because many small employers will not 

be required to have formal safety committees. 

 
Also, through evaluating performance data we have learned that this measure may lead to inefficient use of our staff time as well as 

that of our customers. There are many follow-up contacts with employers where requiring involvement with the safety committee 

adds no value. The actual percent of Oregon OSHA consultations where it is beneficial to be in direct contact with safety 

committees is significantly less than 100 percent, more likely around 80 percent. Meeting our future targets of 88 percent would 

require inefficient involvement of Oregon OSHA consultants with safety committees. 

 
We propose to delete this measure as we believe it no longer pertains to the same group of employers, and reflects a requirement 

that may result in inefficient interactions between safety committees and Oregon OSHA.  

DELETE   Title:  REGULATORY CONDITION ï Percent of regulated entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or 

soundness. 

Rationale: This measure was created to show the degree to which regulated entities are meeting standards for compliance with 

DCBS laws and regulations. Ensuring that regulated entities meet these standards supports DCBS' goal of protecting Oregon's 

workers and consumers. Currently, this measure combines data from the Workersô Compensation Division on workersô 

compensation insurers and from the Division of Finance and Corporate Securities on banks, trusts, credit unions, mortgage lenders, 

pawnbrokers, and consumer finance companies. While the performance of these entities can be seen as proxies for consumer 

protection outcomes, there are enough differences in the desired outcomes, as well as in how the entities operate and are regulated, 

to make interpreting the results of a combined measure difficult. Therefore, we recommend deleting the existing measure and 

replacing it with two performance measures - one focusing on the DFCS component and one on the WCD component. This should 

increase the clarity and accuracy of the measures. 
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Agency Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 
 

Contact: Greg Malkasian, Deputy Director Contact Phone: 503-947-7872 

Alternate: Lisa Morawski, Public Information Director Alternate Phone: 503-947-7897  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. SCOPE OF REPORT 

At the Department of Consumer and Business Services (DCBS), we protect consumers and workers from fraud, unfair treatment, and injury in the areas 

we regulate. But we also realize the importance of those industries to Oregonôs economy, so we work hard to make sure our regulations foster a positive 

business climate. We have three fundamental goals to advance our mission: 1) Protect consumers and workers in Oregon 2) Regulate in a manner that 

supports a positive business climate and 3) Be accountable to the public we serve, with excellent service to our customers. 

As Oregonôs largest business regulatory agency, DCBS administers state laws to protect consumers and workers and support business in the areas of 

workersô compensation; occupational safety and health; financial products, services, and institutions; insurance; building codes; and minority, women, 

and emerging small business contracting. DCBS staff members are committed to carrying out the departmentôs statutory responsibilities and fulfilling 

our mission and goals in a manner that serves the needs of both the public and the businesses and professionals we regulate. 

 CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Note, ñGreenò indicates that actual 2008 performance is within 5% of targeted value, ñYellowò indicates that actual 2008 performance is 5-15% off of targeted performance and ñRedò 

indicates that actual 2008 performance is greater than 15% from targeted performance 
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With the help of our DCBS staff, stakeholders, and interested citizens, we have developed 15 key performance measures that were ultimately adopted 

by the Legislature. These measures help us gauge our progress in key areas toward meeting our mission and goals as well as help us develop 

strategies for improvement. We have many internal measures of performance, but we have identified these 15 measures as key measures because they 

represent significant activities we perform to accomplish our goals. The measures reflect the activities and operations of all divisions within DCBS. This 

report is prepared primarily for agency managers, legislators, and interested citizens to summarize our current performance on these 15 key measures, 

identify challenges and barriers we face, and discuss strategies to help us overcome these barriers and achieve our goals. 

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT 

DCBSô work has a major impact on the economic vitality and quality of life in Oregon. Through its diverse divisions, DCBS protects and serves Oregonôs 

consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate. 

Many of DCBSô performance measures and outcomes align with Oregon Benchmark #9, Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. For 

example, improved workplace safety through Oregon OSHA programs ï measured in KPM #13 ï not only protects workers, but has been a key 

contributor to keeping workersô compensation insurance rates down. DCBS sets the workersô compensation ñpureò premium insurance rate; since 1990, 

there have been many decreases and no increases in the rate -- an unprecedented record. In 2008, Oregon employers saw an average 2.3 percent 

decrease in the rate. This significantly lowers the cost of doing business in Oregon and helps retain and attract businesses. At the same time, the 

department has been able to improve benefits for injured workers using return-to-work programs provided through the Workersô Compensation 

Division. Injured workers who use these programs return to work faster (KPM #11) and at a higher wage (KPM #2) than injured workers who do not 

use return-to-work programs. The Building Codes Division has worked to streamline processes for contractors through projects such as the minor 

label (KPM #10) and e-permitting programs that make it easier for businesses to acquire necessary documents. The Building Codes Division is the first 

in the nation to develop a statewide e-permitting system, which will allow contractors to do permitting and other building department business 24 hours 

a day, seven days a week. All divisions have been aggressive in moving their licensing and other functions online (KPM #8) to make it faster and easier 

for businesses to work with us. 

Consumer protection is another high-level outcome to which DCBS contributes. The Division of Finance and Corporate Securities and the 

Insurance Division regulate financial and insurance companies to make sure they are financially sound (KPM #1) and offer suitable products to 

consumers. The Insurance Divisionôs Consumer Advocacy Unit advocates for consumers who have complaints about their insurance companies (KPM 

#3). In 2007, the division helped consumers recover nearly $1.8 million in benefits from their insurance companies. The divisions also protect consumers 

from fraud and abuse through education and enforcement. 

The department frequently collaborates with other state agencies and government entities when we believe it will enhance the service we provide to 

Oregonians. The Building Codes Division partners with local governments in the delivery of services to Oregonians. The Workersô Compensation 

Division works with other agencies, such as Revenue and Employment, to educate businesses about workersô compensation insurance and verify 
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that businesses have workersô compensation insurance, which contributes to Workersô Compensation Coverage (KPM #4). The Workersô Compensation 

Division and Building Codes Division participate with other agencies in enforcement sweeps at construction sites, which serve as a deterrent for 

contractors violating licensing and workersô compensation insurance laws. So far, the divisions have participated in sweeps in Bend, Portland, and at the 

coast. These collaborative efforts with other state agencies and government entities allow us to be more effective and efficient in serving our customers. 

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY  

We are performing at or near the 2008 targets for many of our measures. The agencyôs performance has contributed to a number of positive 

outcomes for workers, consumers, and businesses in Oregon. For the 4th consecutive year, the Insurance Division has stayed above target -- yet within 

a desired range -- for the percentage of confirmed complaints resolved with relief for the consumer, ensuring insurance companies treat their customers 

fairly. The percent of our customersô transactions conducted electronically has increased by nearly 3 percentage points from 2007 and exceeds our 2008 

target, indicating our continued improvement in making it faster and easier for our customers to do business with DCBS. The workplace injury rate (as 

measured by the Occupational Injury and Illness Rate ï KPM #13) has declined for the 8th consecutive year and has exceeded its target, reflecting our 

continued effort to promote workplace safety. Though slightly below target levels, the Workersô Compensation Divisionôs return-to-work programs are 

getting injured workers back to work faster and workers who use the programs are receiving higher wages and benefits than workers who do not use the 

programs (KPMs #2 and #11). The percentage of eligible workers enrolling in return-to-work programs has also risen since last year, indicating that 

more injured workers are benefiting from these wage and employment increases. Further, due to WCDôs continued education and regulatory efforts, the 

percentage of injured workers receiving accurate benefit payments (KPM #15) has risen to 93.3 percent, the highest level on record. 

We have also identified some areas for improvement. Our percentage of work completed on-time (KPM #7) remains below target at 86 percent. Many 

divisions within DCBS experienced key vacancies in positions related to the timeliness of their activities, which contributed to a slight decrease in 

timeliness from 2007. We will focus on hiring and training new employees to ensure that vacancies do not impact our delivery of timely services to 

customers. We also will continue to streamline processes and apply best practices that we observe in various areas of the department. Also, our sales of 

minor label permits (KPM #10) fell below target levels, largely due to an overall decrease in construction activity and a slowing of the economy. 

However, these minor labels permits make it easier and more efficient for contractors to do business in Oregon and customers report high levels of 

satisfaction with these permits. BCD will continue to aggressively market these minor label permits to provide better service to contractors despite 

slowed construction activity. We are adjusting our targets for sales of minor label permits to reflect changes in the economy. 

4. CHALLENGES  

Many of DCBSô key performance measures are affected by the strength or weakness of the economy. For example, the recent slowing in the construction 

industry may be affecting the number of minor permits sold (KPM #10). The strength of the economy also impacts performance of the 
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businesses we regulate (KPM #1), such as Oregon-chartered banks and mortgage lenders. To protect consumers by improving the performance of 

mortgage lenders, DCBS has proposed a policy option package in its 2009-2011 budget request that adds staff to its Mortgage Lending Program. The 

additional employees would allow us to do more examinations of mortgage lenders to ensure they are following the law and to take appropriate enforcement 

actions when violations occur. 

Continuing to reduce the worker injury and illness rate in Oregon remains a challenge. Workplace injury and illness incidence rates decreased 50 percent 

between 1988 and 2007, but further reductions will be difficult, in part because the number of Oregon OSHA staff has declined somewhat during that 

period, while the number of covered employers and employees has increased substantially. To ensure we can continue to improve workplace safety, 

DCBS is proposing a policy option package in its 2009-2011 budget request to add enforcement and training staff to Oregon OSHA. 

5. RESOURCES AND EFFICIENCY 

DCBSô operating budget for the 2007-2009 biennium is $200,163,291.  

Three of DCBSô key performance measures measure efficiency. 

 KPM #7, On-time Work, measures timeliness in department activities such as closing complaints, completing applications, responding to 

inquiries, and issuing orders. This measure, which reflects our efficiency in providing service to our customers, is below the target of 95 percent, 

but many of the timeliness standards we impose are stricter than statutory requirements. 

 KPM #8, E-Transactions for Customers, measures the percent of customer transactions completed electronically. Electronic transactions save 

time for DCBS and its customers and stakeholders, making it more efficient for them to do business with us. DCBS has surpassed its target 

since it started tracking this measure. 

 KPM #10, Permits for Minor Construction Work, tracks the number of permits DCBS sells that can be used by contractors in multiple 

jurisdictions for small projects. This streamlines the permit process for contractors and DCBS. Growth in the number of permits sold has slowed 

because of the downturn in the construction industry. 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  
 

KPM #1 
REGULATORY CONDITION ï Percent of regulated entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or soundness. 2000 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source 
DFCS data systems, WCD Claims Information System, and WCD Field Audit Unit Quarterly Claims Processing Performance 

Audit data. 
Owner 

Sally Coen, Manager, Field Audit Unit, Workersô Compensation Division (503) 947-7687 
Shelley Greiner, Budget and Legislative Coordinator, Division of Finance and Corporate Securities, (503) 947-7484  

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Achieve efficient, effective regulation through risk-based and for-cause examinations of financial entities and quarterly review of workersô 

 Data is represented by percent 

Percent of Entities in Compliance 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  
 

compensation insurers. Risk-based exams of financial entities target companies and operations within a company where there is a high risk for 

noncompliance, such as new business, operations most affected by the economy, or areas that may harm consumers. The department also conducts 

ñfor-causeò exams of financial entities when it has received a complaint or other indication that there may be a problem at a particular business. Our strategy 

is to maximize the number of regulated entities that perform at or above desired levels in several regulatory areas to achieve increased protections for 

workers and consumers. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

This measure is a composite of the performance of mortgage lenders, banks and trusts, credit unions, consumer finance companies, and pawnbrokers 

regulated by the Division of Finance and Corporate Securities (DFCS) as well as workersô compensation insurers regulated by the Workersô 

Compensation Division (WCD). It shows the percentage of entities examined by DFCS and workersô compensation insurers audited in the Quarterly 

Claims Processing Audit that operate at or above desirable levels of performance or soundness, defined in accordance with relevant regulatory criteria. 

