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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005 
Agency Contact:  Carol Rives, Administrator   503-378-4181 x26

The Board of Accountancy has no links to Oregon Benchmarks; however high-level outcomes are consistent with those Identified for state government by the Governor and the Oregon Progress Board.  

	Performance Target Achievement
	

	Total number of Key Performance Measures  (KPMs)
	5

	Number of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	3

	Number of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	2


The Board of Accountancy exerts the following influence toward achievement of its high level outcomes:

· Develop administrative rules that are understandable, appropriate and accessible
· Enforce statutes and rules for non-compliance
· Provide information to the public and licensees through website, list serve and traditional communication methods
· Maintain well-trained staff members who perform work in a professional manner
· Utilize volunteer licensees for standing committees and specially appointed focus groups
· Maintain communication with stakeholders, professional associations and other regulatory authorities
In fiscal year 2004-2005, the Board achieved targets on four out of five key performance measures.  The Board recognized that the 04-05 targets for PM-3 are unrealistic, and revised them for 06-07 at a level that is commensurate with performance measure data.  
There are external conditions that may affect the Board’s ability to achieve the targets for some performance measures.  For example:

· Customer Service results are measured by comments provided by voluntary responses.  Voluntary reporting may not be the best benchmark for determining customer service.  Since this performance measure will be revised to conform to customer service policies developed by DAS, future results may be different, and may provide a more reliable source of information. 
· Efforts by the Board to achieve target in complaint process is affected by, for example, the complexity of the matter under investigation, and by the amount of time allowed for licensees or others to respond to information requests that are necessary to the investigation.  The Board continues to consider methods to improve performance that is affected by time constraints. 
Annual Performance Progress Report – 2004-2005 Executive Summary, continued 

The public accounting profession is in transition and all state boards of accountancy are challenged to address related transitions in the regulatory environment.  For example:

· The recent change in the administration and grade reporting for the Uniform CPA Exam has introduced new challenges
for state boards of accountancy, public accountancy firms and exam candidates.  
· Professional ethics have been called into question and state boards are working to identify ways to restore the public trust.  
· Certified public accountants are subject to multiple state and federal laws as they respond to client demand for services that cross state borders.  State boards of accountancy must respond to licensees’ involvement in multiple state practices without risking public protection and without unduly restricting practice in each state.
Results of 2004 key performance measures provide insight regarding the way certain goals are measured and achieved.  
· Continuing education requirements are critical to the Board’s assurance that licensees maintain professional competency.  The previous method of calculating results for PM-2 (continuing education compliance) did not provide reliable information.  Modifications established in 2003 for calculating this performance measure provide more reliable information about licensee compliance with the continuing education requirement.  2004 results show a significant improvement over 2003 results.
· Complaint calculations are based on a calendar year.  The Board may revise the measure to a fiscal year if it is advisable to do so.  The method of reporting the number of complaints processed was modified for 2004 reporting.  2004 results are calculated based on the number of complaints closed during the reporting period that were processed in 6 months or less (rather than number opened during the reporting period that were processed in six months or less.)  Complaint investigation and resolution is a critical responsibility toward both public protection and customer service, and one for which the Board is willing to allocate additional resources when necessary.
· Results achieved from resources allocated to website development continue to support expenditure and staff training for continued website enhancement.  
· 3600 licensees received the 2004 customer renewal survey.  90% of the surveys returned to the Board reported an overall rating of the Board as “good” or “excellent”.  This is commensurate with the results in 2003, and meets the Board’s target for 2004.
The Board believes that performance measures have a positive impact on its ability to achieve its mission, and that data collected points out the need for change or improvement.
Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results


Time Period:  Fiscal Year 2004-2005
	Agency:    Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Date Submitted:  October 1, 2005

	Contact:   Carol Rives, Administrator
	Phone:  378-4181  x 26

	Alternate:  Noela Kitterman
	Phone:  378-4181  x 27


	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	· Performance measures are reviewed at board meetings, with comments or recommendations from representatives of professional organizations

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	· To measure success toward achievement of Board goals and Strategic Business Plan, and to determine what changes are necessary if goals are not being achieved 

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	· Participation in developing, collecting and analyzing statistical data to measure success 

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	· Communication through Board website www.boa.state.or.us , newsletter and Board of Accountancy meetings

· To demonstrate whether Board programs achieve goals of public protection and customer service, and whether measurement tools are useful and provide value for determination of program success 

	5 What important changes have occurred in the past year?
	· Migration to Oregon.gov website provided a fresh look to the Board website and uniformity with websites of all state agencies


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	  Agency Name:  Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Agency No.  120000:

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# PM-1- Number of website hits to consumer-related web pages
	Target
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	44,331
	45,217
	46,121
	47,038
	47,974

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	7,981
	43,462
	78,814
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Data sources:  Board records
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?      
HLO #a:  Public protection 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Stakeholders and members of the public use the Board website as a resource.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Total hits to consumer pages on the Board website in 2004 increased by 181% over total hits in 2003.  These results validate:

· That  Board expenditures of resources to upgrade website provide value
· That the Board website provides information of value to consumers
· That the general public is becoming more familiar with the internet as a resource and is more willing to access information via the internet

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance 

Actual performance meets the 2004 goal.  The targets for succeeding years reflect a 2% projected annual increase.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Other state boards of accountancy do not have comparable performance measure statistics for comparison.

