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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2005 
The OLCC first developed these performance measures in 1997.  The performance measures were intended to accompany the agency’s first strategic plan.  In general, these measures are tied to specific agency goals rather than state benchmarks.  The commission is currently completing a reevaluation of its strategic plan.  Part of this process will include a revision of existing performance measures.

In Fiscal Year 2005, the agency met performance targets for three of the six performance measures: minor decoy compliance rates, warehouse in-stock rate, and employee training.  The agency fell short of target for inspector contact with licensees and merchandising net profit.   Data collection of performance measure number four is not expected to be available until the end of October 2005, and was not available at the time this report was completed.  More detailed explanations of these measures are provided below.

	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	Total Number of Key Performance Measure (KPMs)
	6

	# of KPMs at target for most recent reporting period
	3

	# of KPMs not at target for most recent reporting period
	3


Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2005
	Agency: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Date Submitted: 
	Version No.:

	Contact: Teresa Kaiser
	Phone: 503.872.5062
	

	Alternate: Farshad Allahdadi
	Phone: 503.872.5023
	


	Agency Name: OLCC
	Agency No.:  845

	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?
	The agency’s performance measures were developed by executive staff in 1997.  The agency is now reviewing its strategic plan which will likely result in changes to performance measures.  We anticipate broader involvement in the development of measures.  Additionally, a number of measures have been mandated by the Legislature as part of the 2005 budgeting process.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Agency management uses the performance measures at a high level to gauge the progress of major programs and to insure consistency with organizational mission.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	OLCC management has received high-level overview of performance measurement as defined by the Oregon Progress Board (OPB).  OLCC staff participates in the OPB’s Quarterly Performance Management Roundtable Meetings, as well as attendance of regional governmental performance measurement conferences.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	The agency produces an annual report.  These performance measures, along with other internal measures of agency activities, are listed in the agency’s annual report.  It is available on the agency’s website at:  

www.olcc.state.or.us


	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	Current performance measures are being reviewed for consistency with agency mission and internal performance goals, as defined by OLCC’s Strategic Plan.  Additional measures will be included in the OLCC’s performance measure reports, as mandated by the legislature.


Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-1:  Number of contacts with licensees or their employees per inspector FTE per month 

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	24
	35
	23
	31.5
	28
	37.7
	29.5
	16.5
	-
	-

	Annual Targets


	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	37
	37
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?
Goal 1: Educate the industries and individuals who manufacture and sell alcoholic beverages, and the public who may want to consume.

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

Goal is linked to Agency’s Mission Statement

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

OLCC contact is a prerequisite for both direct and indirect education of liquor licensees and their employees. Premise visits are the form of contact tracked by this performance measure, and imply the level of opportunity to educate licensees.
What does the data reveal?

Performance has exceeded the target in four of the last seven years.  The Regulatory Program has experienced attrition among its regulatory specialists (inspectors).  This generally results in a drop off in inspector activity until the vacancies are filled and as the new staff members are trained.  Attrition also results in the remaining staff picking up the excess workload, generally leading to somewhat higher per FTE inspector monthly contact rate.
Additionally, during the summer of 2005 the OLCC inspector staff attended a four week full-time training course at the Oregon State Police Academy.  During this period the number of licensee contacts was reduced, impacting the KPM.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
An inspector will visit or call a licensee to discuss a complaint or conduct a premises inspection. 

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

None. The agency continues to monitor licensee contact statistics.
What is the data source?
OLCC Inspector Workload Reports
Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-2: Percentage of licensees who refuse to sell to minor decoys 

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	72.4%
	71.6%
	67.2%
	71.6%
	73.4%
	73.1%
	72.9%
	73.8%
	-
	-

	Annual Targets


	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	73%
	73%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Agency Goal 2:  Work to achieve improved community health and quality of life in Oregon by monitoring and enforcing underage drinking statutes.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?

Agency is working towards benchmarking regulatory efforts against control and non-control states as well as national measures.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

Minor decoy operations are often conducted in concert with local law enforcement agencies.  The decoy operations measure how well licensees comply with laws prohibiting the sale of alcohol to minors.