Because of the effect of the economy on this measure and our focus on risk-based and for-cause examinations of financial entities, a 100 percent 

compliance target is not feasible. Targeting steady improvement in the 80 percent range is a more realistic expectation; we established aggressive 

targets of 87.5 percent for 2008 and 88 percent for 2009. 

For 2010, we have proposed that this measure be split into two separate measures ï one measure focusing only on financial services and the other 

focusing only on workersô compensation. While the performance of these entities can be seen as proxies for consumer protection outcomes, there are 

enough differences in the desired outcomes, as well as in how the entities operate and are regulated, to make interpreting the results of a combined 

measure difficult. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

For 2008, we found that 82.2 percent of regulated entities were operating at or above desirable levels of acceptability or soundness, which falls below 

our targeted value of 87.5 percent. Many financial entities have been negatively impacted by the state of the economy, leading to a decrease in the 

percent of financial entities operating at acceptable levels. However, the percent of workersô compensation insurers operating at or above desirable 

levels has increased by 2 percentage points since 2007 as insurers improve their performance to meet WCDôs 2006 increase in the standards for timely 

first benefit delivery and acceptance/denial decisions. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of 
II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  

 

Limited comparison data is available. Nationally, 79 percent of credit unions examined by the National Credit Union Administration (NCUA) were rated 

ñsatisfactory or betterò as of June 30, 2008, while 100 percent of Oregon credit unions examined by DFCS were found to be ñsatisfactory or betterò using 

an identical rating system, indicating the strength of Oregonôs credit unions. Additionally, as of June 30, 2008 88.8 percent of the banks in the San 

Francisco FDIC region had been rated as ñsatisfactory or better,ò while 84.6 percent of Oregon banks and trusts examined by DFCS had been given 

a rating of ñsatisfactory or betterò using the same rating system (there are 35 banks in Oregon and only 4 trusts, since the number of banks is significantly 

greater than the number of trusts we may compare banks / trusts in Oregon to banks in the San Francisco region). While Oregonôs ratings are only 

slightly below those from the San Francisco region, Oregonôs banks have historically performed well above banks in other jurisdictions. This decrease 

in the percent of banks operating at or above satisfactory levels relative to the San Francisco region is likely due to the economic slowdown and banksô 

heavy investment in real estate loans. In 2009, we will continue to closely monitor the performance of our banks and trusts as well as those in other 

jurisdictions. 

For workersô compensation insurers, no direct comparisons are currently available for other jurisdictions because regulation is not done in the same or 

similar enough manner. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Results for regulated financial entities can depend on variables such as the state of the economy and changes in an industry. The performance of banks, 

for example, has suffered because of the downturn in the real estate market. In mortgage lending, DFCS has seen increasing number of complaints about 

lenders. As a result, it added staff so it could conduct more risk-based and for-cause exams in that industry. This initially pushed down the compliance 

rate but should ultimately lead to higher-level compliance by those entities, resulting in increased protections for consumers. 

The departmentôs approach to regulation also affects results. For example, because pawnbroker examinations are conducted on a for-cause basis the 

data may not reflect the performance of all pawnbrokers. Further, examinations of financial entities target operations within a company where there is 

a high risk for noncompliance, which can impact results. Focusing on areas of greater risk is a more effective use of scarce resources and provides greater 

protection to Oregonians. The department expects risk-based examination will result in greater compliance in the future as financial entities adjust their 

performance to be in compliance with laws and regulations. 

In 2006, the Workersô Compensation Division increased its performance standards for insurers, requiring them to provide timely first benefit payments 

and acceptance/denial decisions 90 percent of the time instead of the former standard of 80 percent. This change initially pushed down compliance levels; 

however, companies are now performing at higher levels. The division also expects targeted enforcement to improve insurer compliance by putting 

more focus on poorer performers. For example, in 2007 the department levied a $5 million penalty for a number of 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  
 

compliance violations against one of the largest groups of workersô compensation insurers. As part of the penalty agreement, the department has been 

working with the insurer group and has seen significant improvement in its overall workersô compensation claims performance. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

The department will continue to focus on risk-based and for-cause exams and audits in order to identify common problems and provide education for 

specific entities or industry segments. 

In an effort to provide better protections for consumers obtaining mortgage loans, DFCS has submitted a Policy Option Package for additional mortgage 

lending staff. With the additional staff, DFCS will be able to develop and maintain a more-frequent examination cycle to identify problems in a timely 

manner and protect borrowers. We expect this to lead to increased compliance and performance of mortgage lending companies. 

Oregonôs 35 state-chartered banks have performed well in recent years, outpacing their national counterparts in profitability and asset quality. But with 

heavy concentrations of real estate construction and development loans, the Oregon banks have also begun to feel the effects of the current economic 

environment. To respond to the changing condition of Oregonôs banks and to assist in protecting their safety and soundness, the Division of Finance and 

Corporate Securities has received approval from the September 2008 Legislative Emergency Board for five additional permanent positions to increase the 

frequency and scope of bank examinations. 

WCD will closely monitor data to determine the effect of increasing the performance thresholds on insurers and the workersô compensation system. WCD 

will continue to assist insurers by facilitating performance improvement through ongoing monitoring and additional regulatory oversight, education, and 

consultation services to the industry. Additionally, WCD is considering a significant change to its audit process that will include using a more risk-based 

approach. We believe a more risk-based approach will ultimately lead to greater protection for injured workers because under-performing 

insurers will be targeted. This more focused approach will also use audit resources more efficiently. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). Financial data is derived from examination results of banks, credit unions, mortgage lenders, 

consumer finance companies, and pawnbrokers based on an established rating system within each program and is reported annually. Data for the 

workersô compensation insurers comes from the claims information database and includes results of the Quarterly Claims Processing Performance audit. 

In the QCPP audit, insurers are issued a penalty if they fail to meet any of the following standards: at least 90 percent of first payments to injured workers 

are made in a timely manner, at least 90 percent of acceptance/denial decisions of workersô compensation claims are made in a timely manner, and at 

least 80 percent of first claim reports by insurers are filed in a timely manner. Data is self-reported by insurers and 
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verified for accuracy by WCD. Results for the two entity types are combined into the overall regulatory condition using the number of full-time 

employees allocated to each division/program as weights. Please contact DCBS for more detailed information on the regulatory condition of workersô 

compensation insurers, banks and trusts, credit unions, mortgage lenders, pawnbrokers, and consumer finance companies. Note, DCBS reports final 

values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may 

require a second decimal place. 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  
 

KPM #2 

WAGE RECOVERY FOR INJURED WORKERS ï Difference in percentage wage recovery for workers who use 

return-to-work programs versus workers who do not. 

1999 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Information Management Division, Research and Analysis Section using Employment Department and WCD data files. 
Owner 

Delmi Hernandez, Manager, Reemployment Assistance Unit, Workersô Compensation Division, (503) 947-7797 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Restore injured workers to a self-sufficient status and lower costs for employers by increasing the use of return-to-work programs. The programs 

provide incentives to employers for getting workers back to work quickly. 

 

 

Percentage point difference in wage recovery between injured 

workers who used return to work programs and those who did not 

Data is represented by percent 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of 
II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  

 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

This measure comprises data from three return-to-work programs: the Vocational Assistance Program, the Preferred Worker Program, and the 

Employer-at-Injury Program. The measure compares wage differences in the 13th quarter after the date of injury between injured workers who were 

using these benefit programs and similar workers who did not use the programs. To set targets, we considered current return-to-work activities, 

legislative changes, and program activities during the years of injury. We have adjusted our targets downward to 13 percentage points for the next two 

years to reflect the growth in the use of the Employer-at-Injury Program (please see the ñAbout the dataò section for more detailed information on the 

wage recovery for each return-to-work program). This program had 3,200 participants in 2008, compared to 248 in the Preferred Worker Program 

and 67 in the Vocational Assistance Program. The Employer-at-Injury Program helps workers return to their pre-injury employer more quickly than the 

other two programs. Workers who are only eligible for the Employer-at-Injury Program typically are less severely disabled and have experienced less 

significant wage loss than those who are eligible for the other return-to-work programs, so their wage increase is typically smaller. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

Data consistently shows that injured workers who use return-to-work programs maintain wages at a higher rate than workers who do not use these 

programs. In 2008, workers who used return-to-work programs had wages 11 percentage points higher than those who did not. This figure is consistent 

with past years, with the exception of 2006, when there was tremendous growth in the Preferred Worker Program. As mentioned earlier, the majority of 

the workers who use return-to-work programs use the Employer-at-Injury Program, so that program has the most influence on the overall figure (please 

see the ñAbout the dataò section for more detailed information on the wage recovery for each return-to-work program). 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Oregonôs return-to-work programs are nationally recognized and unique to Oregon. Many other jurisdictions have sought to introduce these programs 

in their jurisdictions due to the successes in Oregon. A 2008 study by the Workersô Compensation Research Institute highlights Oregonôs 

return-to-work programs as one of four key lessons other states can learn from Oregon. According to the study: ñOregon policymakers have fashioned 

some potentially powerful program elements aimed at stimulating early return to work and long-term recovery of wages for injured workers.ò 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Changes in the Oregon economy or in business practices may affect this measure by reducing or increasing opportunities for job openings. Also affecting 

results are changes in laws, rules, or WCD initiatives during the various times employees and employers trigger the use of these programs. 
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For example, the Workersô Compensation Division has streamlined the rules and processes for the Employer-at-Injury Program to enable more workers 

and their employers to participate. The Employer-at-Injury Program helps workers return to their pre-injury employer more quickly than in the other two 

programs, which benefits both the injured worker and the employer. Therefore, the growth in the use of this program is considered a significant success. 

However, since the wage difference between workers who use the Employer-at-Injury Program and those who do not is lower than in the other 

programs, it has influenced movement toward the target. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

WCD will continue to provide education and outreach that promotes use of the return-to-work programs and dispute resolution services for 

vocational assistance matters. In addition, WCD will continue to encourage use of these programs by injured workers through increased 

partnerships with vocational providers. WCD also will continue to focus on simplifying rules and streamlining processes in delivery of reemployment 

assistance in order to promote more use of the return-to-work programs. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

To see the effects of return-to-work programs, it is necessary to track injured workersô wages over time. The data reported for 2008 represents wages 

of workers who were injured during the calendar year 2004. The data represents wages in the 13th quarter after injury for workers using vocational 

assistance, Preferred Worker, or Employer-at-Injury program benefits compared to injured workers who did not use return-to-work programs or who 

did not complete their vocational assistance training. Wages of each group are adjusted for inflation and for those workers no longer in the workforce 

(due to retirement, moving out of state, etc). We compare their pre-injury wages with their wages 13 quarters after injury (corrected for inflation), which 

would be between April 1, 2007 and March 31, 2008. Note, data from 2006 and 2007 was audited for data validity in September, 2008. In the 

internal audit, the data and results were verified as ñaccurateò, indicating that the auditor was able to recreate 2006 and 2007 results from raw data to 

within 5 percent of published values. 

Percentage point differences in wage recovery for injured workers using each WCD return-to-work program are as follows (Note - results are shown 

as: EAIP / Preferred Worker / Vocational Assistance / Overall): 

*2000 - 6 / 22 / 26 / 12 

*2001 - 5 / 15 / 19 / 11 

*2002 - 8 / 18 / 28 / 14 

*2003 - 9 / 20 / 27 / 14 

*2004 - 8 / 14 / 33 / 14  

 



 

 12/22/2008 Page 20 of 62 

CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of 
II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  

 

*2005 - 5 / 29 / 19 / 12 

*2006 - 9 / 33 / 26 / 16 

*2007 - 6 / 20 / 41 / 12 

*2008 - 4 / 27 / 30 / 11 
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KPM #3 
INSURANCE CONSUMER RELIEF ï Percent of confirmed complaints resolved with relief for the consumer. 2001 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source Insurance consumer complaint data stored in the Complaints subsystem of the INSLIC data system. 
Owner 

Ron Fredrickson, Manager, Consumer Advocacy Unit, Insurance Division, (503) 947-7277 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Ensure consumers receive the benefits they are entitled to under the terms of their insurance contract and applicable laws by advocating on their 

behalf. 

