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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Calendar Year  2004
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

	Performance Target Achievement 
	# 

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	7

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	1

	# of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	6


The mission of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is to protect and enhance Oregon’s fish and wildlife and their habitats for use and enjoyment by present and future generations. The following ODFW performance measures highlight several program areas with quantifiable evaluation indicators that are directly related to this mission. Our goal is to communicate performance information to the public and policy makers that is and both consistent and understandable. 

The first section of the report provides background regarding how management measures and performance data are used within ODFW for assessment of performance over time and agency management. The second section consists of key measures analysis of progress that links agency goals to performance measures. Seven performance indicators are identified and tracked over time. Performance measures have been updated from 2004 data. 

The first two measures in section two, angling and hunting license sales, are related to agency goals associated with conservation, and resource utilization and related recreational activities. The number of licensees reflects the level of participation in hunting and fishing activities and the quality of the experiences related to these activities. However, other factors influence the level of participation such as resource abundance, environmental variability, population demographics and changing public tastes and preferences. 

The four measures related to operational efficiency focus on activities per full time employee. Efficiency measures in terms of FTE was found to be difficult for legislators and presumably the public to understand. In addition, given the characteristics of monitoring efforts and the difficulty in quantifying the numbers of FTE in each case, these measures are potentially misleading.Therefore, all four will be modified or discontinued during the 05-07 biennium. Three of these activities are focused on natural resource monitoring and the general goal of protecting and enhancing Oregon fish and wildlife populations and their habitats. Since these measures are being discontinued, Fish Division measures are estimates by headquarters staff. The other operational efficiency measure provides the number of responses to wildlife damage complaints per FTE. In all four cases it should be recognized that the quality of these efforts is an additional dimension that is not captured by this measurement. Although difficult to quantify, the value of these efforts is directly linked to the quality of data collection, compilation and analysis that may vary with respect to personnel and resource requirements of specific circumstances. The final measure relating to priority water diversion involves habitat quality and resource protection. Again the actual value of a given project will depend on site-specific qualities such as project size, affected species and watershed characteristics. 

The department is exploring ways to incorporate a fuller range of our accomplishments and related activities. For example, a more complete consideration of customer satisfaction might incorporate the quality and value of recreational experiences. Hunting, fishing and viewing activities result in positive economic impacts on the state and rural economy. Economic impact measures such as expenditures and personal income generated by activities can be linked to benchmarks related to employment and income. Sustainability indicators that are related to conservation of fish and wildlife populations such as habitat conservation or population condition or trends are other subject areas that might be considered.  
Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Calendar year 2003
	Agency: ODFW
	Date Submitted: 10-14-05
	Version No.:2

	Contact: Harry Upton
	Phone: (503) 947-6161
	

	Alternate: Marilyn Wachal
	Phone: (503) 947-6159
	


	Agency Name: ODFW
	Agency No.: 635

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

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	Administrators for each division conferred with staff to develop the key quantifiable measures of progress. Key stakeholders were provided copies throughout the 2003-2005 budget process. 

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The performance measures are used for internal agency decisions and strategies. Results are compared to targets as a basis for identifying areas of strength and areas that may need further evaluation and review. Results may also be applied to related budget issues. 

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Staff attended Progress Board training during 2004. 

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	External: Results are posted on the agency website and are provided in hard copy as requested. The agency website URL is http://www. dfw.state.or.us/

Internal: Administrators, regional managers and staff discuss the results of annual updates. This information is used for identifying areas of strength and areas that may need further evaluation and review for potential program and budget issues. 

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	Department of Fish and Wildlife Changes: 

· User fee increases were implemented in 2004.

· A new license for recreational shellfish was initiated in 2004.

· Construction of the hatchery research center initiated in 2004 and slated for completion in October of 2005.

· Efforts to maintain and enhance fiscal integrity were continued for all dedicated and obligated accounts.




