Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004 
The Oregon Department of Administrative Services (DAS) was created to improve the efficient and effective use of state resources through the provision of:

· Government infrastructure services that can best be provided centrally, including but not limited to purchasing, risk management, facilities management, surplus property and motor fleet;

· Rules and associated performance reviews of agency compliance with statewide policies;

· Leadership in the implementation of a statewide performance measurement program;

· State employee workforce development and training;

· Personnel systems that promote fair, responsive and cost-effective human resource management;

· Objective, credible management information for, and analysis of, statewide issues for policymakers;

· Statewide financial administrative systems; and

· Statewide information systems and networks to facilitate the reliable exchange of information and applied technology, risk management, facilities management, surplus property and motor fleet.  (Oregon Revised Statutes 184.305)

The Department uses its performance measures to gage the organization’s progress toward achieving its mission, operating unit goals and objectives, and the Oregon Benchmarks.  The Department’s Annual Performance Progress Report shows the performance measures for DAS.  Whenever possible, industry performance standards were used to establish target performance levels.  If no industry performance standard could be identified, historical performance data was used to establish targets.

The table below summarizes the performance of the Department for FY 2004.

	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	Total number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	33

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	15

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	16


The Department has been moderately successful in achieving their performance targets as defined by the current set of measures.  The Department is not overly concerned with this because the key performance measures need to be realigned to more accurately reflect performance on current agency priorities.  To remedy this issue, the Department has initiated a Strategic Planning process to identify department priorities and more meaningful performance measures.  Future reports will provide a better assessment of DAS performance related to the department’s most important work.  

If you have any questions or comments regarding the DAS Annual Performance Progress Report, please contact Dawn Farr at (503) 378-4950. 

Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency:   Department of Administrative Services
	Date Submitted: 
	Version No.: 1

	Contact:   William T. Fink
	Phone:  (503) 378-2349 ext. 287
	

	Alternate:   Dawn Farr
	Phone:  (503) 378-4950
	


	Agency Name:   Department of Administrative Services
	Agency No.:  10700

	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.

	How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	The Department’s high level indicators were developed in 2003 in consultation with the Governor’s staff, the Legislative Fiscal Office, the Oregon Progress Board, the DAS Director, and the DAS Executive Team.  In addition to the indicators, each DAS division has developed performance goals and measures to monitor, communicate, and improve work process at the staff level.  This same process will be used to update key performance measures once DAS’ Strategic Plan is completed.

	How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Performance measures are used by Executive Level managers to monitor the progress of their respective division.  Each division administrator must devise strategies and tactics to improve performance in targeted areas.  Work unit-level performance measures are monitored by work unit managers and staff, and data is used to evaluate performance and improvement strategies.

	What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Managers have been trained on the use of performance measures during staff meetings and by reviewing other industry standards for performance measure reporting.  Staff members have participated in reviews of how other governmental organizations measure and report on their performance.  Additional measures training will periodically be made available.   

	How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Performance measures and the “Annual Performance Progress Report” are posted for public inspection on the DAS website at www.das.state.or.us.  This allows DAS to communicate with the general public, inside and outside of Oregon, about performance of government services.  Biennially, DAS participates in a review of its performance as part of the legislative budgeting process.  This process has been adopted by the Legislature as one method of evaluating program effectiveness and ensuring that the Department’s work is aligned with legislative policy objectives. 

The Director and Executive Staff periodically review performance data to assess whether performance results are being achieve and to ensure that measures are aligned with current DAS priorities and the Governor’s and the Legislature’s policy objectives.

	What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	The DAS Director has launched a Strategic Planning effort to identify department priorities and find ways to make government more effective and efficient.  Once the plan is in place the key performance measures will be evaluated and modified so that they aligned with the revised goals and objectives of the department.  This process will enable DAS to more effectively monitor and adjust performance to maximize results.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-1  

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Budget & Management
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#1. Ranking of state budget policies to processes as measured by the Budget Process Quality (BPQ) index.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80

	
	Data
	NA
	80
	80
	67
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Index from the Federal Funds Information of States (FFIS).
Note: This measure is typically updated every three years with information from the “Budget Processes in the States” released by the National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO.)
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

This index incorporates four widely agreed-upon measures of good budget practices and uses them to rank states on the quality of their budget process.  The index award high scores to states with:

· Strong requirement for balanced budgets, particularly mandates in state constitutions for all stages in the budget process.
· Extensive powers for governors to constrain spending, including line-item veto authority and the ability not to spend appropriated funds.
· Large reserves held as balanced or rainy day funds.
· Understandable budgets that reveal the impacts of current decisions on future budgets, the use of Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) in budgeting coverage of all state money and disclosure of why and on what money is being spent. 
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This measure is most closely linked to two Oregon Benchmarks – Public Management Quality (#35) and Standards and Poors Bond Rating (#36). 

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

Oregon is making progress in achieving the goals for Public Management Quality, but we are not achieving the goals for Standards and Poors Bond Rating.  Oregon's bond rating was downgraded from AA to AA- in 2003. As a result, the cost of borrowing is higher than it would have been with an AA rating. The state has virtually no chance of reaching its 2005 target of AA+. Washington's bond rating is AA, one notch higher than Oregon's.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
A strong budget system that is understandable, balanced, and constrained is one key ingredient to achieving quality management in state government and necessary to achieve a positive rating for Standards and Poors.   This measure gives BAM some indication of how we are doing relative to other states.  It also reveals that many of the key components required to establish good budget practices are outside of a budget office’s direct control.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
Oregon’s ranking in the BPQ index dropped to 67 in 2002 from the initial score of 80 in 1999.  A perfect score is 100 for this relatively new index.  Oregon ranked ninth among the 50 states in 1999, and then dropped to 22nd in the most recent index.

It is easy to see why Oregon took a significant drop in 2002 when looking at what is measured.  Oregon does not have significant stabilization (or rainy day) funds to supplement its revenue during business downturns.  One component of the index awards points for having a rainy day fund and for the amount held in reserves.  Oregon’s score for this component went from 15 in 1999 to 2 in 2002, as all reserves were tapped to balance the 2001-03 budget.  Only two other states scored lower, Maine with -1 and Arkansas with 0.  Vermont topped the list with a score of 20.

Oregon continues to score highly in the other three components of the index: strong requirement for balanced budgets, extensive powers for governors to constrain spending, and understandable budgets that reveal the impacts of current decisions on future budgets.  Oregon’s score for these components did not change from 1999 to 2002.  