 

Percent of Complaints Resolved w/ Relief for Consumer 

Data is represented by percent 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

The Insurance Division uses the target to encourage prompt and effective advocacy for consumers. The 70 percent mark reflects the fact that not every 

person filing a confirmed complaint has a basis for an ultimate resolution in his or her favor. We are raising targets for the next two years to reflect 

past performance and a refinement of the way the division defines a confirmed complaint. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

The Consumer Advocacy Unit has met its target each year since 2003. We consider the normal range for this measure to be 70 percent to 80 

percent. At 79.8 percent in 2008, the unit is performing toward the top of the normal range for this measure. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

We do not know of any comparable data. While other states collect data, they use different standards for defining confirmed complaints, so it is 

difficult to compare. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

The Consumer Advocacy Unitôs improved processes have helped us handle more complaints while improving levels of performance, resulting in 

increased service and protection for Oregonians. For example, the unit allows consumers to file complaints online and encourages the use of e-mail and 

electronic responses. In addition, the training and experience of the current advocacy team positively impacts results. We have an experienced staff and 

manage workloads to allow for sound analysis and follow-up. The Advocacy Unit has received more exposure through outreach efforts. As a result, 

complaints are often submitted to the Advocacy Unit earlier in the process, increasing the ease of resolution. Externally, changes in policies and 

procedures by insurers can affect the number of complaints and the results. For example, an insurer might add a mechanism for consumers to appeal 

decisions, which would decrease the number of complaints the Insurance Division receives because more cases would be settled between the 

consumer and the insurer. An insurerôs willingness to settle a particular type of dispute may also affect results. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

We need to continue to deliver quality results to consumers by anticipating and addressing trends in the industry, such as timely payment of benefits 

and suitability of insurance products. We also must continuously improve our processes; we are pursuing additional electronic processes to eliminate 

paperwork and further streamline the complaint process. 
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7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is collected quarterly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). The Consumer Advocacy Unit handles about 3,000 complaints 

per year for all lines of insurance. To calculate this measure, the department divides the number of confirmed complaints resolved with relief for the 

customer by the total number of confirmed complaints. A confirmed complaint is a complaint that the Insurance Division has reviewed and determined 

that the consumer's position has merit with respect to the terms and conditions of their insurance policy or Oregon law. Note, DCBS reports final 

values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may 

require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #4 

WORKERSô COMPENSATION COVERAGE ï Number of claims against employers without workers' compensation 

coverage per 1,000 accepted disabling claims. 

1999 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source Counts maintained in the Workersô Compensation Division's Claims Information System. 
Owner 

Reg Gregory, Manager, Employer Compliance Unit, Workersô Compensation Division, (503) 947-7665 

Edith Roster, Claims Unit Supervisor, Workersô Compensation Division, (503) 947-7619  

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Ensure employers in Oregon have workersô compensation insurance coverage by using education and enforcement, improving data reporting, and 

partnering with other agencies. 

 

Claims Against Employers w/o WC Coverage 

Data is represented by number 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

To ensure continued workersô compensation coverage, WCD records and monitors workers' compensation coverage for approximately 91,000 

Oregon employers. This measure is a proxy for identifying the number of employers operating without workersô compensation insurance coverage, which 

helps the department measure its regulatory effectiveness on employers and improves protection for Oregonôs workers and employers. The target reflects 

our efforts to maximize employer compliance with workersô compensation insurance coverage requirements and can be influenced by Oregonôs economy 

and other external factors. A lower number is desired for this measure because it indicates fewer employers are operating without workersô 

compensation insurance. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

With the exception of an unusually low number in 2006, this rate has stayed relatively steady for a long period of years while the economy and total number 

of employers operating in Oregon have grown, indicating our effectiveness in achieving compliance with coverage laws. WCDôs staff investigates claims 

and complaints, as well as tracks policy cancellations to ensure all subject employers maintain the required insurance. If an employer does not obtain 

compliance voluntarily, WCD initiates enforcement action. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

We do not have comparable data from other jurisdictions. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Small changes in the number of noncomplying employer claims could significantly alter the results since the number of noncomplying employer claims is 

so low. Data is reported as the number of accepted disabling injured worker claims filed where the employer did not provide workersô compensation 

coverage per 1,000 total accepted disabling injured worker claims. From 2000-2008, this represents less than 0.5 percent of all claims. Changes in 

WCD investigation processes or insurance coverage costs may also affect results. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

To reduce the number of Oregon employers without workersô compensation insurance coverage, WCD is expanding education and enforcement efforts 

and partnering with other agencies. For example, many employers are currently using temporary staffing, worker leasing arrangements, or outsourcing to 

maintain profitability in the current economy. In 2008, WCD provided workshops to staffing providers to help them ensure that 
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workersô compensation coverage is provided and that claims are properly handled. This facilitates good business staffing practices that also comply with 

Oregon workersô compensation laws. These educational efforts will continue. 

WCD also has partnerships with the Employment Department, Department of Revenue, Construction and Landscape Contractors Boards, Bureau of 

Labor and Industries, as well as local government entities to provide employers with workersô compensation insurance information and to verify that 

employers have workersô compensation coverage. The division participated with several of those agencies, as well as the DCBS Building Codes 

Division, in enforcement sweeps at construction sites in Bend, Portland, and at the coast. The sweeps serve as a deterrent for contractors violating 

licensing and workersô compensation insurance laws. 

Further, effective July 1, 2009, the method by which insurers report proof of coverage to WCD will change. This change will allow quicker verification 

of workersô compensation coverage for employers and workers. In addition, it will provide WCD the ability to respond more quickly to problems or errors 

in the reporting by insurers. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data for this key performance measure is collected monthly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). This is a ñproxyò measure intended 

to represent the relative number of employers operating in Oregon without workersô compensation insurance. Data is reported as the number of 

accepted disabling claims filed where the employer did not provide workersô compensation coverage per 1,000 total accepted disabling claims. The 

number, 3.5, indicates that only 3.5 out of every 1,000 (0.35 percent) accepted disabling workersô compensation claims filed are from employees injured at 

businesses that do not have workersô compensation insurance coverage. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual 

report system shows a 0 as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #5 

CUSTOMER SERVICE ï Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agencyôs customer service as ñgoodò or 

ñexcellentò: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, and availability of information. 

2007 

Goal DCBS Goal #3: Be accountable to the public we serve, with excellent service to our customers. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source Customer service survey results are maintained in the DCBS Internet Survey Tool and various spreadsheets at the division level. 
Owner 

Greg Malkasian, DCBS Deputy Director, (503) 947-7872 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Provide excellent service in every customer interaction by making customer service a strategic initiative and investing in staff training. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

DCBS set very aggressive targets of 90 percent for all categories because excellent customer service is a high priority. 

 

Percent of DCBS Customers Rating Service 'Good' or 'Excellent' 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

The departmentôs overall rating of 91.6 percent in 2007 and of 88.4 percent in 2008 is a strong performance, especially since many of our 

customers are entities we regulate, audit, or inspect. Our timeliness rating has improved 2 percentage points since 2007 and is now within 1 percentage 

point of our target. Our helpfulness and expertise ratings remain on target, which reflects our focus on customer service. Customersô ratings of our 

overall service, accuracy, and availability of information have decreased slightly since 2007 and are currently below target levels. We will focus on these 

areas during 2009 to ensure we continue to provide excellent customer service to our customers. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Comparable data from other states is not available at this time. DCBS compares favorably with other state regulatory agencies. In 2007 the Oregon 

Health Licensing Agency reported that 81 percent of its customers rated the agency's overall service as "Excellent" or "Good." Similarly, in 2006 (the 

most current data available), the Department of Environmental Quality reported that 87 percent of its customers rated the department's overall service 

as "Excellent" or "Good." 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Many of the customers we survey are entities that we regulate, which can affect our results. However, even though we have a regulatory relationship 

with many of our customers, we have continued to perform well on this measure. The departmentôs focus on customer service as a key goal has helped 

create a culture that values excellent customer service. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

In 2009, we will continue our focus on serving our customers. To improve our already high levels of service, we will continue to train employees in 

customer service - all new DCBS employees attend a customer service workshop that helps them develop the attitude and skills needed to provide our 

customers with excellent service. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

DCBS uses an assortment of surveys to collect this data. Each of the departmentôs major divisions is responsible for surveying customers and collecting 

data independently and then reporting it as part of this overall measure. Surveys ask customers to rate DCBS' performance as "Excellent," "Good," "Fair," or 

"Poor" in 6 key areas: Timeliness, Accuracy, Helpfulness, Expertise, Availability of Information, and Overall Service. For 2008, 
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seven of the agencyôs divisions and several of their sub-units provided data for the measure, based on surveys of their customers. Participating divisions 

were Oregon OSHA (surveys to 2 customer groups), Insurance (surveys to 3 customer groups), Workersô Compensation Division (surveys to 2 

customer groups), Building Codes Division (surveys to 6 customer groups), Oregon Medical Insurance Pool (surveys to 1 customer group), Senior Health 

Insurance Benefits Assistance Program (surveys to 1 customer group), and the Division of Finance and Corporate Securities (surveys to 4 customer 

groups). The SHIBA and OMIP surveys are new in 2008; the remaining surveys were also conducted in 2007 with the exception of the Building Codes 

Division survey, which is conducted in even years. Data from each division is combined to give an agency-wide value using each divisionôs full-time 

employees as a weight to reflect the divisionôs relative level of service to Oregonians and the customers being served. Data for individual divisions is 

available on request. Survey data is collected annually or quarterly and is reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). Note, the 0s shown for 

2006 are placeholders added by the automated annual report system and do not represent actual results. This measure was first reported in 2007. 

Note: The 2007 customer satisfaction results have been updated since we submitted the 2007 annual report. In the 2007 report, one survey was 

inadvertently omitted due to a database change. Further, since the Building Codes Division only conducts surveys in even years, its results from 

2006 are now included in 2007, representing its service levels for both years. Adding these results ensures the overall results are consistent from year 

to year since they are now based on the same customer groups. Additionally, we have changed our weighting methodology to increase consistency and 

more accurately represent our customer base. Originally, each surveyôs results were weighted by the number of survey responses; however, because each 

division conducts a different number of surveys and receives a different number of responses, we found that this method did not meaningfully represent 

the level of effort within each program area and could fluctuate significantly from year to year. Thus, we have updated the weighting methodology to use 

each divisionôs number of full-time employees as weights as described above. These modifications resulted in relatively minor overall changes; the 

results shown in the 2007 report were as follows: Overall ï 94.2%, Timeliness ï 90.7%, Accuracy ï 93.8%, Expertise ï 93.9%, Helpfulness ï 94.8%, and 

Availability of Information ï 93.8%. 
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KPM #6 

UPHELD WORKERSô COMPENSATION DECISIONS ï Percent of Workers' Compensation Board decisions affirmed 

on appeal to the Judiciary. 

2000 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Data captured from Court of Appeals slip opinions and entered into an Access database maintained by Research and Analysis staff.  
Owner 

Abbie Herman, Chair, Workersô Compensation Board, (503) 378-3308 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Achieve consistent and legally sound decisions by conducting an impartial review of the record and the partiesô arguments in light of controlling 

statutes, applicable administrative rules, and case precedent. 