	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#1 – Percent of license buying population with hunting licenses and/or tags
	Target
	-
	11.4%
	11.5%
	11.6%
	11.7%
	11.9%
	10.0%
	10.0%
	10.0%

	
	Data
	11.8%
	11.4%
	10.9%
	10.6%
	10.3%
	9.7%
	
	
	


Data Source: ODFW Information Services and Administrative Services Divisions 

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goals of species conservation and management while providing recreational opportunities associated with terrestrial wildlife species in Oregon. The performance measure links to the OBM #87b percent of monitored terrestrial vertebrate species not at risk.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Effective conservation and management of terrestrial vertebrate species translates into recreational opportunities related to the hunting of game species. Although game species are only a portion of all terrestrial vertebrate species in Oregon, the measure does provide an indication of success in their conservation and management.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? The number of licensed hunters is an indication of the quality of recreational opportunities that the state provides. Many social factors also affect the level of participation such as tastes and preferences and State population demographics, but without sufficient animal abundance these opportunities would decline. For the most part hunting opportunities have been maintained, but social factors have contributed to a decline in the participation rate. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. Although the number of individuals who purchase hunting licenses and tags has remained relatively static since 1997, the participation rate for hunting has not reached the goal in the last three years. When measured in proportion to growth in state population, a declining trend in participation is occurring. Causes of the variance include (1) state population increases are greater in urban than rural areas (rural residents are more likely to hunt);  (2) hunter population is aging; (3) tastes and preferences are changing; (4) recruitment of young people to hunting is declining. 

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? The big game regulation process assesses the condition of wildlife resources and identifies the level of harvestable surpluses. The Access and Habitat Program, a cooperative program between landowners, hunters and ODFW is aimed at increasing the amount and quality of wildlife habitat, and increasing hunter access to private lands. ODFW also provides a range of education programs to introduce individuals to hunting. The division’s Hunter Education Program trains approximately 8,000 hunters each year, the majority of whom are under the age of 18. Other programs include special youth hunts; a guarantee for youth to draw controlled hunt tags before the age of 18; and courses offered through the, Becoming an Outdoors-Woman Program.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? Generally the conditions of wildlife populations do not show a declining trend that is as steep as participation in hunting. The agency should continue to maintain terrestrial game species at high levels to satisfy the goals related to wildlife conservation and recreational opportunities. 

	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#2 – Percent of license buying population with angling licenses and/or tags
	Target
	-
	20.4%
	20.6%
	20.8%
	21.0%
	21.2%
	21.4%
	21.4%
	21.4%

	
	Data
	21.5%
	21.7%
	22.3%
	22.2%
	21.2%
	20.3%
	
	
	


Data Source: ODFW Information Services and Administrative Services Divisions

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure is linked to the department’s ability to conserve and manage the state’s fish resources to provide optimum economic, commercial, recreational and aesthetic benefits to Oregonians; and OBM #85 percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk and OBM #86a percent of monitored marine species not at risk.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Effective conservation and management of marine and freshwater species translates into marine and freshwater recreational angling opportunities. Fewer species at risk allows a greater number of people to take part in these activities. Although the species targeted by anglers do not represent all marine and freshwater species, the measure does provide an indication of success in their conservation and management. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? The number of licensed anglers is an indication of the quality of recreational opportunities that the state provides. Many social factors affect the level of participation, but without sufficient levels of fish population abundance, recreational opportunities and participation would decline. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The participation rate for angling  remained above targets through 2003. However, it has decreased during the last three years and fallen below the target in 2004. Although less pronounced than the trend associated with hunting, similar factors are present such as: (1) state population increases are greater in urban than rural areas;  (2) angler population is aging; and (3) tastes and preferences are changing.  

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? The ODFW Fish Division is charged with conservation of  fish stocks and development of angling regulations. The Restoration and Enhancement Program, with the objectives of restoration (e.g., improvement of Oregon’s fishery resource through hatchery restoration) and enhancement (e.g., habitat improvement and angler access) promote a wide range of activities and public participation in these efforts. Events to promote recreational fishing include the free fishing weekend that provides novice anglers the opportunity to fish, and youth fishing events sponsored by ODFW and supported by the Oregon Legislature and the Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation. 

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? The department will continue to provide a range of management programs to improve resource abundance, and education and other programs to introduce individuals to fishing.   