What does the data reveal?

Generally, results exceed the target.  The decoy program has been in a state of flux for several years.  Purchase attempts are a mix of targeted and random attempts.  Targeted attempts are aimed at a licensee with a history of selling to minors or who are the subject of complaints of selling to minors.  With random attempts, the licensees subject to the purchase attempt are selected at random from all of the licensees in a specific area.  Initially all of the purchase attempts were targeted.  More recently, the majority of attempts are random.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
An inspector will work with an individual between 18 and 20 years of age in what is know as a ‘Minor Decoy Operation’.  This minor will attempt to purchase alcoholic beverages from a licensee.  A successful purchase means that the licensee or their employee violated the law by selling to a minor.

What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?
The agency expects to review the reasonability of the targets.  The agency is also reviewing the possible need of breaking this performance measure out geographically.
What is the data source? 
OLCC Minor Decoy Database
Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-3: Rate of warehouse in-stock availability when an order is placed
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	99.4%
	99%
	98.5%
	98.8%
	99.3%
	99.3%
	99.3%
	99.4%
	-
	-

	Annual Targets


	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
	99%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?  
Agency Goal 3:  Make alcohol available to legal users through quality customer service.

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

Goal is linked to Agency’s Mission Statement.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

The PM demonstrates the agency’s success in providing the type and quantity of products to legal consumers when they are demanded.
What does the data reveal?

This data reveals the effectiveness of the agency’s distribution center in forecasting the future demand of products, ordering and managing product inventories, and working with liquor store agents to have the optimum product mix stocked on the stores’ shelves at the right time.  In 6 of the last 8 years, the agency has met it performance target of 99% in-stock availability.  The agency’s ability to meet this performance goal is partially subject to product availability from the distilleries.  Lack of product availability from some distilleries has been attributed to the agency missing its performance target in 2000 and 2001.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The agency’s distribution center aims to anticipate future product demand levels and works with distilleries and distilled spirit importers to plan for future demand levels, so that products flow through the distribution system smoothly without shortages.
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

No action is required.  The agency continues to capture efficiencies through process and technology improvements in the face of increased volume demanded Due to population growth and consumer preference shifts towards distilled spirits.
What is the data source?
OLCC Merchandising Business System
Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-4: Percentage of liquor agent annual evaluations that receive an “outstanding” score

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	38%
	8%
	63%
	25%
	18%
	20%
	20%
	NA*
	-
	-

	Annual Targets


	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 3:  Make alcohol available to legal users through quality customer service.

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

Goal is linked to Agency’s Mission Statement.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

Retail liquor agents operate liquor stores under contract for the OLCC.  Annual evaluations focus on key customer service issues such as store appearance and product management.   These evaluations measure how well agents provide service to customers.
What does the data reveal?

In two of the seven years liquor agents’ annual evaluations exceeded the target for outstanding scores.  The agency has regularly rebalanced the scoring methods of the liquor agent evaluations to accurately represent the relative levels of customer service given by liquor agents.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
District representatives make periodic visits to liquor stores to assess cleanliness, product merchandising, and customer interaction. 
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis? 

The agency will continue to review the annual evaluation process.  

What is the data source?  OLCC Agent Evaluations
* Data collection of agent evaluation surveys will not be completed until the end of October 2005.
Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-5: Net profit margin of OLCC merchandising operations

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	40%
	39%
	40%
	39%
	38%
	39%
	39%
	38%
	-
	-

	Annual Targets
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
	39%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 4: Maximize fund allocations to state and local governments.

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

Goal is linked to Agency’s Mission Statement.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

This measures how well and consistently the OLCC provides funds to the beneficiaries of its operations (i.e. general fund, cities, and counties).
What does the data reveal?

The data show the OLCC has generally met its profitability goals.  Actual net profit margins have been within ± 2% of goals for the last seven years.  In fiscal year 2005 the OLCC missed its net profit margin goals due to a number of emergency or non-limited budgetary expenses.  During FY2005, the OLCC performed emergency seismic improvements and repairs to the distribution facility.  This project brought the distribution facility, which is Oregon’s central warehouse for all distilled spirits, up to safety and seismic standards.  Additional credit card reimbursement and liquor agent compensation expenses exceeded expectations in FY2005.  
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The sale of distilled spirits (revenue), the compensation to liquor agents (expense), and agency’s non-regulatory operational expenses are components of this calculated measure.
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis? 