 

Percent of WCB Decisions Affirmed on Appeal 

Data is represented by percent 
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The Workersô Compensation Board, consisting of five members appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate, provides timely and impartial 

resolution of disputes arising under the workers' compensation law. For example, the board may review an injured workerôs appeal of an insurerôs denial of 

their claim. A board decision may be appealed to the Court of Appeals if one of the parties believes the decision is in error as a matter of law. Our goal is 

to achieve substantial justice by providing fair and impartial decisions that are legally sound. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

WCB consistently performed at or near established target levels for court affirmation rates from 2000-2007. As a result, we have continued to raise the 

target even though a single court reversal can dramatically impact the affirmation rate. We will continue to monitor the measurement, particularly taking 

into account the potential effects of court decisions concerning significant issues that may impact a number of cases. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

WCB has consistently met its targets. We expect some fluctuations in the numbers because of the small number of cases. In 2008, there were three reversals 

out of a total of 49 cases. So although the 2008 value of 93.9 percent fell slightly below the target, we still consider it a strong performance and within our 

desired performance range. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

There is limited data available because every jurisdiction has slightly different systems for resolving disputes in its workersô compensation system. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS  

The court reviews WCB decisions for errors of law and to determine whether substantial evidence and reason supports WCBôs factual findings and 

conclusions. Because the number of cases is limited (49 cases in 2008, and 59 cases in 2007), a different decision in only a few cases can have a significant 

impact on the affirmation rate. In addition, one reversal on a key issue could have a ñdominoò effect and lead to reversals in other cases. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

Board members, with the support of their board review staff, will continue to apply the processes developed for appellate review to issue consistent and 

legally sound decisions in an efficient manner. The staff will maintain the high standard of providing the court with a complete appellate record in a timely 

manner and accurately compiling statistical information regarding court dispositions of appealed WCB decisions. 
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7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is collected quarterly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). We gather data directly from court decisions and monitor in a monthly 

report. To obtain the overall value, we divide the number of WCB rulings affirmed upon appeal to the Court of Appeals by the total number of WCB 

cases appealed to the Court of Appeals. A link to the courtôs decisions is available on WCBôs Web site at: 

http://www.cbs.state.or.us/wcb/contents/coa.htm. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 

as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 

http://www.cbs.state.or.us/wcb/contents/coa.htm
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KPM #7 
ON-TIME WORK ï Percent of timelines for key department activities that are met. 2000 

Goal DCBS Goal #3: Be accountable to the public we serve, with excellent service to our customers. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Composite of several division-level measures. See ñAbout the Dataò for sources. 
Owner 

Greg Malkasian, DCBS Deputy Director, (503) 947-7872 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Provide timely service to customers by using technology, improving efficiencies, and training employees on responsiveness and timely work. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

 Data is represented by percent 

Percent of DCBS Timelines Met 
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DCBS has set aggressive targets for this measure to better serve its customers and to encourage employee improvement in activities such as closing 

complaints, completing applications, responding to inquiries, and issuing orders. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

DCBS has been able to maintain relatively high performance levels after seeing a steady increase between 2000 and 2004. In several cases, when 

we determine through consultation with customers that faster processing time would benefit them, we have set timeliness goals greater than required by 

statute. While short of the targeted 95 percent, performance on this measure still reflects substantially improved service to Oregonians. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Statistics for public or private industry standards on timeliness are not available for comparison to key activities contributing to this measure. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Because we hold ourselves to a stricter standard than the law in many cases, reaching our target is challenging. We evaluate whether faster 

processing time would benefit our customers; if so, we strive to achieve more aggressive timeliness. We have made significant strides in this area already. 

For example, several units in the Workersô Compensation Division have achieved significant improvement through use of alternative dispute resolution, 

which has dramatically improved the time it takes to resolve disputes. Staffing levels also can affect timeliness results. Many divisions within DCBS 

experienced key vacancies in positions related to the timeliness of their activities, which contributed to the slight decrease in timeliness from 2007. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

We need to continue to develop and implement processes for improvement and streamlining and apply best practices that we observe in various areas 

of the department as well as outside the department. We also will focus on hiring and training new employees to ensure that vacancies do not impact our 

delivery of timely services to customers. Further, new and existing employees will continue to receive training so they are able to conduct all activities in 

a timely manner. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data for this measure is reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30) and represents more than 20 key agency activities, such as issuing 
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workersô compensation orders and filing insurance complaints. Data for individual components is collected quarterly or monthly. The timeliness for each 

division is calculated by dividing the number of activities under consideration that are completed in a timely manner by the total number of activities 

completed during each fiscal year. To obtain the overall, agency-wide measure, the timeliness for each division is weighted by the number of full-time 

employees in that division. This weighting reflects the overall resources applied to each division as well as the services provided to Oregonians. Data is 

available at the division and program levels by contacting DCBS. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report 

system shows a 0 as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #8 
E-TRANSACTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS ï Percent of customer transactions completed electronically. 2000 

Goal DCBS Goal #3: Be accountable to the public we serve, with excellent service to our customers. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source DCBS databases 
Owner 

Royce Trammell, Deputy Administrator, Information Management Division, (503) 947-7361 

 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Make it faster and easier for businesses and consumers to conduct business with the department by allowing them to complete transactions 

electronically. 

 

Percent of Transactions Completed Electronically 

Data is represented by percent 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

The Governor targeted regulatory streamlining as a key initiative in the 2003-05 biennium and DCBS aggressively implemented online systems for licensing 

and permitting. Without historical data, the initial targets set for this measure proved to be low and the department easily beat the targets. We 

subsequently increased the targets based on the new data, and are on track to meet a very progressive goal of 45 percent in 2009. From this point 

forward, incremental improvements on this established base will be much more challenging to achieve. As such, we are recommending the legislature 

adopt targets for electronic transaction levels of 47.5 percent in 2010 and 50 percent in 2011, which represent a growth rate of 2.5 percentage points each 

year. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

During 2008, 44.3 percent of applicable transactions between businesses and consumers and DCBS were completed electronically, which exceeds our 

target. We believe this is a strong performance and that our online services make it more convenient for businesses and consumers to do business with 

us. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

No direct comparison data is available. As a state, Oregon was ranked 18th overall for its e-government sites and services available online in a 

2008 study conducted by the ñInside Politicsò section of the Brookings Institution. Oregonôs overall rating (on a scale from 0 to 100) increased from 44.3 

in 2007 to 53.9 in 2008, indicating continued improvement in our Web sites and online services. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

The primary factor affecting results is customersô and businessesô willingness to conduct business electronically with DCBS. When electronic 

transactions are available, businesses and consumers choose to conduct 70 percent of transactions electronically, which is up from 66 percent in 2007. 

Customersô belief in the security of their online information, knowledge that services are available online, and preference for online vs. paper transactions 

affect the overall percent of transactions that are conducted electronically. The number of services available online to customers also affects results. Of the 

data systems meeting the criteria for inclusion in this measure (see ñAbout the dataò), 69 percent are available for online transactions. Future efforts will 

focus on increasing the number of services available online as well as customer use of these services. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

We will focus on making more services available electronically for business and consumers. We are developing systems that allow check-cashing 
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licensing applications and annual report filings from mortgage lenders to be submitted electronically. We are also investigating the possibility of allowing 

citizens and businesses to apply for and renew elevator and vessel permits electronically. To make doing business with DCBS faster and easier, it is 

important that our online services are easy to use ï many are equipped with built-in surveys and e-mail feedback to help us ensure our systems are 

user-friendly. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

This data represents DCBS systems that conduct at least 5,000 transactions annually and that are available to businesses and citizens (internal 

systems or systems that primarily interface with other state agencies are not included). There are other, smaller systems that conduct fewer 

transactions, but they are not typically included because we want to focus on systems that have substantial impact for our customers. Instead of using 

a pure calculation of percent of transactions, we combine the average percent of electronic transactions for each division into an overall, agency 

average. This minimizes the impact of a few systems that have an extremely large number of transactions as well as equalizes the impact of each 

divisionôs efforts. The data is reported annually and represents averages for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). Contact DCBS for more detailed 

information on electronic transactions by division. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 as 

the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #9 

CONSULTATIONS WITH SAFETY COMMITTEES ï Percent of Oregon-OSHA employer consultations where the 

consultant works actively with employee safety committees. 

2002 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source Oregon-OSHA Consultations database 
Owner 

Suzanne Kailey, Consultation and Public Education Manager, Oregon-OSHA, (503) 378-3272 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Create employer self-sufficiency in workplace safety and health by involving employees in workplace safety and educating employers on the value of 

employee safety committees. 

 

OR-OSHA Contact with Safety Committees 

Data is represented by percent 
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Oregon OSHA offers no-cost, confidential consultation services to help employers improve workplace safety. Collaborating with the safety 

committee during those consultations ensures that both employers and employees are engaged in creating safer workplaces. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

We used historical trends to set a baseline for performance and set targets to show steady improvement from our baseline level, reflecting our desire to 

increase contact with safety committees. Target percentages increased through 2007 to an 88 percent threshold. The threshold of 88 percent reflects the 

expectation that approximately 12 percent of companies receive a consultation visit where safety committee involvement would not be productive. For 

example, consultants frequently meet with an employer more than once and it may not enhance safety efforts to meet with the safety committee at each visit. 

Also, some consultations focus on specific areas where working actively with the safety committee may not be constructive. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

In general, actual percentages have closely followed our targets. Over the past five years, the percentage of consultations where our staff work actively 

with safety committees has increased by more than 5 percentage points. The value of 88.6 percent for 2008 reflects a leveling off of interaction between 

Oregon OSHA consultants and safety committees because we realized that encouraging further increases in this target would be counterproductive to our 

efforts to improve safety (see explanation under ñAbout The Targetsò). 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

It is difficult to compare Oregon OSHAôs performance with other states because only about 20 percent of states have a safety committee 

requirement and we do not know of any other states that track this data. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

The percentage varies per quarter based on the type of consultation and the need for safety committee involvement. Consultants may visit the same 

employer over time to address specific safety and health issues. In these cases the consultant may not work with the safety committee during each visit. 

This is particularly true for subsequent visits if the employer already has an active and effective safety committee or has had previous consultant interactions 

related to safety committee roles and responsibilities. 

House Bill 2222, which was passed during the 2007 Legislature, likely affects this measure. The bill changed the safety committee requirements, 

particularly as they relate to small employers. As a result, this measure is not as meaningful because many small employers now have alternative 
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options for promoting safety in the workplace. We have proposed this measure for deletion because of the new law and the potential for inefficient 

interactions between safety committees and Oregon OSHA staff to meet an increasing target. Not all Oregon OSHA/employer interactions require 

involvement with safety committees and we donôt want to encourage employers to interact with us in an unproductive manner. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

Oregon OSHA will continue to emphasize the importance of effective employee involvement mechanisms such as safety committees and employer 

safety meetings. As part of the implementation of House Bill 2222, Oregon OSHA consultants and public education staff will provide renewed emphasis 

on these issues in their contact with employers. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is collected quarterly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 through June 30). Actual percentage figures are calculated by dividing the number 

of Oregon OSHA consultations where consultants worked with the safety committee to enhance their skills and /or improve their effectiveness by the 

total number of consultations with employers that had a safety committee. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual 

report system shows a 0 as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #10 

PERMITS FOR MINOR CONSTRUCTION WORK ï Number of building permits that can be used by contractors in 

multiple jurisdictions for minor construction work. 

2004 

Goal DCBS Goal #2: Regulate in a manner that supports a positive business climate. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Minor Label Permit database maintained by Building Codes Division staff. 
Owner 

Liz Browder, Manager, Statewide Inspections, (503) 373-1983 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Make it easier and less expensive for contractors to comply with regulations by offering ñminor labelò building permits for routine plumbing and electrical 

installations that can be used anywhere in the state. 