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure incorporates four widely agreed-upon measures of good budget practices and uses them to rank states on the quality of their budget process.  Oregon scores highly in three of the four components of the measure.  As noted above, however, because Oregon does not have significant stabilization funds to supplement its revenue during economic downturns, we score poorly in the fourth component of this measure - large reserves held as balanced or rainy day funds.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
BAM continues to expend outreach efforts aimed at educating key citizens and state staff on Oregon’s budget process and funding history. This effort is enhanced by the Governor’s budget initiative on transparency and accountability. In addition, BAM continues to re-define budget instructions and processes to provide decision-makers with sufficient information for good public policy discussions.

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

Continue current efforts to make Oregon’s budget process creditable and understandable.  Also support discussions related to a review of Oregon’s current tax system.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-2  
	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Budget & Management
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#2. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank BAM very good to excellent.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	90%
	90%
	90%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	86%
	
	81%
	
	


Data Source:  Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

The Department of Administrative Services conducts a periodic customer survey to identify areas of service delivery and communication that needs improvements.  The survey asked a series of questions that probes several aspects of communication, interpersonal relationships, and information sharing and service delivery.  The results, by division, identify strengths and weaknesses within the organization that can be used by managers to target areas of improvement.  
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This measure is most closely links to two Oregon Benchmarks - Public Management Quality (#35) and Standards and Poors Bond Rating (#36).

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

A strong budget system that is understandable, balanced and constrained is one key ingredient to achieving quality management in state government and necessary to achieve a positive rating for Standards and Poors.  
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
This measure gives BAM some indication of how we are perceives by our state agency partners. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
BAM results from 2004 Customer Service Satisfaction survey show that 81 percent of respondents giving a positive rating of “good” to “excellent.”   The strongest positive ratings were for “BAM staff provides useful information” and “BAM staff is professional and courteous.”  The least positive ratings were for “BAM staff provides clear information” and “BAM provides help with solving problems.”  Overall, given BAM’s required priorities related to the six special legislative sessions in 2001-03, the longest regular session in Oregon’s history in 2003 and the spending constraints and other issues in the 2003-05 biennium, these results are surprisingly positive.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Comparable customer satisfaction results for other state budget shops is not available. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
BAM continues to expend outreach efforts aimed at educating key citizens and state staff on Oregon’s budget process and funding history. This effort is enhanced by the Governor’s budget initiative on transparency and accountability. In addition, BAM continues to re-define budget instructions and processes to provide decision-makers with sufficient information for good public policy discussions.

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

BAM will continue current plans noted above.  We will place more emphasis on communication with those agencies that have smaller budgets.  In addition, analysts will focus their efforts on learning agency programs prior to the budget building process.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-5  

	Agency Name:  Dept of Admin Services, Facilities Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#5. Uniform Rent (U.R.) costs per square foot as a percent of private market rates.
	Target
	N/A
	75%
	80%
	80%
	85%
	85%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	
	Data
	74%
	72%
	81%
	76%
	88%
	94%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Salem/Keizer Office & Retail Survey, PGP Valuation Inc.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
To provide quality facilities to state agencies at a competitive rate. 
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
What is the impact of your agency?  
The data suggests that the economy is struggling and lease rates are an indicator.  The impact will be that U.R. is closer to the private sector lease rates.  Once the economy improves, the private sector rates should increases and give U.R. a larger gap.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
The measure proves a cost-effectiveness comparison between Uniform Rent costs and private market costs.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  
The goal is to perform below the annual target rate.  We are slightly above the target (short of our goal) due to the economic downturn and reduced private market rates.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  
The private industry is constantly comparing their rates to stay competitive through private survey mechanisms.  This measure allows us to check our internal rates against theirs to ensure we are providing the value for the best cost to state agencies.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
DAS is constantly measuring its services against the private sector to ensure its functions are cost-effective for state government.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  
We need to continue to track these trends carefully and strive to maintain a cost advantage for state agencies leased in DAS buildings.
 Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-6  

	Agency Name:  Dept of Admin Services, Facilities Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	# 6.  Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank Facilities very good to excellent.
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	81.5%
	
	79%
	
	


Data Source:  DAS Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
To provide quality facilities to state agencies at a competitive rate.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?  
The data says that agencies value the Facilities Division’s services and employees.  The impact is satisfied customers who are productive for state government.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
It demonstrates a high satisfaction rate by tenants who receive our services.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  
We are performing close to the target, most likely due to increased response time for requests and staff working hard to meet our customers’ needs.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  
Customer service is one of the most common surveys of any service organization.  This measure shows that tenants see value in the service we provide, which means we are staying competitive with the private sector and the majority of our customers are content. 
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
The department actively surveys customers regularly to receive feedback on service and take corrective action, if needed.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  
Staff needs to continue delivering a high level of service and look for opportunities to further improve.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-35  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	# 35. Percent of project approvals that include evidence of requests to local the community for input on impact of state projects in the Salem-Keizer area.
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	85
	90
	90

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	100%
	
	
	


Data Source:  Mailings and public notices, minutes of citizen testimony, and any conclusions or finding of the Capital Projects Advisory Board for projects brought before them.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

 Assure local citizen participation in deliberations and decisions on capital projects affecting the Salem-Keizer area.

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

The data shows that the public feels comfortable participating in government processes.

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

Provides evidence of a high level of local community input on to state projects in the Salem-Keizer area.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

We are exceeding the goal, which means our outreach efforts are finding the appropriate people. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  

Other government agencies and the private sector have survey mechanisms to track if they offer the opportunity for customer feedback.  This measure allows Facilities to ensure that citizens have the opportunity to provide input into government processes as well as participate in decision-making that influences their neighborhoods and lives.

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

The Department is working on expanding public participation and communication on many levels, including updated websites and public notification lists.

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

We need to continue the current practice of appropriate mailing and proceedings distribution.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-07

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Human Resource Services Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#7. Annual voluntary turnover rate for the State workforce. 
	Target
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%
	5.5%

	
	Data
	5.3%
	5.6%
	5.5%
	4.8%
	4.7%
	4.9%
	6.1%
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Data Source:   The statewide employee information system (Position and Personnel DataBase or PPDB).
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
To provide a stable workforce of well-trained, experienced, and knowledgeable state
employees.

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

What is the impact of your agency? 
The data shows that a higher than average number of employees voluntarily left state service between

July 1, 2004 and June 30, 2005.