	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#3 – Number of wildlife damage complaints responded to per FTE.
	Target
	-
	31.1
	30.8
	30.5
	30.2
	29.9
	29.6
	29.3
	29.0

	
	Data
	20.2
	31.3
	31.4
	29.0
	21.8
	22.9
	
	
	


Data Source: ODFW Wildlife Division

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goal of reducing wildlife damage complaints; OBM #87b percent of monitored terrestrial vertebrate species not at risk; and OMB #88b percent of at risk species protected in dedicated conservation areas. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Effective conservation and management of terrestrial vertebrate species is dependent on managing their relationship to human activities. Wildlife damage to property is a disincentive to wildlife conservation. Approximately 44% of land in Oregon is privately owned. Cooperative relationships with landowners that provide timely solutions can maintain and improve positive attitudes toward wildlife conservation, including those species at risk. Therefore, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife efforts to reduce these complaints can have a long-term positive impact on wildlife conservation efforts, especially on private land. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? Lower levels of wildlife damage while maintaining high wildlife population levels, satisfies goals associated with both conservation and recreational opportunities such as hunting and wildlife viewing.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. Actual performance has exceeded the target for the last two years.  Variance is attributed to decreased damage complaints, which could be caused by one or several variables (e.g. landowners are learning how to prevent or reduce damage, environmental conditions are not as severe, or wildlife have not been forced into areas of potential human contact).  

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? A Wildlife District Biologist receives a telephone call from a landowner who has damage to his haystack from deer. The biologist logs the information on a Damage Complaint form then works with the landowner to resolve the damage problem. The biologist resolves damage problems by providing advice on ways to exclude deer from the haystack, loaning supplies to the landowner that will provide a physical barrier between the deer and the hay, or as a last resort by finding was to physically remove the deer. The Damage Compliant form is sent to ODFW Headquarters to be entered in the database. 

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? Continue working with landowners in both urban and rural areas to help address wildlife damage in a timely and cooperative manner.  

	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#4 – Natural fish populations monitored annually per FTE
	Target
	-
	1.01
	1.02
	1.03
	1.04
	1.05
	1.06
	1.06
	1.06

	
	Data
	1.08
	0.98
	0.91
	0.79
	0.77
	0.76
	
	
	


Data Source:  ODFW Fish Division and Budget Section

Key Performance Measure Analysis

[image: image4.wmf]Damage Complaints Recieved per FTE

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Note: agency objective is to stay below targets

Complaints/FTE

Data

Targets

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goal of increasing efficiency and the number of natural fish populations monitored; OBM# 85a and b, percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk; OBM# 86a, percent of monitored marine fish species not at risk; and OBM# 88a, percent of at risk species protected in dedicated conservation areas. 
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Monitoring of fish populations is an essential component of conservation and management efforts. Fish population trends and relationships between fish populations and environmental factors are the basis of future management decisions. The Oregon Benchmarks are dependent in part on the reporting of these data to determine progress for the three benchmarks cited above.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? Effective conservation and management of natural fish populations is dependent on the efficient monitoring of these species. Given funding constraints, it is important to provide the greatest possible level of service with available resources. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The measure has decreased over time. However, the measure does not account for specific characteristics of these efforts or actual personnel dedicated exclusively to these activities. Causes of the variance include: (1) changes in the number of ODFW FTEs, (2) the relative importance of different monitoring efforts and (3) state, federal and cooperator funding levels. 

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? For example, spawning ground surveys of returning wild salmon are conducted annually to determine the status of wild Coho populations. 

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? The department continues to expand monitoring programs where staff and funding are available. Monitoring has expanded to include Coho populations in the lower Columbia River and resident trout populations in eastern Oregon through funding provided by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board and the Bonneville Power Administration. Implementation of the Native Fish Conservation Policy will further enhance agency-monitoring efforts.  