 

Number of Minor Label Permits Sold 

Data is represented by number 
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Minor labels permits are multiple permits that are purchased together and can be used throughout the state for numerous types of jobs, making them more 

convenient than traditional permits. For example, using traditional permits, a contractor installing new electrical outlets at 10 locations throughout the 

state must purchase 10 separate permits from multiple jurisdictions to comply with regulations. However, using minor labels permits, this contractor can 

make only one minor labels purchase that will cover all 10 jobs. Further, this purchase can be made online - 24 hrs a day, 7 days a week - making 

purchasing permits much more convenient for contractors. This streamlining of the permit process saves contractors time and money and improves 

compliance with the law. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

Our goal is to increase the number of minor labels sold around the state. We used our history of sales to establish a baseline, and we set targets by factoring 

in expected growth based on our aggressive marketing strategies. Targets for 2008 and 2009 were established in 2006, with the assumptions that 

economic conditions would remain favorable and that construction activity would show continued growth. However, construction activity has slowed 

since 2007, which has a significant impact on minor label permit sales. To establish targets for 2009-2011, we must take this reduced construction activity 

into account. Construction activity is expected to remain relatively constant until 2010, when it is expected to begin increasing gradually. Using a growth 

rate for the number of minor label permits sold of approximately 7 percent per year beginning in 2010, we target 54,000 minor labels permits sold in 

2010 and 57,800 sold in 2011. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

Customers report a great deal of satisfaction in using this simpler and cheaper process to purchase permits for minor work. However, despite continued 

efforts from the Building Codes Division to increase the utility and availability of minor labels permits, the total number of permits sold dropped from 

52,290 in 2007 to 50,500 in 2008. This is likely due to economic factors that have caused a reduction in construction activity. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Oregon is a national leader in the area of simplifying building permits. We know of no other state that has such a program, and we are being 

contacted by other state jurisdictions for help in establishing their own ñminor labelò programs. There also are no industry standards that relate to this goal. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Construction activity has historically had a major impact on outcomes for this measure. For example, the construction industry had been booming, 
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constituting 20 percent of all job gains in Oregon from mid-2003 to 2006, which led to an increase in the number of building permits sold. However the 

economic downturn and problems in the lending markets have caused the construction industry to slow during the past two years, which likely caused the 

number of permits sold to decrease. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

We are continuing our aggressive marketing efforts through BCD newsletters, e-mail, and articles in trade publications. We are expanding the type of 

work that can be covered by a minor label building permit to elevators and boilers. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

The data reported for this measure is the number of minor label permits sold in Oregon during the fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30); data is collected monthly. 

Permit sales are registered and maintained in BCD databases. Note, data from 2006 and 2007 was audited for data validity in September, 2008. In the 

internal audit, the data and results were verified as ñaccurateò, indicating that the auditor was able to recreate 2006 and 2007 results from raw data to 

within 5 percent of published values. 
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KPM #11 

REEMPLOYMENT FOR INJURED WORKERS ï Difference in percentage of eligible workers who return to work using 

return-to-work programs from those who do not use return-to-work programs. 

1999 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Information Management Division, Research and Analysis Section using Employment Department and WCD data files. 
Owner 

Delmi Hernandez, Manager, Reemployment Assistance Unit, Workersô Compensation Division, (503) 947-7797 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Restore injured workers to a self-sufficient status and lower costs for employers by increasing the use of return-to-work programs. The programs 

provide incentives to employers for getting workers back to work quickly. 

 

Percentage point difference in employment rate between injured 

workers who used return to work programs and those who did not 

Data is represented by number 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

This measure comprises data from three return-to-work programs: the Vocational Assistance Program, the Preferred Worker Program, and the 

Employer-at-Injury Program. The measure compares the difference in employment rates between injured workers who were using these benefit 

programs and similar workers who did not use the programs. To set targets, we consider current return-to-work activities, legislative changes, and 

program activities during the years of injury. We have adjusted our targets downward to 11 percentage points for the next two years to reflect the 

growth in the use of the Employer-at-Injury Program (please see the ñAbout the dataò section for more detailed information on the return-to-work rates 

for each program). This program had 3,200 participants in 2008, compared to 248 in the Preferred Worker Program and 67 in the Vocational Assistance 

Program. The Employer-at-Injury Program helps workers return to their pre-injury employer more quickly than in the other two programs. However, 

workers who are only eligible for the Employer-at-Injury program typically are less severely disabled and have higher employment rates than those who 

are eligible for the other return-to-work programs, so the difference in the return-to-work rates is typically smaller. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

Data consistently shows that injured workers who use return-to-work programs are employed at a higher rate than workers who do not use these 

programs. In 2008, workers who used return-to-work programs had a return-to-work rate that was 11 percent higher than those who did not use the 

program. This figure is consistent with past years, with the exception of 2006, when there was tremendous growth in use of the Preferred Worker 

Program. As mentioned earlier, the majority of the workers who use return-to-work programs use the Employer-at-Injury Program, which means that 

program has the most influence on the overall figure (please see the ñAbout the dataò section for more detailed information on the return-to-work 

rates for each program). 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Oregonôs return-to-work programs are nationally recognized and unique to Oregon. Many other jurisdictions have sought to introduce these programs 

in their jurisdictions due to the successes in Oregon. A 2008 study by the Workersô Compensation Research Institute highlights Oregonôs 

return-to-work programs as one of four key lessons other states can learn from Oregon. According to the study: ñOregon policymakers have fashioned 

some potentially powerful program elements aimed at stimulating early return to work and long-term recovery of wages for injured workers.ò 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Changes in the Oregon economy or in business practices may affect this measure by reducing or increasing opportunities for job openings. Also 
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affecting results are changes in laws, rules, or WCD initiatives during the various times employees and employers trigger the use of these programs. For 

example, the Workersô Compensation Division has streamlined the rules and processes for the Employer-at-Injury Program to enable more workers and 

their employers to participate. The Employer-at-Injury Program helps workers return to their pre-injury employer more quickly than in the other two 

programs, which benefits both the injured worker and the employer. Therefore, the growth in the use of this program is considered a significant success. 

However, since the difference in employment rates between workers who use the Employer-at-Injury Program and those who do not is lower than in 

the other programs, it has influenced movement toward the target. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

WCD will continue to provide education and outreach that promotes use of the return-to-work programs and dispute resolution services for vocational 

assistance matters. In addition, WCD will continue efforts to encourage use of these programs through increased partnerships with vocational providers. 

WCD also will continue to focus on simplifying rules and streamlining processes in delivery of reemployment assistance in order to promote more use 

of the return-to-work programs. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

To see the effects of return-to-work programs, it is necessary to track injured workersô employment over time. The data reported for 2008 

represents employment levels for workers who were injured during the calendar year 2004. This measure calculates the percentage increase in 

employment levels between eligible injured workers who use the return-to-work programs and eligible workers who do not use them or who did not 

complete their vocational assistance training. We compare the post-injury employment rates of these two groups 13 quarters after injury, which would be 

between April 1, 2007 and March 31, 2008. Note, data from 2006 and 2007 was audited for data validity in September, 2008. In the internal audit, the 

data and results were verified as ñaccurateò, indicating that the auditor was able to recreate 2006 and 2007 results from raw data to within 5 percent of 

published values. 

Percentage point differences in return-to-work rates for injured workers using each WCD program are as follows (Note - results are shown as: EAIP 

/ Preferred Worker / Vocational Assistance / Overall): 

*2000 - 6 / 24 / 30 / 12 

*2001 - 5 / 24 / 24 / 11 

*2002 - 4 / 21 / 21 / 9 

*2003 - 3 / 20 / 35 / 10 

*2004 - 4 / 23 / 35 / 11  
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*2005 - 4 / 24 / 29 / 11 

*2006 - 6 / 29 / 34 / 13 

*2007 - 5 / 23 / 32 / 10 

*2008 - 4 / 27 / 39 / 11 
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KPM #12 

STREAMLINED BUILDING CODES ï Number of Oregon-specific building codes modifications made to the national 

model codes. 

2002 

Goal DCBS Goal #2: Regulate in a manner that supports a positive business climate. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Manual counts based on review of building code revisions. 
Owner 

Andrea Simmons, Manager, Policy and Technical Services, Building Codes Division, (503) 373-7235 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Make Oregonôs building codes as consistent as possible with national model codes by limiting code revisions, so that contractors and inspectors will need 

less training and code enforcement will be more uniform, predictable, and consistent. 

 

Number of Oregon-specific Modifications to the National Code 

Data is represented by number 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

Historically, we determined our targets by selecting the commercial structures code that contained many Oregon amendments and identifying 

Oregon-specific amendments that were in statute (e.g. accessibility, energy, etc.) and should not be changed. Our initial targets were based on the number 

of amendments that remained. Our goal was to then reduce amendments to the national code by 5 percent during the next cycle of code changes; we 

cannot eliminate all Oregon-specific amendments because they are intended to protect the public or accomplish other policy objectives. 

Recent policy changes, such as Oregonôs progressive efforts to promote green building, energy efficiency, and sustainability, require additional 

modifications because Oregonôs policies are stricter than those adopted by the national code. The Building Codes Division must balance its efforts toward 

continued regulatory streamlining and elimination of unnecessary modifications with its need to further modify the national code to support Oregonôs 

aggressive policies on green building, energy efficiency, and sustainability. Raising the targets could create incentives to make unnecessary modifications, 

placing additional burden on contractors and inspectors to comply with added modifications. Lowering the targets, however, will not reflect the need to 

make necessary changes to promote sustainability. Therefore we believe this measure no longer produces meaningful results and we recommend it be 

removed from the agencyôs key performance measures. 

3. HOW WE ARE  DOING 

The codes are adopted once every three years with occasional mid-term updates. The last major code change occurred in 2007 and the number of code 

differences increased by more than 16 percent at that time. However, many of these code modifications were due to newly adopted policies in Oregon 

related to energy efficiency and sustainability. There were no mid-term code changes in 2008, though changes are expected in upcoming years to 

ensure that Oregonôs code reflects new policies on sustainability. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

We know of no other comparable standards. Many states do not have statewide codes and Oregonôs code reflects standards and policies enacted to 

serve and protect Oregonians. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

We are experiencing an increase in Oregon code changes because of several policy changes related to energy efficiency, sustainability, and green 

building. We make Oregon-specific changes when it is necessary to change national codes that are inconsistent with Oregonôs policies. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
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We need to continue to make modifications to ensure that Oregonôs code complies with Oregon policies and standards, such as those relating to 

sustainability and energy efficiency. At the same time, we must eliminate unnecessary modifications to continue to promote regulatory streamlining and 

consistency. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

This measure includes modifications to the commercial structures code. The code is adopted every three years, with occasional minor modifications in 

off years. The count reported each year reflects the number of modifications in effect during that Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). For example, the 

last major code update occurred in 2007, when 1,182 modifications were made to the national code. In 2008, there were 0 additional modifications. The 2008 

value of 1,182 modifications reflects the modifications still in effect from the major code revision in 2007. Please contact DCBS or visit 

http://www.cbs.state.or.us/external/bcd/programs/codes_in_oregon.html for additional information on Oregon specific building codes. 

http://www.cbs.state.or.us/external/bcd/programs/codes_in_oregon.html
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KPM #13 

OCCUPATIONAL INJURY AND ILLNESS INCIDENCE RATES ï Number of occupational injury and illness cases per 

100 full-time workers. 

2007 

Goal DCBS Goal # 1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context Oregon Benchmark #9: Oregonôs national rank in the cost of doing business. 

Data Source Data are reported on an annual basis via an employer-based survey collected for the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Owner 

Michael Wood, Administrator, Oregon OSHA, (503) 947-7400 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Advance workplace safety and health and reduce workplace injuries and illnesses by inspecting worksites for safety and health violations, 

investigating workplace fatalities, serious accidents, and complaints, providing training and consultation, and developing clear standards. This 

measure reflects the highest level measure of workplace safety in Oregon. 

 

Occupational Injury and Illness Incidence Rate Per 100 Full-time 

Workers 

Data is represented by number 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

Oregon OSHA has historically relied upon the overall occupational injury and illness rate for the private sector as one of the primary indicators of the 

program's performance. In addition, Oregon OSHA uses industry-specific rates and other data to identify areas that deserve further attention. Targets are 

based on past trends and our desire to continually reduce the rate of workplace injuries each year; a rate below the targeted level is desired for this 

measure. For 2010 and 2011 we propose targets of 4.9 and 4.8 respectively, reflecting our continued focus on making Oregonôs workplaces safer and 

reducing the rate of workplace injuries and illnesses each year. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

During 2007, Oregonôs occupational injury and illness incidence rate was 5.1 per 100 full-time workers, which outperforms our targeted value. Rates 

have dropped during eight consecutive years and have decreased 42 percent since 1995, indicating our continued success in partnering with employers to 

promote safer work environments in Oregon. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Monitoring Oregonôs occupational injury and illness rate over time gives us valuable information on workplace safety trends. However, because each 

state has a different workforce composition (e.g. relative proportions of clerical staff to construction), results are not directly comparable across 

jurisdictions. We do monitor the nationwide occupational injury and illness incidence rate; the 2007 national rate was 4.2 and the 2006 rate was 4.4. 