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

The measure quantifies the impact of the Division’s compensation and workforce management strategies on employee retention.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The annualized voluntary turnover rate for executive branch state agencies increased by 24 percent over the rate for 2003-04.  The goal is to stay below the target rate of 5.5 percent.  The 2004-05 rate exceeds the target rate by more than 11 percent.  This dramatic increase followed a 4 percent increase between 2002-03 and 2003-04 – the first increase the rate had experienced in several years.  The improving economy and increase in available jobs, along with the freeze on State employee merit and cost-of-living adjustments that went into effect on July 1, 2003, are key elements contributing to the increased voluntary turnover rate.  Exit survey data gathered during the reporting period showed that 28 percent of the employees responding left state service for employment with other public sector employers not subject to the wage freeze.  Twenty-one percent of the respondents noted compensation or benefit issues as the reason for leaving state employment.  Compensation policies and salary rates are predicated on progressive movement through a salary range to allow more experienced and seasoned employees to receive pay that brings the total compensation package to between 95 and 105 percent of market.  Without the natural progression through the salary ranges and adjustments for cost of living increases, the State’s compensation plan can not maintain parity with the market.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

At this point there is no reliable source of data to compare voluntary turnover rates in either the public or private sector.  It is anticipated that with the growing area of human resource metrics, this information will become more readily available in the near future.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The Division regularly participates in compensation surveys in both the private and public sector to assess the State’s market relationship overall and its market relationship for “benchmarked” classifications of work to ensure that state government can attract and retain competent workers. 

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

The Division needs to continue to closely examine the factors that affect retention of employees, including total compensation and working conditions.  The Division also needs to continue to enhance training and promotional opportunities that provide for career growth and to establish and maintain policies that encourage and support a good working environment for its employees.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-08  

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Human Resource Services Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#8. Racial/ethnic diversity in the State workforce as a percentage of the statewide civilian labor force.
	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	89.3%
	72.1%
	72.6%
	72.8%
	72.9%
	69.8%
	Not available until October 2006
	
	


Data Source:   State government workforce data is from the Position and Personnel DataBase (PPDB) that includes employee data for all state agencies other than the Oregon University System (OUS).  Oregon labor force data is provided by the Oregon Employment Department’s annual workforce analysis report and is representative of the statewide labor force -- it is available around October of the following year.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

The Division and Department goals that the state government workforce reflects the diversity of the Oregon labor force.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency? 

The state government workforce does not yet reflect the diversity of Oregon’s labor force.

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

The measure demonstrates if the Division’s recruitment, hiring, and retention efforts support and encourage a workforce that is representative of Oregon’s diverse labor force.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The State’s progress toward having a workforce that reflects the diversity of the Oregon labor

force lost some ground during this reporting period.  The 3 percent drop in the ratio is partially attributed to the percentage of minority employees in the state government workforce decreasing by 0.3 percent (from 11.8 percent to 11.5 percent) while the minority representation in Oregon’s labor force increased by 0.3 percent (from 16.2 percent to 16.5 percent) during that same period of time.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

The Division is in the process of trying to identify sources available to compare its performance in recruiting and retaining a diverse workforce to other public and private employers. 
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The Division participates in job fairs, posts recruitment announcements in minority publications, employs a recruiter that focuses on diversity and/or executive recruitments, and collaborates with the Governor’s Affirmative Action Officer and Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses Advocate.   
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Division needs to do a better job of recruiting, hiring, and retaining workers in minority groups.  Members of minority groups are projected to continue to increase their presence in Oregon’s labor force.  The Division needs to continue to increase its outreach efforts to let minority groups know of open recruitments, make it easier to access and respond to job announcements, and increase availability of diversity training in state agencies. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-9
	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Human Resource Services Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#9. Percent of all State managers that meet the baseline requirements of the newly established management competencies and expectations.
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	
	


Data Source:  Staff
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
State managers are knowledgeable in effective management practices.

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

There is no consistent measurement of management knowledge throughout state government.  
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Data is not available.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Data is not available.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Data is not available.

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

The Division will continue to collaborate with state agencies’ training managers to develop metrics for evaluation of training needs and employee knowledge.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Legislature has asked the Division to review and revise this measure with an eye toward providing more useful measurements.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis

Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-10
	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Human Resource Services Division
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#10. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank the Human Resource Services Division (HRSD) very good to excellent.
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	88%
	 
	77%
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Data Source:   2004 Department of Administrative Services Customer Service Satisfaction Survey.
Key Performance Measure Analysis 
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
To support the success of state government by providing leadership and services to promote a stable and qualified workforce in Oregon State Government.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency? 

The data says that the majority of the direct users of the Division’s services value those services.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
This measure demonstrates how satisfied state agency staff are with the Division’s services.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Division customers were less satisfied with the services available in 2004-05 than in 2003-04.  Results from the most current DAS Customer Service Satisfaction Survey show the Division received positive rates of “always” or “usually” from 77 percent of the respondents.  The Division received the highest ratings of satisfaction (89.6 percent) in response to the statement that “HRSD is professional and courteous.”  Responses to the categories “provides clear information,” and “provides useful information” also received ratings of “always” or “usually” more often (79.2 percent of the time) than the average of all other categories.  Categories “understands my agency” and “helps with solving problems” (at 70.1 and 69.7 percent, respectively) continue to be the two areas where Division customers are less satisfied with the Division’s services.  In meeting its regulatory and accountability responsibilities, the Division can be seen as inflexible and unwilling to understand and assist state agency managers in meeting their needs in the area of human resource and workforce management.  During this reporting period, the Division was responsible for administering, monitoring, and enforcing the Governor’s administrative restrictions relating to human resource management practices.  The restrictions affected agencies’ ability to attract potential applicants and compensate newly hired employees, employees promoting or moving within the system, and employees exceeding performance expectations.  In meeting the performance expectations of the Governor, the Division is not always able to assist agencies in addressing compensation issues.  Division staff was still considered to be professional and courteous throughout implementation and administration of these restrictions. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

At this point there is no reliable source of data to compare customer satisfaction rankings in the public sector.

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

The Division actively participates in collaborative ventures with state agencies in the areas of policy direction, training, recruitment, labor relations, data management, and compliance.  
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

The Division needs to continue to work closely and collaborate with executive branch agency human resource managers and agency directors to ensure agencies have the staff, knowledge, and tools they need to meet the individual agency’s needs.  The Division also needs to continue to look for ways to ensure its staff gain a full understanding of issues affecting each specific agency seeking guidance and take that understanding into consideration when assisting agency human resource and management staff in identifying resolutions to issues relating to workforce management.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-11
	Agency:  Department of Administrative Services, Information Resource Management Services
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#11. Number of state information technology projects with a 90% actual to expectations ratio measured by performance and features criteria. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	67%
	75%
	85%
	90%
	91%
	92%

	
	Data
	N/A
	0%
	N/A
	67%
	37.5%
	65%
	NA
	
	


Data Source: Database in IRMD Quality Assurance program used for tracking state information projects over $500K.
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Key Perfromance Measure Analysis 

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Goal 9: Improve the State’s management of technology as an investment.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency?
Measure provides an indication of quality of projects and agency effectiveness.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Over time, improved oversight of the higher cost projects will provide better insight into and management of technology projects at the state.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
Data through 2004 was based on state information technology projects over $500K tracked through the Quality Assurance function.  Criteria considered included whether the project was on time and within budget, whether business needs were met, and the level of user satisfaction.  In the fall of 2004, the State CIO shifted the program focus to IT investment projects that exceeded $ 5 million a year.  This shift prohibits comparisons with historical data.  