No specific corrections are necessary, as Agency performance has historically been very close to (or exceeded) expectations.  The Agency will continue to review financial goals and goal setting methodologies as OLCC improves and modernizes operations and data tracking.

What is the data source?
OLCC Monthly Financial Statements

Annual Performance Progress Report
Part II, Key Measure Analysis of Progress
84500-6: Percentage of all permanent staff who receives at least 20 hours of training 

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Performance Data
	57%
	47%
	56%
	51%
	61%
	51%
	52%
	59.5%
	-
	-

	Annual Targets


	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
	50%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked? 
Goal 5: Promote commission employee professional growth through creating and maintaining a positive environment skill set enhancement opportunities.

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

Goal is linked to Agency’s Mission Statement.

What does the performance measure demonstrate about the goal?

A major way to promote professional growth is to offer training opportunities.  

What does the data reveal?

In all but one year, actual performance exceeded the goal.  

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The agency’s enforcement staff attended 4-week academy training at the Oregon State Police Academy.  This training offers OLCC inspectors up-to-date law enforcement techniques.  The agency offers its staff Franklin/Covey: The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People training, a 20 hour (3-day) course.
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

No corrective action is required.

What is the data source?
OLCC Human Resources Division Records

Annual Performance Progress Report
Appendix: 2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measures
During the 72nd meeting of the Oregon State Legislature, 2005, the Joint Ways and Means Transportation and Economic Development Subcommittee asked the Oregon Liquor Control Commission to track a series of measures as part of the OLCC Annual Performance Progress Report.  The mandated measures in this appendix are as reported to the Subcommittee.
Annual Performance Progress Report
2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measure #1

-Liquor Cases Handled Daily per Distribution Staff
	Agency Name: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Agency No.: 845

	 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Liquor Cases Handled Daily Per Distribution Staff
	Target  

(with approved package 102)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	387
	409
	431

	
	Historical Data
	465
	486
	492
	515
	530
	509
	--
	--
	--
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Data Source: 

Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this measure linked? 

Goal- To improve OLCC’s distilled spirits products operation for optimized liquor revenue production.
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 Merchandising Program is guided by the Governor’s Principle of supporting and increasing the economic development of the state as a way to invest in the future of Oregon.  Furthermore, the mission of OLCC is “to promote the public interest through the responsible sale and service of alcoholic beverages.”

OLCC’s Merchandising Program directly impacts the state’s economic development and promotes the public interests several ways.  Oregonians and tourists to Oregon purchase distilled spirits from licensed businesses (bars, restaurants, etc.), or directly from the liquor stores that supplies those businesses.  Liquor stores are operated by independent, small-business people who contract with OLCC to serve as liquor agents.  The OLCC Merchandising Program’s distribution center supplies the liquor stores with product to sell.  Thus, OLCC’s Merchandising Program’s ability to efficiently provide product to liquor stores impacts licensees and liquor agents, and all of their employees’ livelihoods – and the economic viability of the distilled spirits and hospitality industries of the state.   Distilleries and their suppliers also benefit from the Oregon distilled spirits market. All Oregonians benefit from the sales profits distributed to Oregon cities, counties and the state General Fund.  

How does the measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This measure demonstrates OLCC’s progress toward improving its distilled spirits operation by showing OLCC’s success in managing OLCC’s staff resources and productivity.  Wise use of staffing enables OLCC to meet demand for its product, while still maintaining profit levels by keeping expenditures for staffing down as much as possible.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This is a new legislatively suggested measure, so OLCC does not have historic targets to report. 

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

At this time, we do not have external industry standards for comparison.