Though Oregonôs rate is higher than the national rate, over the past 20 years Oregonôs rate has typically declined faster than the national rate ï 

Oregonôs rates have decreased 53 percent while national rates have decreased 49 percent. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

The injury and illness incidence rates are based on an annual sample of Oregon employers. While the survey sample is small (around 4,000 Oregon 

employers are sampled each survey year), it is consistent with sample sizes used for other states. The safety and health practices of Oregon employers 

and employees affect this measure. Economic factors, such as the relative number of new employees in the workforce or the availability of employer 

resources to invest in safety training and equipment, can also impact the overall injury and illness incidence rate. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

Oregon OSHA will continue its programs that enhance workplace safety. Additionally, Oregon OSHA has submitted a policy option package for 
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added enforcement and training staff to increase its enforcement presence and education support for employers. The package also includes a research 

analyst to help the division better target high-risk industries. These efforts, combined with increased productivity among the staff, are expected to 

help continue to reduce the injury and illness rate. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is reported on a calendar year basis using results from the Bureau of Labor Statisticsô (BLS) national survey of occupational injuries and illnesses. 

For Oregon, this survey is conducted by the DCBS Information Management Division. The total-cases occupational injury and illness incidence rate is a 

measure of all recordable Oregon workplace injuries and illnesses per 100 full-time workers in the private sector. Beginning with the 2002 BLS survey, 

rates are based on revised requirements for recording occupational injuries and illnesses. Due to the revised requirements, the rates since the 2002 survey 

may not be comparable with those of prior years. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 as 

the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #14 
TIMELY WORKER BENEFITS ï Percent of injured workers who receive timely benefits from insurers. 2007 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source WCD insurer audit data 
Owner 

Sally Coen, Manager, Field Audit Unit, Workersô Compensation Division (503) 947-7687 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Ensure insurers and self-insured employers process claims and deliver benefits to injured workers in a timely manner by using education, 

enforcement, targeted auditing, and streamlining. 

 Data is represented by percent 

Timely Worker Benefits 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

This data tracks the timeliness of benefit payments by insurers to injured workers. Various types of benefit payments from insurers are audited for timeliness, 

including: time loss, permanent disability, death, and reimbursement of worker expenses. This measure provides a gauge for the efficiency of claim 

processing and benefit delivery. At 95 percent, the current, aggressive target reflects our desire to improve an already high level of performance. In 2009, 

we are changing our audit methodology to include a more risk-based approach. We will focus on under-performing insurers instead of regularly auditing 

all insurers. This will lead to greater long-term protection for workers, though in the short term insurers may appear to have decreased performance 

results. To reflect the change in our audit methodology, we recommend the legislature lower our 2010 target to 92 percent and 2011 target to 93 

percent. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

Although we are performing below our target of 95 percent, the number has been at or close to 90 percent for the past several years, which is an 

extremely high level of performance. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Direct comparisons to other jurisdictions are difficult as many states do not track and publish comparable data. However, the Workersô 

Compensation Research Institute (WCRI) has stated that Oregon continues to have one of the highest rates of timeliness in the nation. A 2008 study of 

14 states by the WCRI showed that in 2003 only 41 percent of workers received their first benefit payment within 21 days of injury. Oregonôs injured 

workers received their first benefit payment within 14 days of injury 90 percent of the time in 2003, and that performance has stayed strong. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

In the past couple years, the Workersô Compensation Division has made increased efforts to educate insurers about what constitutes a timely 

payment. For example, many payments that one particular insurer previously categorized as timely are now reported as not timely, which resulted in a 

drop in the percent of benefits paid timely for this insurer. Looking forward, we expect performance to improve because of several of our efforts. For 

example, in 2006, we increased the performance thresholds for insurers from 80 percent to 90 percent in categories that directly relate to workers 

receiving timely benefits. This threshold increase caused a greater number of companies to be penalized in 2007 and 2008; however, over time we 

anticipate these new thresholds will encourage insurers to improve their timeliness. Further, in 2007 the department levied a $5 million penalty against 

one of the larger groups of workersô compensation insurers in Oregon for a number of compliance violations. As part of the penalty agreement, the 

department has been working with the insurer to improve its timeliness performance ï the insurer group has bettered its timeliness of first payment of 

benefits for injured workers from 66 percent at the end of 2007 to 85 percent in the first quarter of 2008 and has seen significant 
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improvement in its overall workersô compensation claims performance. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

WCD is sponsoring a regulatory streamlining initiative to improve the divisionôs claims systems and processes in order to ensure injured workers receive 

the benefits to which they are entitled, make processes easier for insurers and employers, and improve performance by regulated parties. As part of this 

project, WCD will be using data to better target its education and enforcement efforts to improve insurer compliance. WCD is also considering a 

significant change to its audit process that will include using a more risk-based approach. We believe a more risk-based approach will ultimately lead to 

more timely benefit payments and greater protection for injured workers because the audits will target under-performing insurers. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is collected quarterly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). Data includes benefits payments for time loss, permanent disability, 

death, and reimbursement of worker expenses. Data comes from insurer self-reports that are verified by WCD and captured in the WCD Quarterly Claims 

Processing Performance audit report as well as the Compliance Field Audit of insurers and self-insured employers, which is an on-site field audit of 

insurer claims records. To calculate the overall value, the total number of benefits payments found to be timely are divided by the total number of 

benefits payments audited for timeliness. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 as the 

second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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KPM #15 
ACCURATE WORKER BENEFITS ï Percent of injured workers who receive accurate benefits from insurers. 2007 

Goal DCBS Goal #1: Protect consumers and workers in Oregon. 
Oregon Context DCBS Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

Data Source WCD insurer audit data 
Owner 

Sally Coen, Manager, Field Audit Unit, Workersô Compensation Division (503) 947-7687 
 

1. OUR STRATEGY 

Ensure injured workers receive accurate benefits by educating insurers and self-insured employers, conducting targeted audits, and streamlining 

processes. 

 Data is represented by percent 

Accurate Worker Benefits 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS  

This data tracks the accuracy of various benefit payments by insurers to injured workers, such as time loss, permanent disability, death, and 

reimbursement of worker expenses. This measure provides a gauge for the efficiency of claim processing and benefit delivery. At 95 percent, the 

aggressive target reflects our desire to improve an already high level of performance. In 2009, we are changing our audit methodology to include a more 

risk-based approach. We will focus on under-performing insurers instead of regularly auditing all insurers. This will lead to greater long-term protection for 

workers, though in the short term insurers may appear to have decreased performance results. To reflect the change in our audit methodology, we 

recommend the legislature lower our 2010 target to 94.5 percent and 2011 target to 95 percent. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING  

Although we are performing below our target of 95 percent, the number has stayed consistently above 90 percent, which is an extremely high level of 

performance. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE  

Direct comparisons to other jurisdictions are difficult as many states do not track and publish comparable data. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Many factors outside the insurersô control can affect results. For example, if an employer provides incorrect payroll information to the insurer, this can 

cause benefit payments to be inaccurate. WCD continues to streamline processes, which should reduce these types of errors and ensure that injured 

workers receive accurate benefit payments. Many factors within an insurerôs control can also impact results, such as training and education for 

employees. To improve insurer performance in this area, WCD conducted training on accurate benefits payment for individual insurers and provided 

training at the 2008 Workersô Compensation Education Conference. Additionally, WCD provides tools, such as a Web-based benefit calculator, so that 

companies can ensure their benefit payments are accurate. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 

WCD is sponsoring a regulatory streamlining initiative to improve the divisionôs claims systems and processes in order to ensure injured workers receive 

the benefits to which they are entitled, make processes easier for insurers and employers, and improve performance by regulated parties. WCD is also 

considering a significant change to its audit process that will include using a more risk-based approach. We believe a more risk-based approach will 

ultimately lead to more accurate benefit payments and greater protection for injured workers because under-performing insurers will 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS  
 

be the focus of increased education and monitoring. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA  

Data is collected quarterly and reported for the Oregon fiscal year (July 1 ï June 30). Data includes benefits payments for: time loss, permanent disability, 

death benefits, and reimbursement of worker expenses. Data comes from the Compliance Field Audit of insurers and self-insured employers, which is an 

on-site field audit of insurer claims records. To calculate the overall value, the total number of benefit payments found to be accurate are divided by the total 

number of benefit payments audited for accuracy. Note, DCBS reports final values to 1 decimal place. The automated annual report system shows a 0 

as the second decimal place, which is a placeholder for measures that may require a second decimal place. 
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CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of III. USING PERFORMANCE DATA  

Agency Mission: To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

 

Contact: Greg Malkasian, Deputy Director Contact Phone: 503-947-7872 

Alternate: Lisa Morawski, Public Information Director Alternate Phone: 503-947-7897  
 

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

1. INCLUSIVITY  

* Staff: A variety of methods were used to gain staff input. This included strategic planning processes and 

ongoing discussions at the work-unit, division and department levels. 

 
* Elected Officials: The department presented performance measures to the Legislature (through the Ways and 

 Means subcommittee), which adopted the measures. 

 

* Stakeholders: Stakeholders were involved in many aspects of the departmentôs work. Advisory groups, 

outreach meetings, and individual contacts helped staff ensure that stakeholder interests were considered and 

that stakeholders were aware of the proposed measures. 

 
* Citizens: Citizens provided input into the reporting of measures through the Advisory Group on Citizen Friendly 

 Reporting convened by the Oregon Progress Board in 2004-2005. Citizens also have the opportunity to provide 

feedback on performance measures and our annual performance measures report using an online survey 

available on our performance measures Web site (http://egov.oregon.gov/DCBS/performance.shtml). We will 

use citizen feedback to improve the quality of our performance measures and annual report. 

2 MANAGING FOR RESULTS  

The measures are used to gauge progress toward targeted goals. If progress is not met satisfactorily, the 

department staff seeks to determine the reason(s) and make policy, program, or operational changes to improve 

performance. The DCBS executive team uses performance data and other tools to identify best practices, 

strategies, and resource requirements to enhance performance. The team continues to evaluate the performance 

measures to ensure clarity and ensure that progress on each measure is meaningful. 

3 STAFF TRAINING  Once the measures were adopted by the Legislature, the department conducted training for all managers. The 

 DCBS divisions have had ongoing discussions and training at management meetings as well as extensive 

involvement by staff in performance tracking and measurement. Performance measures are often a discussion 

http://egov.oregon.gov/DCBS/performance.shtml)
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 item at division and section-level meetings within the department. 

4 COMMUNICATING RESULTS   
* Staff: The department uses its Key Measures System to ensure the staff has easy access to the most current 

data available for each measure. Staff also can access the measures from the Web site. 

* Elected Officials: Performance measures are a discussion and decision item in the budget process. The 

measures are also available to elected officials on our Web site. 

* Stakeholders: Stakeholders view the measures through reports in newsletter articles, conference presentations, 

and advisory committees. 

 
* Citizens: Our performance measure report is available on our public Web site. We also provide high-level 

summary data on each measure, and interested citizens can get current performance data and see how the 

measure is trending. 
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About DCBS 

hǳǊ ǿƻǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΦ  !ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ 5/.{Ω ǎǘŀǘŜŘ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻws:  

 To protect consumers and workers in Oregon.  

 To regulate in a manner that supports a positive business climate.  

 To be accountable to the public we serve, with excellent service to our customers.  

 

²ŜΩǾŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘ ƻǳǊ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ 5/.{ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƛth input from staff, 
stakeholders, and citizens: 

 Actively seeking input from our stakeholders and the public to identify areas of greatest concern to consumers, workers, and the businesses we 
regulate.  

 Focusing our efforts on improving outcomes for consumers and workers, not simply on improving processes.  

 Structuring our regulatory programs to impose the minimum burden on regulated businesses consistent with achieving the desired outcomes.  

 Promoting choices and access for Oregon consumers and businesses by supporting the success of industries in the economic sectors we regulate.  

 Using a variety of approaches (regulation, enforcement, education, consultation, direct service delivery, etc.) in the most appropriate combination to 
achieve our results.  

 Using technology and other tools to make it as easy as possible to exchange information and do business with us.  

 Working with our customers to solve problems, and striving to make every contact a positive experience.  

 Measuring whether our programs and approaches are achieving the right results, and regularly re-evaluating our programs and approaches to look for 
improvement.  