Moving forward, IRMD has now shifted to tracking only those projects that require, by policy, a third party Quality Assurance vendor.  This shift is a better utilization of resources because it focuses attention on projects that carry the most risk.  This shift makes the current measure inappropriate because the program has now shifted from ongoing trend analysis to a point in time review of project health.  To correct for these shifts, a revised measure will be proposed during the next measures review cycle.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Information isn’t available.

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

Defining and documenting IT project requirements and criteria.  

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

The State IT Performance Measurement Committee recently completed work on the criteria that will be used for measuring project performance.  Beginning January 2006, the Strategic IT Investment Review section of IRMD will begin tracking projects according to these criteria.  A new measure will be developed that more accurately portrays the quality of IT projects in the state. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-12  

	Agency Name: Department of Administrative Services, Information Resource Management Services
	Agency No.:

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

	#12. Total Cost of ownership for centrally provided technology services compared to FY 2000.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	0%
	-5%
	-20%
	-20%
	-20%

	
	Data
	
	$60.5 million
	7.9%
	21.5%
	26.8%
	16.4%
	2.2%
	
	


Data Source: IRMD staff.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 10 – Provide cost effective and efficient technology services.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?   
No conclusions can be reached.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  

The way the current measure is structured it is impossible to show accurately any agency progress towards the goal.  In concept, this performance measure is very useful.  However, the way the measure is calculated it does not accurately reflect how the costs of centralized IT are changing over time.  By only measuring the expenditures of the central IT organizations in IRMD from year to year, changes in per unit costs, technology, and demand are not reflected.  The current measure also includes large amounts of pass through expenditures that have no relation to the actual efficiency or cost of ownership of the organization – they are demand driven costs for services purchased in bulk by IRMD on behalf of the other state agencies.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Not applicable because it is not possible to accurately compare expenditures from 2000 year to year given the way the current measure is structured. 
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  

No data exists.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  

Operating and pass through expenditures for the Voice, Data and Video Services, Printing and Distribution, the General Government Data Center and Enterprise Application Services (formally called Systems Development and Consulting).  All of these sections of IRMD provide statewide IT services.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  

The existing measure needs to be abolished and a replacement created that looks at the per unit cost of services provided by the central IT organizations in IRMD

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-13  

	Agency Name: Department of Administrative Services, Information Resource Management Services
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#13. Percent of all targeted agencies who have successfully completed an E-government launch with IRMD assistance. 
	Target
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15%
	50%
	70%
	98%
	98%

	
	Data
	0%
	0%
	0%
	2%
	37.5%
	47%
	63%
	
	


Data Source: IRMD staff.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
Goal 11:  Position the State of Oregon’s agencies to become more citizen accessible via internet technology.

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?   
The state is making progress towards getting agencies accessible to the citizens via the internet.  The E-Government program is directly responsible for this progress.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
As the percent of targeted agencies increases, citizens have more accessibility to Oregon agencies.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  
The 2005 reset of the E-government program included outsource day to day operations.  The transition to the vendor’s data center in Texas has delayed the implementation of some agency projects.  Once the reset is complete, we will be able to dramatically increase the speed of E-government launches in agencies.  The reset is anticipated to be done by the end of FY 2006.  It is not likely that the 2006 target will be met, but the 2007 target is very achievable.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  
The industry is young enough that there are no industry standard metrics.  All applications are customized so there are not standards to compare to.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? 
Developing web stores for agencies, developing other applications that allow citizens to conduct business with the state over the internet.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  

The E-government program needs to focus more resources on target agencies to ensure they get their applications online.  The transition to another data center, a significant software migration and an overall program reset have impacted the program's ability to meet this year's target.  Beginning in January 2006, more resources will be allocated to targeted agencies.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003-2004

 Performance Measure #10700-14  

	Agency Name: Department of Administrative Services, Information Resource Management Services
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#14. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank IRMD good to excellent.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	70%
	
	61%
	
	


Data Source: Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey..
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  

To the IRMD Mission: To provide leadership within state government for the effective development, management and enhancement of digital technologies. Provide core technology and communication services in support of Oregon state agencies.

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

Quality customer service is a key component of providing technology and communications services to state agencies.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  

IRMD continues to be ranked poorly on the survey.  Management continues to make changes to improve IRMD’s performance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

IRMD is perceived as not providing value to its customers.  Part of this perception is due to the fact that IRMD is frequently in the position of saying “no” because it has the job of regulating other agencies or mandates that services be obtained through IRMD.  Another reason is frequent reorganization and lack of clarity of who to talk to about a given problem.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  

No data exists.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
Customer service related to IT services provided by sections within IRMD, E Government.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?  
IRMD needs to continue working to understand and meet the needs of its customers.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-15  

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Oregon Economic Analysis
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#15. Percent of respondents of Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank Office of Economic Analysis very good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50%
	55%
	60%
	65%
	70%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
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 Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey.
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  
Goal 12:  Provide reliable and certain forecasting information about the State of Oregon.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) provides positive contact to our customer base and strives to provide accurate and reliable data to our stakeholders.

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

The survey is a measure of the satisfaction of our information, a way to assess the usefulness of the information.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

No data is currently available because OEA was not included in the last survey sent out to agencies to evaluate performance.   

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Not applicable until data is available.

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

Organization and dissemination of data at our advisory meetings.

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

We will assess as data comes in. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-16  

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#16. Percent of members of Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors’ who rank the reliability of the economic forecast very good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	50%
	55%
	60%
	65%
	70%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	100%1
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1) The response rate was only 50%.

Data Source: Agency Survey
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?  

Goal 12:  Provide reliable and certain forecasting information about the State of Oregon.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) provides positive contact to our client base and strives to provide accurate and reliable data to our stakeholders

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

The performance measure informs on the Council’s satisfaction with the reliability of the economic forecast.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This is a first survey, so there is no variance to report.   The performance measure indicates that we exceeded the 60 percent target.  Those who responded to the survey, indicate that OEA is satisfying their needs.  Unfortunately, the survey response rate was only 50 percent.  Before we decide that our current delivery is accomplishing our goals, we need to hear from the 50 percent who did not return surveys.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There is no central collection of government agency performance measures for departments engaged in the same functions as OEA.  We are investigating the clearinghouse website http://www.seagov.org/aboutpmg/ for government performance measures and the State of Washington’s agency’s Performance Progress Report.