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

This measures tracks OLCC distribution center’s handling of distilled spirits cases in relation to the staff handling them.  Cases need to be received from suppliers, accounted for, stored, tracked, retrieved for shipment, and loaded on outbound trucks.   In addition to staff, the distribution center has conveyor belts and other automation and equipment to manage, handle, and track cases.  Liquor stores receive their orders on set schedules – a regular time each week.  Most stores are scheduled to receive one shipment from OLCC a week (a few more, a few less).  Having adequate staffing assures that all product a liquor store orders from the distribution center will make it onto the truck for its regular shipment, and that all regular shipment schedules will be met even as more stores are added to the system.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? 

Investments over the last biennia in such equipment enabled the distribution center to handle more and more cases without increases in permanent staffing.  However, recent upward sales trends have required OLCC to acquire more staffing to keep up with the growing volume.   Recent high volumes per FTE cannot be sustained long-term without hardship to staff and associated potential productivity losses.   Limited durations acquired in 2003-05 need to be made permanent in 2005-07, plus additional staff is needed to assure the center meets growing demand for its product. (See policy option package requesting this additional staffing; 2005-07 targets assume an approved package.)  Meeting consumer demand will enable the entire supply chain (including liquor agents, licensees, distillers) to produce sales, economic development, and revenue for the state.

Annual Performance Progress Report
2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measure #2

- Average days from receipt of application to license issuance
	Agency Name: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Agency No.: 845

	 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Average days from receipt of application to license issuance
	Target  

(with approved package 203)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	90-120
	90-120
	90-120

	
	Historical Data
	60-90
	60-90
	60-90
	60-90
	90-120
	90-120
	--
	--
	--
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Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this measure linked? 

Goal- OLCC will be a model of customer service, including increasing customer satisfaction through giving customers prompt service.  OLCC also has a goal of ensuring only qualified, responsible applicants obtain licenses to sell alcohol.
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 Regulatory Program is guided by the Governor’s Principle of public safety.  The OLCC also strives to support and increase the economic development of the state as a way to invest in the future of Oregon (Governor’s Principle of Economic Development). Furthermore, the mission of OLCC is “to promote the public interest through the responsible sale and service of alcoholic beverages.”

The OLCC contributes to the state’s public safety through assuring that licensed businesses and liquor stores comply with the state’s liquor laws, making only legal sales.  Oregonians, tourists to the state, are impacted by the number, location, and level of liquor law compliance of businesses selling alcohol.  Communities and neighbors are affected by whether or not only qualified businesses receive and keep liquor licenses.  City and county law enforcement workloads are affected by OLCC’s staffing levels and effectiveness.  The alcoholic beverage and hospitality industries are protected by protecting communities from non-compliant operators.  Keeping alcohol from underage drinkers and keeping visibly intoxicated persons from being served more alcohol reduces drunk-driving, alcohol-related accidents and associated problems. 

Businesses that obtain liquor licenses obtain a means to contribute to their business’s profitability, and ability to provide livelihoods for the owners, their staff, and the supply chains that provide good and services to those licensed businesses – thus contributing to the state’s economic vitality and development.  

How does the measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This measure demonstrates OLCC’s progress toward regaining or improving on historical levels of performance.  It measures the time from OLCC’s receiving a license application until OLCC completes its review of the application, assures it meets criteria, and issues the license.  The less time an applicant has to wait for a new liquor license, the quicker that business owner can make a profit from providing the product or service to customers. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This is a new legislatively suggested measure.  However, OLCC has regularly tracked its performance in this area.  The program is taking longer because its workload is increasing while experiencing legislatively-mandated staffing cuts.  In 2004, it received approval to hire temporaries, allowing it to issue licenses within 120 days.  While staff has become more efficient, it has not been able to keep up with the demand; applications become backlogged while waiting assignment to an investigator to process.

Licenses used to take an average of less than 90 days to issue (a minimum of 60 days was required to meet the time local government was then permitted before issuing an endorsement); in 2003-05 it rose to 90 to 120 days.  Routine, straightforward applications, not requiring in-depth investigator-analysis, could take as little as 45 days to process if OLCC had enough staff and information technology to meet the demand.  (Local government can now take up to 45 days to issue their endorsement of an application.)   Please note that numbers of licenses issued do not reflect applications that result in denial of a license.  These applications, in fact, usually take longer to process than those resulting in a granted license.