 Continually improving our cost-effectiveness and ensuring that our services provide value to consumers, workers, and businesses.  

Appendix A 

Agency 

Mission: 

To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of  

503-947-7897 Alternate Phone: Alternate:  Lisa Morawski, Public Information Director 

Greg Malkasian, Deputy Director Contact: 503-947-7872 Contact Phone: 
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 Evaluating, developing, and maintaining appropriate levels of human, organizational, financial and other resources necessary to carry out our 
responsibilities. 

 

Our mission and goals are accomplished by the following divisions and offices: 

 Building Codes Division (BCD). The Building Codes Division ensures safe and effective building construction by adopting and administering statewide 
building codes, certifying inspectors and licensing trade professionals, providing code and rule interpretation and dispute resolution, and enforcing 
license, code, and permit requirements. 

 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ό5hύΦ The Director's Office provides DCBS with overall leadership. The director and deputy director provide general supervision over 
DCBS programs and divisions, as well as policy direction for the department. Included in the Director's Office are public information and 
communication services, the multicultural communications program, internal audit functions, the Office of Regulatory Streamlining, and a senior 
policy analyst. 

 Division of Finance and Corporate Securities (DFCS). The Division of Finance and Corporate Securities helps ensure that a wide range of financial 
products and services are available to Oregonians and helps protect consumers from financial fraud and abuse. It does that by licensing financial 
institutions and service providers, regulating the sale of securities in Oregon, investigating complaints and alleged violations of financial-service laws, 
and providing education and other resources to consumers. 

 Insurance Division (INS). The Insurance Division helps ensure the financial soundness of insurers, the fair treatment of consumers, and the affordability 
and availability of insurance products by authorizing and examining companies, licensing producers, investigating alleged violations of insurance laws 
and enforcing them, reviewing insurance products, helping resolve consumer complaints, and educating the public and industry. 

 Internal Shared Services.  The Information Management Division (IMD), Employee Services (HRS), and the Fiscal and Business Services (FABS) Division 
provide fiscal, facilities, human resources, IT, and research support to DCBS divisions and offices. 

 Office of Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Business (OMWESB). This office certifies minority-owned, women-owned, and emerging small 
businesses to ensure they have access to public and private contracting opportunities. 

 Ombudsman offices. DCBS has an Ombudsman for Injured Workers (OIW) and a Small Business Ombudsman (SBO) to serve as resources for injured 
workers and small employers in dealing with the wƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

 Oregon Medical Insurance Pool (OMIP). The high-risk health insurance pool for the state. OMIP was established by the Oregon Legislature to cover 
adults and children who are unable to obtain medical insurance because of health conditions.  OMIP also provides a way to continue insurance 
coverage for those who exhaust COBRA benefits and have no other options. 

 Oregon Occupational Safety & Health Division (OR OSHA)Φ hǊŜƎƻƴ h{I! ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǊǳƭŜǎ and works to improve 
workplace safety and health for all Oregon workers by inspecting worksites, investigating workplace fatalities and serious injuries, responding to 
complaints, recognizing safety and health excellence, and providing consultation, training and technical services, and safety and health recognition 
programs. 
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 Senior Health Insurance Benefits Assistance (SHIBA). This program provides free counseling to people with Medicare and those who assist them. 
Volunteers who are trained in Medicare can help you select a Medicare prescription drug plan; find out if you are receiving all possible benefits; 
compare supplemental health insurance policies; review a bill; and file an appeal or complaint. 

 ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ .ƻŀǊŘ ό²/.ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƳǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜǎ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŀǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ 
Safe Employment Act. 

 ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ό²/5ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎΣ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƭŀǿǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘǎ ƛƴƧǳǊŜŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ Lǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ƛƴƧǳǊŜŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀƭǘŜǊnative dispute resolution 
services for medical, vocational, and disability disputes. 

To learn more about DCBS and the services we provide to Oregonians, please visit our Web site at: http://egov.oregon.gov/DCBS/ 

 

Consistency of Measures and Methods 

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

 

Levels of Reporting and Disaggregation 

Where appropriate and feasible, data is presented for multiple levels within the organization.  Data for several of the Key Performance Measures are 
collected at the sub-Agency (Division / Office) level; these are presented in Appendix B.   

Further disaggregation by geographic region or demographic characteristics was possible for two of our key performance measures - Occupational injury and 
illness rates (KPM #13) and the Rate of claims by non-covered employers (KPM #4).  These are shown in Appendix C.  Where appropriate and useful, we will 
seek to increase the number of disaggregated measures. 

 

Reliability of Information 

All data contained in this report comes from the DCBS Key Measure System (KMS), an internal application used for collecting, storing, and reporting division 
and agency-level performance measures.  The data for many measures is loaded into the Key Measures System using an automated data load, minimizing the 
possibility for error.  The remaining measures have defined data collection, entry, and calculation methodologies to ensure accuracy and consistency from 
year to year.  All data is verified prior to publication. 

As such, we believe the information contained in this report is reliable and accurate.  This is supported by internal audit findings ς KPM #2, 10, and 11 were 
ŀǳŘƛǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ Řŀǘŀ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜέ όƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻm raw data to within 5% of 
published values). 
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Frequency and Timing of Data and Report 

Unless otherwise noted, data is reported for the most recent State Fiscal Year (Fiscal Year 2008 - July 1, 2007 ς June 30, 2008).  This report is produced on an 
annual basis for interested citizens and the state Department of Administrative Services and on a biannual basis for the state Legislature.  Depending on data 
availability, the report is completed within 3-6 months of the fiscal year end (2008 report finalized December 9, 2008). 
 
 
Report Availability 
To obtain additional copies of this report, please contact Lisa Morawski (503-947-7897) for a paper version or visit our performance measures Web page at: 
http://egov.oregon.gov/DCBS/performance.shtml to download an electronic version.

http://egov.oregon.gov/DCBS/performance.shtml
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Disaggregated data for selected performance measures (by division) 

Note, for any division, the data shown below represents only a subset of activities performed by that division.   

Blank cells below indicate data was not measured at that time, text highlighted in yellow represenǘǎ ΨǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ,Ω ŀƴŘ ǘŜȄǘ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
agency results (with disaggregated data shown below) 

 

KPM #1 REGULATORY CONDITION ï Percent of regulated entities operating at desirable levels of acceptability or soundness. 

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target      100.0% 86.0% 86.7% 88.0% 

 Total 88.6% 81.2% 82.6% 83.9% 84.7% 85.4% 82.1% 82.3% 82.2% 

 DFCS 90.7% 86.8% 89.2% 82.6% 88.2% 84.7% 87.9% 90.9% 83.1% 

 WCD 88.0% 79.7% 80.8% 84.3% 83.8% 85.6% 80.7% 80.1% 82.0% 

           

KPM #5 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. 

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Timeliness       90.0% 90.0% 

 Timeliness ï Combined for entire agency     87.4% 89.2% 

 BCD        80.0% 90.5% 

 DFCS        81.1% 90.8% 

 INS        89.9% 87.5% 

 OMIP         86.3% 

 Oregon OSHA        92.8% 92.0% 

 SHIBA         95.2% 

 WCD        87.8% 85.9% 
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 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Accuracy       90.0% 90.0% 

 Accuracy - Combined for entire agency     89.5% 88.6% 

 BCD        81.4% 89.7% 

 DFCS        89.2% 92.4% 

 INS        92.5% 89.4% 

 OMIP         87.1% 

 Oregon OSHA        94.8% 94.7% 

 SHIBA         93.8% 

 WCD        88.8% 80.6% 

           

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Helpfulness       90.0% 90.0% 

 Helpfulness - Combined for entire agency     91.9% 89.9% 

 BCD        84.5% 89.7% 

 DFCS        91.6% 95.0% 

 INS        94.2% 92.4% 

 OMIP         90.3% 

 Oregon OSHA        95.2% 96.1% 

 SHIBA         96.4% 

 WCD        92.9% 81.6% 

  

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Expertise       90.0% 90.0% 

 Expertise - Combined for entire agency     92.5% 89.8% 

 BCD        83.3% 88.5% 

 DFCS        97.3% 95.0% 

 INS        94.6% 92.5% 

 OMIP         88.5% 

 Oregon OSHA        95.3% 95.7% 

 SHIBA         93.8% 

 WCD        93.8% 82.5% 

           

           
           



 

 12/22/2008 Page B3 

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Availability of Information     90.0% 90.0% 

 Availability of Information - Combined for entire agency   89.3% 85.3% 

 BCD        83.4% 87.1% 

 DFCS        93.1% 87.4% 

 INS        91.2% 86.7% 

 OMIP         82.3% 

 Oregon OSHA        95.2% 94.4% 

 SHIBA         94.5% 

 WCD        85.5% 74.2% 

           

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target - Overall Service      90.0% 90.0% 

 Overall Service - Combined for entire agency    91.6% 88.4% 

 BCD        84.5% 90.3% 

 DFCS        98.6% 93.3% 

 INS        93.4% 90.0% 

 OMIP         83.7% 

 Oregon OSHA        95.3% 95.4% 

 SHIBA         96.4% 

 WCD        89.9% 78.6% 

           

KPM #7 ON-TIME WORK ï Percent of timelines for key department activities that are met.   

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target   83.0% 87.0% 91.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 

 Total 81.4% 87.1% 85.7% 82.6% 86.4% 87.6% 87.7% 88.5% 86.0% 

 DFCS 74.2% 87.0% 90.2% 96.5% 98.1% 97.5% 96.6% 98.8% 89.2% 

 INS 65.9% 85.1% 82.7% 60.8% 62.0% 68.3% 63.4% 60.1% 49.6% 

 OIW  91.6% 90.0% 90.3% 91.5% 84.8% 96.7% 99.9% 99.8% 

 OMWESB    82.3% 93.9% 95.4% 98.6% 87.9% 93.0% 

 SBO    98.5% 99.3% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 

 WCD 88.7% 89.1% 89.4% 89.7% 93.0% 92.4% 93.3% 96.3% 95.1% 

 WCB 77.1% 75.5% 77.1% 83.0% 90.3% 93.2% 92.2% 87.1% 93.1% 
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KPM #8 E-TRANSACTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS ï Percent of customer transactions completed electronically 

 Fiscal Years 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 Target    8.0% 11.0% 14.0% 35.0% 40.0% 42.5% 

 Total 14.9% 14.6% 14.8% 21.1% 28.5% 36.4% 39.0% 41.4% 44.3% 

 FABS 21.8% 18.2% 17.3% 25.7% 31.6% 32.9% 33.7% 38.4% 37.1% 

 BCD 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 32.0% 38.7% 38.1% 42.0% 

 DFCS 32.9% 34.9% 34.8% 35.0% 47.2% 59.0% 61.1% 64.7% 65.7% 

 INS 12.2% 11.3% 11.2% 10.3% 39.3% 43.7% 47.6% 54.4% 62.7% 

 Oregon OSHA 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 38.9% 42.2% 47.3% 50.0% 52.6% 60.6% 

 WCB 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 WCD 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.9% 39.3% 40.3% 41.7% 41.8% 41.7% 
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KPM #4 ς ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ όŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅύ 

County of injury NCE claims Accepted disabling 
claims (total) 

NCE rate per 
1,000 ADCs 

 County of injury NCE claims Accepted 
disabling claims 

NCE rate per 
1,000 ADCs 

Baker - 86 -  Lincoln - 249 - 

Benton - 289 -  Linn - 600 - 

Clackamas 5 2,007 2.49  Malheur 1 171 5.85 

Clatsop 5 265 18.87  Marion 3 1,789 1.68 

Columbia - 184 -  Morrow - 97 - 

Coos 3 317 9.46  Multnomah 14 5,002 2.80 

Crook - 147 -  Polk 1 274 3.65 

Curry - 105 -  Sherman - 17 - 

Deschutes 4 989 4.04  Tillamook - 119 - 

Douglas - 415 -  Umatilla 1 504 1.98 

Gilliam - 16 -  Union - 138 - 

Grant - 44 -  Wallowa - 38 - 

Harney - 64 -  Wasco 1 177 5.65 

Hood River - 184 -  Washington 6 2,319 2.59 

Jackson 4 883 4.53  Wheeler - 5 - 

Jefferson 1 100 10.00  Yamhill 1 489 2.05 

Josephine 1 344 2.91  Multi-county - 95 - 

Klamath 2 403 4.96  Out-of-state 2 499 4.01 

Lake - 52 -  Unknown 19 1,721 11.04 

Lane 4 1,880 2.13  Total 80 23,099 3.5 

*NCE = Non-Complying Employer Claims (claims in which ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜύ 
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KPM #13 ς Occupational Injury and Illness Rate (disaggregated by industry, gender, age, length of employment, and race) 

This data represents the percent of injuries or illnesses disaggregated by industry, gender, age, length of employment, and race. The cases referenced below 
include only cases where the worker missed work due to his or her injury / illness. This is a subset (approximately 33%) of all cases used to calculate the total 
occupational injury and illness incidence rate shown in KPM #13. The remaining cases (cases requiring only restricted duty, worksite modification, or minor 
medical attention) were typically less severe than the cases included below because they did not involve missed work. The disaggregation by gender, age, 
length of service with employer, and race shown below is only available for the cases involving days away from work due to BLS reporting requirements; 
however, in upcoming years the above data disaggregation may be available for all cases. 