	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#5 – Hatchery fish populations monitored per FTE
	Target
	-
	0.25
	0.25
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26

	
	Data
	0.28
	0.25
	0.25
	0.24
	0.23
	0.23
	
	
	


Data Source:  ODFW Fish Division and Budget Section

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goal of increasing efficiency and the number of hatchery fish populations monitored; OBM# 85a and b, percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk, and percent of monitored marine fish species not at risk. 
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 Oregon Benchmarks are dependent in part on the reporting of these data to determine progress for the benchmarks cited above. Although not strictly at risk, hatchery and natural populations are interrelated, and monitoring of hatchery fish is necessary to better understand their relationship to natural fish populations. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? Effective conservation and management of fish populations is dependent on the efficient monitoring of hatchery fish. Given funding constraints it is important to provide the greatest possible level of service with available resources.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The level has remained below the target for the last three years. .  However, this cannot be strictly interpreted as lack of progress toward the goal. The actual number of species monitored has remained nearly the same throughout the period, but the number of FTEs in the agency has increased. Causes of the variance include (1) changing number of ODFW  FTEs;  (2) state and federal funding levels; (3) resource needs associated with specific monitoring efforts.   

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Surveys of returning hatchery salmon and coded wire tag-based catch estimates are made annually to determine the status of these populations.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? Development and implementation of the Hatchery Management Policy and the Native Fish Conservation Policy will focus the department’s efforts to monitor and evaluate hatchery fish populations, and to improve hatchery practices. This measure might be refined to include ODFW personnel that are dedicated exclusively to these tasks as opposed to agency-wide FTEs.  Further work might consider efficiency in terms of hatchery production targets.  

	 Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#6 – Wildlife species monitored annually per FTE. 
	Target
	-
	0.79
	0.80
	0.81
	0.81
	0.82
	0.83
	0.83
	0.83

	
	Data
	0.96
	0.79
	0.73
	0.74
	0.68
	0.68
	
	
	


Data Source: ODFW Wildlife Division

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goal of increasing efficiency and the number of wildlife species monitored; OBM #87b percent of monitored terrestrial vertebrate species not at risk; and OMB #88b percent of at risk species protected in dedicated conservation areas. 

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Monitoring of wildlife species is an essential component of conservation and management efforts. Population trends and relationships between wildlife populations and environmental factors are the basis of future management decisions. The Oregon Benchmarks are dependent in part on the reporting of these data in order to determine progress for the two benchmarks cited above. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? Effective conservation and management of wildlife populations are dependent on the efficient monitoring of wildlife species. Given funding constraints it is necessary to provide the greatest possible level of service with available resources. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The level of wildlife species monitored per FTE has remained below the target for the last four years.  However, this cannot be strictly interpreted as lack of progress. The actual number of species monitored has remained the same, but the number of FTEs in the wildlife division increased. Causes of the variance include (1) the number of Wildlife Division FTEs;  (2) funding levels; (3) resource needs associated with specific monitoring efforts.  

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

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Deer herd comp route – counting the number of bucks, fawns and does in a specific area. 

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? All game mammals, furbearers and game birds are being monitored. The department will continue to seek funding sources that will allow for increased monitoring of non-game species. 

	Agency Name: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Agency No.: 635

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

	#7 – Number of unscreened priority water diversions
	Target
	2,965
	2,900
	2,803
	2,656
	2,555
	2,456
	2,381
	2,306
	2,231

	
	Data
	2,975
	2,878
	2,731
	2,630
	2,531
	2,465
	
	
	


Data Source: ODFW Fish Division

Key Performance Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? The measure links to the ODFW goal of improving survival rates of migrating salmon and steelhead, and improving fish habitat by decreasing the number of unscreened priority water diversions;  OBM #85a and b, percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk including salmonids and other fish. 
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? Effective conservation and management of fish species requires habitat improvement. The performance measure has a direct impact on OBM #85 a and b by reducing mortality of fish caused by entering irrigation diversions instead of remaining in normal habitat. These improvements should have a direct positive impact on the number of freshwater species not at risk. 

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? Reducing the number of unscreened diversions will decrease fish mortality. This should contribute directly to freshwater fish population health and increase the number of species not at risk.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The number of screens installed in each of the last four years has exceeded the targeted decrease in unscreened priority water diversions. Causes of variance include (1) the nature and relative size of specific diversions; and (2) the costs of the diversion. 

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. N/A`
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? ODFW staff work cooperatively with landowners and other entities that divert water from rivers and streams. In many cases ODFW constructs and installs screens.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? ODFW will continue to develop cooperative relationships with landowners and other entities. 
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