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

Our twice per quarter meetings with the Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Given that response rate was 50 percent; we need to increase our follow-up efforts to get a higher response rate.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
TIME PERIOD: FISCAL YEAR 2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-17 

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Oregon Progress Board
	Agency No.: 107210

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	#17. Number of statewide or county planning processes that incorporate Oregon Shines and/or Oregon Benchmarks.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15

	
	Data
	unknown
	unknown
	10 (estimated)
	unknown
	unknown
	unknown
	16 (estimated)
	15 (estimated)


Data Source: Simple count of current Oregon state and county planning-related sites mentioning Oregon Benchmarks as of September 25, 2005.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Maintain and enhance Oregon Shines as the state’s strategic vision.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
What is the impact of your agency? 
Ninety Oregon Benchmarks are indicators of progress gauging Oregon’s success in meeting the three goals in Oregon Shines II (1997): 1) quality jobs for all Oregonians; 2) safe, caring and engaged communities; and 3) healthy, sustainable surroundings. When state, county and local partners use benchmark data and targets in setting their own goals and strategies, Oregon Shines is maintained and enhanced as the state’s strategic vision. 

Counties and private organizations use the Oregon Progress Board’s biennial benchmark performance reports and county data books in local planning processes. Board staff prepare custom slide shows for counties on request to help them understand how they are doing. This helps to make benchmark data real to local communities. Board staff also work to keep the benchmarks on the radar screen of other statewide planning processes such as the Oregon Business Plan.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
The data point for 2005 is an estimate based on a web search for Oregon Benchmarks and isolating county and statewide planning-related sites from those returns.  Given that both data points are based on informal estimates, data indicate that the number of state and county planning processes incorporating Oregon Benchmarks is at least not decreasing. Oregon Benchmarks continue to help keep some Oregonians focused on the goals of Oregon Shines II.  
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
All data points are estimates. They indicate that Oregon Benchmarks remain a part of the planning thought process for numerous state and county planning exercises. This number counts the 36 county comprehensive plans for children and families as one planning process.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Few other states have high-level outcome measures like Oregon Benchmarks; an industry standard therefore does not exist.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Participate with the Oregon Business Plan visioning process and development of the Oregon Business Council’s 2006 Competitive Index.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
Develop a method to get more accurate data for this performance measure or replace with a better measure. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
TIME PERIOD: FISCAL YEAR 2004 – 2005
 Performance Measure #10700-18 

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Oregon Progress Board
	Agency No.: 107210

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	#18. Percent of state agencies submitting annual performance reports in 2004 consistent with performance measure guidelines.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	80%
	90%

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	63%
	61%
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Data Source: Oregon Progress Board file, H:\Projects\Master Agency Tracker
Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Mobilize partners to achieve benchmark targets.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
What is the impact of your agency? 
Many state agencies have missions and goals that directly align with one or more Oregon Benchmarks. Budget instructions from the Department of Administrative Services require agencies to submit Annual Performance Progress Reports that explain their part in achieving the benchmark targets.  Without the training and individual follow-up of Progress Board staff to agency inquiries, and reminding agencies of timelines and other requirements, the percentage that submitted all required components of the September 2004 reports (Introduction, Part I and Part II) would have been significantly lower.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Performance measure guidelines specify a set of questions for agencies to answer on how they use performance data internally (Part I, Managing for Results) and how they are doing on each individual measure (Part II, Key Measure Analysis). Since many of the performance measures are linked directly to Oregon Benchmarks, meaning they represent that agency’s part in meeting the benchmark target, complete and on-time submissions of these external (public) reports should help drive continuous internal improvement and contribute to achievement of benchmark targets.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
The second annual performance measure reports required of state agencies were due in September of 2004.  Forty-five of 74 agencies (60 percent) submitted within the first week of October with all components present. With follow-up in the following weeks, all eventually submitted the three required components.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  No information at this time.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Conduct mandatory performance measure trainings for state agencies. Track report submissions and follow-up with agencies that are late or missing components of their reports. Be available to answer questions and provide assistance on request.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
Find resources to review substantive quality of the reports, not just form. Using these reports, assess the “state of the state” in achieving its performance measure targets. The Progress Board is working with Budget and Management and Legislative Fiscal Office on these issues.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
TIME PERIOD: FISCAL YEAR 2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-19  

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Oregon Progress Board
	Agency No.: 107210

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	#19. Percent of Oregonians who are familiar with the Oregon Benchmarks.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35%

	
	Data
	17%
	n/a
	31%
	n/a
	24%
	n/a
	21%
	


Data Source: Oregon Population Survey (biennial)
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Mobilize partners to achieve benchmark targets.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
What is the impact of your agency? 
There is no specific benchmark on public awareness of the benchmarks. The assumption here is that the more widely the benchmarks are known and “owned” by Oregonians, the more successful Oregon as a whole will be in achieving benchmark targets and the goals of Oregon Shines.
The Progress Board is charged with keeping Oregonians focused on the future via Oregon Shines and the benchmarks. 
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Ultimately, the Oregon Shines process won’t succeed if the public does not know about Oregon’s vision and goals. This measure provides a yardstick for determining how well the benchmarks have penetrated Oregon society.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
After a remarkable increase in 2000, the percent fell from 31 to 24 percent in 2002 (+/- 3 - 4%) and to 21% in 2004. This probably means the estimate for 2000 was artificially high (for unknown reasons). This is reinforced by a 1996 data point of 12% familiarity. It also means that the 2005 target of 35% is probably too high. One problem with the measure is many citizens may only know about the “Oregon Benchmarks” through the reports on attaining “curriculum benchmarks” that are generated with the state report card for K – 12 schools.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
No comparators at this time.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Every time the Board does a report, staff attempt to obtain press coverage for the work.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
Staff members need to keep pushing for press coverage of Board activities. The Progress Board has a newly formed Outreach Committee, which will focus on this issue.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
TIME PERIOD: FISCAL YEAR 2004 – 2005
 Performance Measure #10700-20 

	Agency Name:  Department of Administrative Services, Oregon Progress Board
	Agency No.: 107210

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	#20. Average ranking of performance by customers on a 1–5 scale. (1=poor, 5=excellent)
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4.6