 

Number of Nonfatal Occupational Injuries and Illnesses Involving Days Away from Work
1
 by Selected Worker Characteristics and Major 

Industry Sector, Oregon Private Industry, 2007 
Characteristic Private 

industry 
2, 3, 4 

Goods producing   Service providing       

  Total 

goods 

producin

g 

Natural 

resources 

and 

mining 2,3 

Construc- 

tion 

Manufac- 

turing 

Total 

service 

providin

g 

Trade, 

transport

- 

ation, 

and 

utilities 4 

Inform

a- 

tion 

Financial 

activities 

Profes- 

sional 

and 

business 

services 

Educatio

n and 

health 

services 

Leisure 

and 

hospitality 

Other 

service

s 

              

          Total 100.0% 35.9% 5.0% 12.2% 18.6% 64.2% 30.0% 0.9% 1.2% 6.8% 11.5% 12.6% 1.0% 

              

Gender:              

     Male 66.0% 31.0% 4.3% 12.1% 14.6% 34.9% 19.7% 0.7% 0.4% 4.9% 2.4% 5.8% 0.8% 

     Female 33.8% 4.8% 0.7% -- 4.0% 29.0% 10.0% 0.1% 0.8% 1.8% 9.2% 6.8% 0.2% 

              

Age:              

     14 to 15 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

     16 to 19 3.7% 0.7% 0.2% -- 0.4% 3.0% 1.5% -- 0.2% -- 0.2% 0.8% -- 

     20 to 24 13.2% 4.6% 0.7% 2.0% 1.8% 8.6% 2.4% 0.1% -- 1.0% 1.3% 3.5% -- 

     25 to 34 22.7% 8.7% 0.8% 3.1% 4.7% 13.9% 6.4% 0.2% 0.2% 1.7% 2.0% 2.9% 0.2% 

     35 to 44 22.9% 9.4% 1.1% 3.2% 5.1% 13.4% 6.2% 0.3% 0.3% 1.2% 2.5% 2.7% 0.1% 

     45 to 54 21.8% 6.7% 0.8% 1.3% 4.5% 15.1% 9.2% -- 0.3% 1.6% 2.6% 1.1% 0.3% 

     55 to 64 13.8% 5.2% 1.0% 2.3% 1.8% 8.6% 3.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.0% 2.6% 1.0% 0.2% 

     65 and over 1.7% 0.3% -- -- 0.2% 1.3% 0.7% -- -- -- 0.1% 0.3% -- 

              

Length of service with employer:              

     Less than 3 months 14.2% 6.1% 1.2% 2.0% 2.9% 8.1% 3.1% -- 0.3% 0.9% 0.9% 2.8% -- 

     3 to 11 months 22.2% 7.8% 1.0% 2.8% 4.0% 14.4% 6.9% 0.2% 0.3% 1.0% 2.5% 3.2% 0.2% 
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     1 to 5 years 38.5% 12.4% 1.8% 4.1% 6.4% 26.1% 12.1% 0.4% 0.3% 3.5% 4.9% 4.3% 0.3% 

     More than 5 years 24.7% 9.4% 0.8% 3.2% 5.3% 15.2% 7.6% 0.2% 0.3% 1.3% 3.2% 2.1% 0.4% 

              

Race or ethnic origin:              

     White only 47.2% 18.3% 2.0% 7.4% 8.9% 28.9% 13.3% 0.5% 0.5% 3.3% 5.4% 5.1% 0.6% 

     Black only 1.5% 0.5% -- -- 0.3% 1.0% 0.2% -- -- -- 0.1% 0.5% -- 

     Hispanic or Latino only 12.1% 6.5% 2.1% 1.1% 3.2% 5.6% 2.5% -- -- 1.1% 0.3% 1.5% -- 

     Asian only 1.0% 0.5% -- -- 0.5% 0.5% 0.1% -- 0.1% 0.1% -- -- -- 

     Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 

Islander only 

0.4% -- -- -- -- 0.3% 0.2% -- -- -- 0.1% -- -- 

     American Indian or Alaskan Native only 0.5% 0.2% -- -- 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

     Hispanic or Latino and other race -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

     Multi -race -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

     Not reported 37.2% 9.8% 0.8% 3.5% 5.5% 27.4% 13.4% 0.4% 0.5% 2.1% 5.4% 5.2% 0.2% 

 

Notes: 

1  Days-away-from-work cases include those that result in days away from work with or 

without job transfer or restriction.   

4  Data for employers in rail transportation are provided to BLS by the Federal 

Railroad Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation.  
2  Excludes farms with fewer than 11 employees.                                                                                       NOTE:  Dashes indicate data that are not available.  Because of rounding 

and data exclusion of nonclassifiable responses, data may not sum to the totals. 
3  Data for mining (Sector 21 in the North American Industry Classification System -- United 

States, 2002) include establishments not governed by the Mine Safety and Health 

Administration (MSHA) rules and reporting, such as those in oil and gas extraction and related 

support activities.  Data for mining operators in coal, metal, and nonmetal mining are provided 

to BLS by the Mine Safety and Health Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.  

Independent mining contractors are excluded from the coal, metal, and nonmetal mining 

industries.  These data do not reflect the changes the Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration made to its recordkeeping requirements effective January 1, 2002: therefore 

estimates for these industries are not comparable to estimates in other industries. 

          SOURCE:  Bureau of Labor Statistics, U. S. Department of Labor, Survey 

of Occupational Injuries and Illnesses in cooperation with participating State 

agencies. 
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DCBS Expenditures for State Fiscal Year 2008 

Division Fiscal Year 2008 
Expenditures 

BCD $12,015,575 

DFCS $6,679,109 

Director's Office $1,421,551 

FABS $3,721,124 

HRS $2,545,112 

IMD $9,613,840 

INS $8,302,458 

OIW $632,583 

SBO $222,777 

OMIP $751,700 

SHIBA $669,669 

OMWESB $460,831 

Oregon OSHA $20,362,332 

WCB $9,120,963 

WCD $17,339,856 

Total $93,859,480 

% Included in KPM Report*  85.5% 
ϝbƻǘŜΣ ŀƭƭ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ 
HRS, and IMD contribute data to the Key Performance Measures 
presented in this report. However, though not included directly, 
the impact of these divisions is captured indirectly in our measures 
because they provide support to other divisions. 
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Appendix D 

Agency 

Mission: 

To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of 

503-947-7897 Alternate Phone: Alternate:  Lisa Morawski, Public Information Director 

Greg Malkasian, Deputy Director Contact: 503-947-7872 Contact Phone: 
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Glossary of Commonly Used Abbreviations: 

ADC 

Accepted Disabling Claims ς Those claims submitted by employees that are accepted by insurers and received by WCD for disabling occupational injuries or 
diseases that entitle workers to compensation 

 

APPR 

Annual Performance Progress Report ς The annual report prepared by all state of Oregon agencies and submitted to the Department of Administrative Services 
to report on their performance measures. 

 

BCD 

Building Codes Division ς The division of DCBS responsible for working with contractors within Oregon, conducting building inspections, providing building 
permits, and enforcing all codes. 

 

BLS 

United States Bureau of Labor & Statistics ς The federal agency responsible for providing employment and labor information.  These data are used in 
estimates of NCE rates and other performance measures. 

 

DAS 

Oregon Department of Administrative Services ς The state of Oregon agency responsible for oversight of the APPRs of all state agencies and for providing 
guidance and support in the development of performance management systems. 

 

Appendix E 

Agency 

Mission: 

To protect and serve Oregon's consumers and workers while supporting a positive business climate in the state. 

CONSUMER & BUSINESS SERVICES, DEPARTMENT of 

503-947-7897 Alternate Phone: Alternate:  Lisa Morawski, Public Information Director 

Greg Malkasian, Deputy Director Contact: 503-947-7872 Contact Phone: 
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DBE 

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise ς A program designed to ensure nondiscrimination in the awarding and administration of contracts. 

 

DCBS 

Oregon Department of Consumer and Business Services 

 

DFCS 

Division of Finance and Corporate Securities - The division of DCBS responsible for overseeing programs such as banking, credit unions, mortgage lending, and 
consumer finance protection. 

 

ESB 

Emerging Small Business  

 

FABS  

Fiscal and Business Services ς The division of DCBS that provides budget and financial support to the agency. 

 

FDIC 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ς U.S. government corporation created to protect consumers against bank failure by guaranteeing deposits up to 
$100,000. 

 

HRS 

Employee Services Division (formerly called Human Resources Services) ς The division that provides human relations and employee support services 

 

IMD 

Information Management Division ς The division of DCBS that provides application development and IT support to all divisions. 
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INS 

Oregon Insurance Division ς The division of DCBS responsible for ensuring the financial soundness of insurers, the availability and affordability of insurance, 
and fair treatment of policyholders and claimants. 

 

INSLIC 

Insurance Agents Licensing System 

 

KPM 

Key Performance Measure ς One of the performance measures identƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5/.{Σ ǎƻ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мр 
regularly managed and reported overarching strategic/budget measures. 

 

MBE 

Minority Business Enterprise ς A business enterprise at least 51% owned by a defined minority class and meeting prescribed financial requirements. 

 

NCE 

Non-Complying Employers ς !ƴȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ǿƘƻ Ŧŀƛƭǎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜΦ 

 

OIW 

Ombudsman for Injured Workers ς The division of DCBS that provides assistance and support to injured workers in filing or processing claims 

 

OMIP 

Oregon Medical Insurance Pool - The high-risk health insurance pool for the state.  

 

OMWESB 

Office of Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Business ς The division of DCBS that works to ensure that minorities, women, and emerging small businesses 
have equal access to contracting opportunities in both the public and private sector. 
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Oregon OSHA 

Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Administration ς The division of DCBS that works with labor, business, and other government agencies to ensure that 
workers in Oregon enjoy a safe and healthful workplace. 

 

Oregon OSHA CO  

Oregon OSHA Compliance Officers provide pre-job conferences to employers, and offer hazard-abatement assistance to employers who have received 
citations. 

 

Oregon OSHA CONS 

Oregon OSHA Consultation Services help employers identify and correct hazards in the workplace to prevent injuries and illnesses 

 

R&A 

Research and Analysis ς The section within IMD that provides research, statistical, and analytical services to the other divisions and to external customers. 

 

SBO 

Small Business Ombudsmanς The division of DCBS that provides assistance and support to small businesses deŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

 

SHIBA 

Senior Health Insurance Benefits Assistance (SHIBA) ς The program that provides free counseling to people with Medicare and those who assist them.  

 

WCB 

Workers' Compensation Board ς The division of DCBS that provides timely and impartial resolution of disputes arising under Workers' Compensation Law and 
the Oregon Safe Employment Act.  

 

WCD 

Workers' Compensation Division ς The division of DCBS that regulates laws and rules that ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΨǎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎϥ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

 