Performance Measure 1, continued

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Posting timely and accurate information on the website including: 


Frequently-asked Questions

Licensee database

Newsletter 

Notice of administrative rule revisions


Information of current interest
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to develop information that provides value to the public
	Agency Name:  Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Agency No.  120000:

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# PM-2- Percentage of licensees in compliance with continuing education on initial notice of audit
	Target
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	100%
	100%
	100%
	77%
	79%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	73%
	80%
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Data Source:   Board Records
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   
HLO #a:  Public protection

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Public protection requires competent licensees.  
In 2004 80 percent of licensees who were audited demonstrated compliance with continuing education requirements, 
which is an indicator of the competency of the general population of licensees.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The percentage of audited licensees in compliance with continuing education requirements increased from 73 percent in 2003 to 80 percent in 2004.  The Board is looking for a higher compliance rate and hopes to achieve this through sanctions for non-compliance.  Licensees who do not demonstrate compliance during the audit process are required to change their license status to “inactive”, or be subject to license suspension until compliance is achieved.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The targets that were proposed for this measure in 2003 were 100% for every year and were determined based on the prior method of measuring performance, which was always 100%.  A method that provides more accurate measurement of compliance was implemented for years 2003 and 2004.  Performance results measured under the new method do not meet the 100% targets.  Targets for 2005-07 are based on a one percent annual increase until more historical data is available. 
Performance Measure 2, continued
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Other state boards of accountancy do not have comparable performance measure statistics for comparison.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Review of continuing education reports with renewal applications
Performance of annual audit of continuing education

Develop requirements for continuing education in ethics
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Maintain high standards for licensee competency through continuing education requirements 
by imposing sanctions for non-compliance.
	Agency Name:  Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Agency No.  120000:

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# PM-3- Percentage of complaints processed within six months from date of receipt
	Target
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	27%
	55%
	89%
	100%
	71%
	72%

	
	Data
	42%
	57%
	52%
	55%
	68%
	65%
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Data sources: Board records
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   
HLO #a:  Public protection and HLO #b:  Customer service

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Public protection and customer service require efficient resolution of complaints against members of the profession.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The targets established in 2002 for years 2004 and 2005 were arbitrarily determined without reliable historical data.  In 2003 the targets for 2006-07 were modified to reflect a target that is in line with the measurable data for 2003.  2004 performance data indicates that three percent fewer complaints were processed within the six-month goal than was achieved in 2003. 
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

In 2004, the method of calculating this target was modified to calculate the number of complaints closed each year that were processed within six months.  Previously the calculation was based on the total number of complaints opened that were processed within six months.  The modification facilitates the collection of measurable data.  The length of time required to complete a complaint investigation is not completely within the control of the Board.  Investigations cannot proceed until licensees and complainants respond to information requests.  In 2004 Board resources were focused on several specific cases that either involved complex issues or presented a risk to public safety.  As a result fewer complaints were processed within the designated time frame.  The number of complaints that involves complex issues is increasing.  These cases often require the expertise of a consultant and are investigated under personal service contracts and are seldom completed within the six-month target. 
Performance Measure 3, continued
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There are other state agencies that measure the time required to complete investigations.  The results and targets of those measures vary by agency; for example, targets may be counted in days or months.  A reliable comparison of the results of different agency measures is not practical without additional information.  For example, it would be necessary to compare the complexity of complaints under investigation, the extent of disciplinary authority and resources available to each agency.  Comparisons are not meaningful if the results are not achieved under comparable conditions.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
Review each complaint immediately to prioritize investigation if the complaint presents an immediate risk to public safety

Assign complaints for investigation according to priority, based on risk of ongoing harm or continued violations
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Consider contracting with part-time investigator which may prevent backlog of complaints waiting for investigation.  
Continue to contract with qualified professionals when appropriate to assist with complex investigations. 
	Agency Name:  Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Agency No.  120000:

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# PM-4- Percentage of customers who interact with Board staff who rate services “good” or “excellent” in previous licensing period.  
	Target
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	80%
	90%
	95%
	85%
	85%

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	82%
	90%
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Data Source: Board Records 
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
 HLO #b:  Customer Service
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Customer service is critical to every agency.  Customer service provided by the Board has a positive impact on the agency and on state government services in general.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
   2004 performance achieved target.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The targets for 2006 and 2007 were modified to reflect a more realistic target.  Actions taken by a regulator may not meet the approval of all who are subject to regulation, and this dissatisfaction may be reflected in customer surveys.    Nevertheless the Board achieved the 90 percent target for 2004.
 Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Other state boards of accountancy do not have comparable performance measure statistics for comparison.

Performance Measure 4, continued
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Publication of newsletters, list-serve information
Provide accurate information in a professional and courteous manner
Provide opportunities for staff training to promote job skills and job knowledge 

Perform functions promptly and accurately

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue staff development opportunities

Provide cross training of staff functions to compensate for staff absences 
Calendar information to be included in newsletters and list-serve for regular publication dates
	Agency Name:  Oregon Board of Accountancy
	Agency No.  120000:

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	# PM-5- Complete annual review of administrative rules by January 1
	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
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Data Source:   Board Records
Key Performance Measure Analysis
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
HLO #c:  Regulate in a manner that supports a positive business climate
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Assure that administrative rules are current with professional transitions and public protection requirements.   By maintaining continuous review of its rules, and providing opportunities for input from all stakeholders, the Board assures that licensees are informed of regulatory requirements that are appropriate and necessary.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The Board conducts annual review of administrative rules to insure that rules are appropriate and necessary 
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

There is no variance between target and performance.  
Administrative rule review is a priority item in the Board’s strategic planning.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

The Board of Dentistry also conducts an annual review of administrative rules.

Performance Measure 5, continued

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Staff makes recommendations for rule revisions that become apparent through daily work procedures.  
Committees make recommendations for rule revisions discussed in the course of committee responsibilities.  
Stakeholders and licensees make suggestions or provide input for rule revisions.  
The Board considers all recommendations in its annual rule review. 
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Continue to be attentive to changes in the profession and regulatory climate that suggest the need for rule revisions. 
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