	
	Data
	n/a
	n/a
	4.4
	n/a
	4.1
	4.0
	3.4
	


Data Source: Oregon Economic and Community Development Customer Satisfaction Surveys (2000 and 2002); Department of Administrative Services Customer Satisfaction Surveys (2003 and 2004.)
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Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Provide high quality service to all stakeholders.
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What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? 
What is the impact of your agency? 
There are no Oregon Benchmarks related to customer service.
Board staff members are solely responsible for impacting this goal for the Board’s customers.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
A performance ranking by customers directly demonstrates the degree to which the Progress Board provides quality service to its stakeholders.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
The Progress Board participated in a random sample of all stakeholders with the Oregon Economic and Community Planning Department (OECDD) in 2000 and 2002.  Customers surveyed included those both within and outside of state government. In 2003 and 2004, the Progress Board was included in two different customer service surveys of the Department of Administrative Services (DAS).  Customers surveyed were those primarily within state government, and the methodology was different. The 2003 and 2004 data points are estimates only, based on the average scores, the later retroactively adjusted from a 4-point to a 5-point scale.
 The lower score in 2004 may reflect the fact that the Board’s work with customers within state government is the difficult work of performance measurement. It also reflects the Board’s learning curve in creating a system of performance measure reporting forms that work well simultaneously for state agency managers, legislators and the general public.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
The 2004 survey showed that the Progress Board lagged behind other divisions in DAS in customer rankings of both communication and value of services delivered.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Designing and conducting trainings on performance measurement; hosting quarterly “Roundtables” for agency performance measure coordinators; conducting a “listening campaign” with agency heads to more fully understand their issues regarding Progress Board services. 
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
The Progress Board’s customers are: 1) Governor’s Office/BAM; 2) Legislature/LFO; 3) state agencies; 4) local governments; 5) non-governmental organizations and 6) the general public. DAS surveys from 2003 and 2004 surveyed state agency staff only. An attempt will be made to better represent the Progress Board’s customers in the future. Also,  the performance measure forms and process/timeline need to be refined with the input of BAM and LFO using feedback from all players in the performance measure system. (Note: This measure will be replaced by a new measure that conforms to new statewide standards for measuring and reporting customer satisfaction.)
Annual Performance Progress Report
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
Performance Measure #10700-21
	Agency: Department of  Administrative Service,  Public Employees Benefit Board
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#21. Average employee satisfaction with PEBB benefit program in PEBB annual survey (scale of 1-10).
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	7.4
	6.0
	7.1
	Not yet available
	
	


 Data Source: Annual survey conducted by PEBB.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Goal 16: Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and State.

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

The survey response rate is too low to draw statistically significant conclusions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
This performance measure demonstrates the benefits available to employees are meeting their needs and are of a high quality.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The response rates to this survey are historically low.  In 2002, we received 682 responses, in 2003, 635 responses, and in 2004, 666 responses from PEBB’s 45,000 members.  Survey results are inconclusive due to a low response rate.  However, they may indicate trends in member satisfaction with the PEBB program.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There are no relevant public or private industry standards for comparison.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB continues to design and negotiate contracts that strike a balance between high quality benefits and affordability for the state and employees.  

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

PEBB is embarking on a new way to supply healthcare and healthcare benefits, called the PEBB Vision.   A strategic plan has been completed with input from board members and stakeholders.

Annual Performance Progress Report
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
Performance measure #10700-22

	Agency:  Department of  Administrative Services, Public Employees Benefit Board 
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#22. Cost of administrative assessment for PEBB operations as a percentage of monthly premiums.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%

	
	Data
	NA
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	
	


 Data Source: PEBB budget documents.         
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Goal 16:  Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and state.

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

Program administrative assessments have been constant over time.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
This measure demonstrates PEBBS ability to control the administrative costs associated with providing benefits to state employees.  Controlling internal costs adds to the affordability of the benefits.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

PEBB consistently meets the target percentage of this performance measure.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Not applicable.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB monitors all administrative contracts and expenditures on an ongoing basis to maintain the 0.6% administrative cost percentage. (State Statute allow PEBB to have admin fees up to 2%)

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

No additional action needed. The Board reviews each year.  The Legislature eliminated this measure during the 05-07 session.
Annual Performance Progress Report
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
PERFORMANCE MEASURE#10700-23 

	Agency:  Department of Administrative Services, Public Employees Benefits Board
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#23. Percentage of performance standards met by contractors.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%
	95%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	95%
	97%
	97%
	Not yet available
	
	


Data Source: Self disclosed reports from contractors that are based on the three quarters of 2005 data.
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Key Performance  Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Goal 16:  Provide high quality benefits at an affordable cost for employees and state.

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

The data indicates that PEBB contractors are achieving cost effectiveness.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Meeting performance standards by contractors helps to ensure that high quality benefits are available to state employees.  It also shows the value of the benefits from a cost prospective.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Contractors are meeting the standard set.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There are no relevant public or private industry standards for comparison.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
PEBB obtained permission to hire a full time contracts manager from the 2003 Legislature.  One aspect of the contract manager’s job is to review contractor’s performance standard reports for accuracy and compliance.  The Board has developed a strategic plan:  PEBB Vision.  Contracts for carriers selected for benefit year 2006 will include measurable deliverables for achieving PEBB goals.

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

Data for this time period is pending.  PEBB will continue monitoring of contractors for compliance with the standard and deliverables.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004-2005

 PERFORMANCE MEASURE #10700-24

	Agency:  Department of  Administrative Services, Public Employees Benefits Board
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#24. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank PEBB good to excellent.
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	80
	80
	85
	85

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	
	87%
	
	


Data Source: Department-wide Satisfaction Survey.
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Key Performance Measure  Analysis 

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

PEBB does not have a specific customer service goal.  Customer service is linked to PEBB’s goal of providing high quality benefits at a cost that is affordable to the employee and to the state.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?

This is a Department-wide survey.  PEBB ranked high in customer service satisfaction.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
This performance measure shows how well PEBB is meeting the service needs of customers.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

PEBB is exceeding the target set by DAS for quality of service.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

There are no relevant public or private industry standards for comparison.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
To increase customer service, PEBB has implemented an on-line benefits management tool that will allow members and agencies to view and manage benefits throughout the year.  Medical plans selected for 2006 will provide tools for members that assist them is assessing their health status and meeting individual wellness goals, focus on integrated services, and include benefit enhancements such as bariatric services.
PEBB has embarked on a new way to supply healthcare and healthcare benefits, called the PEBB Vision.  The Vision emphasizes quality healthcare with the right care at the right time, stressing value for dollars spent, not just cost.  The 2006 medical benefit plans are directed toward achieving the Vision and contacts containing measurable deliverables to meet PEBB goals.
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

Assess customer response to the on-line tool and continue to make improvements in the system.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-25

	Agency Name:  DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#25. Annual number of worker’s compensation, liability, and property claims per 100 FTE.
	Target
	
	
	
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10

	
	Data
	7.93
	7.75
	7.83
	7.54
	6.49
	6.46
	6.04
	
	


Data Source: Claims data. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Minimize the number of claims filed against the state.   It is determined by the total number of workers’ compensation, liability, and property claims filed each year per 100 FTE.

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

The rate reduction in Loss Year 2003 may be explained by the property loss deductible increasing from $500 to $2500. In spite of that, the rate continues a downward trend.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

The annual frequency rate of claims continues a downward trend and remains below 10.  A downward trend is good as the goal is to be below the target.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Even with the property deductible increase, the rate continues to decrease.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure is not used to compare to others but to the past rates of state government.

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

Safety and risk consultation services to agencies which provide loss control strategies to prevent or mitigate loss. Because state agencies have decreased their vehicle accidents, associated cost has decreased dramatically. 

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

Continue safety and risk consultation services to agencies.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-26

	Agency Name:  DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#26. Percent of respondents to department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank Risk Management very good to excellent.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	80%
	
	80%
	
	80%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	91%
	
	88%
	
	


Data Source: Survey distributed by DAS-DO to agencies. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Though not linked to other goals, it addresses satisfaction of Risk Management services provided to state agencies.

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

To the degree that our customers are satisfied, it is indicative of good performance and effective service.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
It measures customer satisfaction of Risk Management services provided to agencies.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

A high level of customer satisfaction of Risk Management services provided to agencies.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure is not used to compare to others but to the state government’s past rates.

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

The coordination of claims management activities with agencies.

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

Continue the coordination of claims management activities with agencies.
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-27

	Agency Name:  DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#27. Percent change in current claims cost compared to previous biennium.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	5%
	
	5%
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	1%
	
	27%
	
	7%
	
	


Data Source: Claims data. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Minimize the cost of claims against the state. A moderate upward trend is good, as the goal is to be below the target.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

Claim costs are “cash flow” expenditures that occur during the biennium, regardless of the claims’ loss dates. 

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

The good news is that the rate of a 7% increase is much lower in this biennium than the last.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Unlike in Biennium 1999-2001, “cash flow” costs in Biennium 2001-2003 increased substantially due to large payments made on a few claims. The 7% increase in the subsequent biennium was more moderate.

This is a new measure, and performance is much more variable than anticipated.  The 5% target may not be realistic for “cash flow” expenditures.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure is not used to compare to others, but to the past cost of state government claims.

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

Claims management partnership with Trial Division of Department of Justice is taking place on liability claims.

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

Although the number of “time-loss” claims is stable, the cost is increasing.  Strategize and implement new programs to limit the percent increase in the cost of workers’ compensation “time-loss” claims. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-28

	Agency Name:  DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#28. Cost of risk per $1,000 of operating budget1.
	Target
	
	
	
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00
	$4.00

	
	Data
	$2.47
	$3.03
	$3.44
	$2.89
	$2.50
	$2.27
	$2.25
	
	


1) Starting with Loss Year 2002, the survey changed its budget basis to “total” from “operating.” Hence, one cannot compare the last four years to the first three years due to change in denominator.

Data Source: September 2005 actuarial review by PricewaterhouseCoopers, insurance costs paid to commercial insurers, and risk management budget for administration costs. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 

Minimize the cost of claims filed against the state.  
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

It indicates the total cost of claims, commercial insurance, and administration compared to state budget costs. Claim costs are ultimate forecasts per loss year determined by an independent actuarial review.  A “loss year” consists of only those claims that have loss dates in that year.
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Total cost not only remains below the target of $4 per $1,000 of state government budget, but it continues to trend downward.  A downward trend is good, as the goal is to perform below the target.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

It may be appropriate to reduce the target since “total” budget is now the denominator instead of “operating” budget.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This measure has compared favorably to the nationwide RIMS Benchmark Survey over many years.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

The processing and managing property and liability claims made against state government. Also, department oversight of state agency “return to work” programs and of SAIF’s processing and managing workers’ compensation claims made against state government.

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

Strategize and implement new programs to limit the percent increase in the cost of workers’ compensation “time-loss” claims.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year Ended 2004-2005

Performance Measure #10700-29  

	Agency Name: Department of Administrative Services, State Controller’s Division
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#29. Percentage of state agencies earning the State Controller’s Division Gold Star Certificate.


	Target
	90%
	90%
	95%
	96%
	97%
	97%
	97%
	97%
	97%

	
	Data
	88%
	97%
	93%
	91%
	93%
	95%
	91%
	
	


Data Source: Agency files in State Controller’s Division.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This performance measure supports our goal to protect the accuracy and integrity of statewide financial information.  It is linked to OBM 36, the State general obligation bond rating.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

The State’s general obligation bond rating has been downgraded, based on various factors considered by the rating agencies.  The Gold Star Certificate program encourages agencies to meet year end reporting timelines and standards of quality.  As more agencies meet financial reporting requirements, we are better able to protect the integrity of data that is used to compile the State’s annual financial report.  The annual report is reviewed by rating agencies. 
How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

As a greater percentage of agencies earn the Gold Star Certificate, we are better able to protect the accuracy and integrity of statewide financial information.  When agencies meet our annual reporting requirements, they contribute to the accuracy and timeliness of the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (required by ORS 291.040).  Although we encourage agencies to meet due dates and minimum standards of quality, we have limited influence on their performance.  We use the State Controller’s Gold Star Certificate award as recognition of agency success.  The Gold Star award is important to and appreciated by agencies.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

For 2005, 91% of agencies earned the Gold Star Certificate, while our goal was 97%.  The 6% variance was primarily due to turnover of state employees, the complexity of accounting combined with the lack of trained staff, and the effects of budget reductions on resources within agencies.  In any given year, actual results may be impacted by resource constraints, other priorities, or unanticipated events.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

This award is unique to the State of Oregon.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Gathering data from agencies to include in required note disclosures within the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the State of Oregon.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

We plan to continue working with agencies to establish annual due dates and improve quality of information submitted to the State Controller’s Division.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year Ended 2004-2005
  Performance Measure #10700-30

	Agency Name: Department of Administrative Services, State Controller’s Division
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#30. Number of years out of the last five that State Controller’s Division wins GFOA1 Certificate of Achievement. 
	Target
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5

	
	Data
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	
	
	


1) Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA)
Data Source:  GFOA coordinates the review and awards the certificate.  GFOA annual review process lags one year, which means results for 2005 will be available in the Fall of 2006.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This performance measure supports our goal to promote fiscal accountability, compliance and sound financial management.  It is linked to OBM 36, the State general obligation bond rating.

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

The State’s general obligation bond rating has been downgraded, based on various factors considered by the rating agencies.  Earning the GFOA Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting for the State’s annual financial report demonstrates that the State’s financial information is presented in conformance with generally accepted accounting principles and GFOA standards.  The annual report is required by ORS 291.040 and is reviewed by rating agencies. 

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

The GFOA Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting signifies that the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) meets the high standards of the GFOA program including receiving an unqualified audit opinion and demonstrating a constructive spirit of full disclosure to clearly communicate financial results to users of the financial report.  By earning this award, we promote fiscal accountability and compliance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Our goal is to earn this prestigious award every year, which we have thus far.  

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Participation in the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) certificate of achievement award program is voluntary.  Currently, 43 state governments submit their annual financial report to GFOA for review.  For fiscal year 2002, 95% of the states that submitted their reports for review were awarded the certificate of achievement.  For fiscal year 2001, 98% of the states that submitted their reports for review were awarded the certificate of achievement and for 2000 the percentage was 98%.  Thus, a very high percentage of those states that submit their CAFR earn the award.  This is consistent with Oregon’s performance.

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

Working in conjunction with the Secretary of State, Audits Division, we prepare the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report in compliance with accounting standards.

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

The SCD needs to continue making the preparation of the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) a high priority and stay current on GFOA requirements.  
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year Ended 2004-2005

 Performance Measure #10700-31
	Agency: Department of Administrative Services, State Controller’s Division
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#31. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank SCD good to excellent. 
	Target
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%
	85%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	80%
	NA
	89%
	NA
	88%
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Data Source: Department-wide Customer Service Satisfaction Survey.
Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

This performance measure supports our goal to provide high quality service to our customers. 
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What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?

The extent to which our customers are satisfied with SCD services is one indicator of how well our policies, systems controls, and professional consultation help agency management make sound financial decisions. 

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

This performance measure demonstrates we are achieving our goal to provide high quality service to our customers, based on the results.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

For the past two years, actual performance exceeded our target.  Such positive results indicate the majority of our customers are satisfied with the services provided by SCD.   We did not implement a survey tool until 2001.  Since we survey customers every other year, there is no data for 2002 or 2004.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Department customer satisfaction survey is unique to the department.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Clear and timely communication of policy or system changes that will impact our customers.

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

The SCD needs to continue being responsive to customer needs and continue investing in our staff through training and professional development opportunities so that our staff can provide accurate guidance. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004-2005
 Performance Measure #10700-32

	Agency:  Department of Administrative Services, State Services Division (Fleet)
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#32. Cost of state vehicles per biennium as a percent of contracted rental rates. 
	Target


	NA
	NA
	NA
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	NA
	44%
	NA
	88%
	80%
	80%
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source:  Total Actual annual State Fleet costs for daily rental and permanently assigned vehicles divided by Quoted annual Private Fleet costs for daily and long-term rental vehicles.  
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   

This measure is designed to demonstrate the price competitive advantage of statewide fleet administration and operations. 

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

What is the impact of your agency?

The data suggests that Oregon is providing fleet services at a lower-cost than private or commercial firms can provide.  Our agency “cross-levels” demand for travel across all agencies to minimize cost-per-mile for state and public employee travel requirements.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
This measure demonstrates that DAS State Fleet is a lower cost for state and cooperative agencies that a competitive supplier can provide. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Performance for 2004 was on target:  pricing for DAS fleet daily sedan rentals was (80%) of competitive supplier rates. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  

State fleet operations are more cost-effective than comparator/competitive sources. 

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

Daily rental vehicle operations are very similar to competitive supplier operations (reservations,  delivery, inspection, safety).  

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

Continue to cross-level demand across all agencies.  Offer fleet services to state agencies outside of DAS’ fleet authority in order to incorporate all of the state’s vehicles in lowering travel costs. 
Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-33

	Agency:  Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.:  10700

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

	#33. Estimated savings resulting from price agreement pricing compared to prices that would be paid without the benefit of a price agreement.
	Target

	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.9%
	7.5%
	7.5%
	8.0%
	8.5%
	8.8%

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.9%
	7.5%
	7.9%
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Data Source: Claims data. 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis:

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?   
This measure is linked to the effectiveness of state purchasing outcomes.  

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

What is the impact of your agency?

This measure focuses on identifying actual savings that state and local governments achieve when they purchase from state contracts and price agreements as compared to what would have been paid without the benefit of the DAS statewide price agreements.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
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This measure demonstrates that the prices obtained for a standard typical state market basket exceeded the goal of a 7.5 % decrease over comparator pricing in other government organizations.   It also demonstrates the benefit of consolidating purchasing volumes for commonly-purchased goods and services, and using effective market specific procurement strategies. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  
The 2004 target of 7.5% was surpassed by actual savings of 7.9%, an additional saving of 0.4% over the target.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.  
Strategic procurement operations in private and public entities use target pricing based upon data obtained from comparator benchmarks and industry trends.  Performance for the aggregate of all purchasing categories cannot be compared in actual savings.  However, a comparable reduction of over 7% annually is well below most industry performance results for a state government.  State Procurement Office contract pricing for 2004, when compared to other governmental pricing comparators, reveals that state contract pricing is effective in lowering the overall cost of supplies to state and local agencies.  The data also reveals that continued benchmarking leads the way to improved outcomes that increasingly leverage better values in the goods and services purchased by state and local agencies.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?  
The Oregon Smart Buy Program employs advanced procurement/contracting activity methods (re-negotiation, multi-tiered proposals, target pricing, benchmarking) to provide improved purchasing outcomes to benefit state and local governments.  Beginning February 2004, the State Procurement Office began employing these methods to leverage more savings in buying goods and services common to state and many local agencies. 
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?
Continue efforts to reduce costs through pricing agreements.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year  2004 – 2005

Performance Measure #10700-34

	Agency:   Administrative Services, Department of
	Agency No.: 10700

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

	#34. Percent of respondents to Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey who rank TPPS good to excellent. 
	Target
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	80%
	80%
	80%
	NA
	NA

	
	Data
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	70%
	
	83%
	
	


Data Source: Department-wide Performance Satisfaction Survey results.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked?

Performance measure charts our goals to provide higher quality service to our state agency customers. 

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

What is the impact of your agency?

The Division’s ability to meet the expectations of state agency customers is an indicator of the quality of service provided.

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

The higher the measured number, the greater the customer satisfaction.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This data suggests that TPPS services are generally well accepted and appreciated as satisfaction levels are above the target rate of 80%.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Department customer satisfaction survey is unique to the department.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Providing clear and concise policy and process communication to our customers.

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

Although the TPPS Division has been reorganized, the base services that were provided remain.  This measure will be modified in the next annual report.
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2003 and 2004 are estimates based on a methodology and customer base that differ from 2000 and 2001.
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� In the September 2004 annual report, the 2003 data point was erroneously shown in the 2004 column.
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