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

At this time, we do not have external industry standards for comparison.

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

This measure relates to staff time to receive, process, investigate, report on, make decisions about, and issue license applications.

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

This measure demonstrates that increase demand for licenses, coupled with staff reductions, has extended the time applicants must wait for licenses.  It shows that the Governor’s Recommended policy package 203 requires approval to maintain the time frames achieved in 2003-05 with the use of temporaries.
(Note – Please see Excel worksheet for our comparison of $400 initial fee funding and cost of replacing 2003-05 temporaries with three permanent FTE.)
Annual Performance Progress Report
2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measure #3

- Violations (Minor in Possession) vs. Contact/FTE Inspector/Month
	Agency Name: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Agency No.: 845

	 
	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Violations (Minor in Possession) vs. Contact/FTE Inspector/Month
	Inspector Contact Target 
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	37
	37

	
	Inspector Contact
	23
	31.5
	28
	37.7
	29.5
	--
	--
	--

	
	Minor In Possession
	231
	151
	150
	295
	246
	--
	--
	--


Measure Analysis
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To what goal(s) is this measure linked? 

Goal- OLCC will be a model of social responsibility in liquor law administration, public safety and community livability.  Businesses that sell alcoholic beverages will improve their liquor law compliance.  This includes educating licensees, permittees, agents, law enforcement and staff to ensure compliance, and focusing enforcement efforts on licensed businesses and liquor 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? 

The Regulatory Program is guided by the Governor’s Principle of public safety.  The OLCC also strives to support and increase the economic development of the state as a way to invest in the future of Oregon (Governor’s Principle of Economic Development). Furthermore, the mission of OLCC is “to promote the public interest through the responsible sale and service of alcoholic beverages.”

The OLCC contributes to the state’s public safety through assuring that licensed businesses and liquor stores comply with the state’s liquor laws, making only legal sales.  Oregonians, tourists to the state, are impacted by the number, location, and level of liquor law compliance of businesses selling alcohol.  Communities and neighbors are affected by whether or not only qualified businesses receive and keep liquor licenses.  City and county law enforcement workloads are affected by OLCC’s staffing levels and effectiveness.  The alcoholic beverage and hospitality industries are protected by protecting communities from non-compliant operators.  Keeping alcohol from underage drinkers and keeping visibly intoxicated persons from being served more alcohol reduces drunk-driving, alcohol-related accidents and associated problems. 

How does the measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

OLCC direct contact with licensees is an effective method for transmitting information, assessing training needs, providing education and training, and assuring liquor law compliance.  Measuring the number direct contacts inspectors make monthly tracks how well OLCC is using its staff for this priority activity, and the opportunity to work with licensees to improve their liquor law compliance.  

Diminishing the opportunity for minors to be in possession of alcohol is an important part of OLCC’s Regulatory work to assure public safety and health.

Staff contact with licensee rates have exceeded targets in four of the last six years.  However, recent attrition due to retirements caused fewer visits than previous periods.  As vacancies are filled and new staff is trained, we expect to regain former levels of visits.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Comparing minors in possession violations to staff contacts with licensees is a new legislatively suggested measure.  Minors in possession are a complex human behavior with multiple dimensions and causations, so OLCC does not have a target for 2005-07 at this point.  The historical actual data is compiled from inspector reports, as well as local police reports; OLCC does not have sole responsibility to detect or influence the frequency of this behavior.  

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

OLCC and Oregon are leading the way in public sector performance measurement.  OLCC will be reviewing its measures as it identifies more strategies and vehicles to obtain its newly articulated goals in the coming biennium.  Regional and national organizations (such as NABCA, the control state organization) are considering developing benchmarks for these and similar measures.  This has proven difficult as many other groups are just now developing performance measure policies, so data is not yet available for comparison.  Oregon is urging the development of national standards.  Oregon, Utah, Idaho and Washington recently agreed to meet in a NW Control States Meeting to develop standards.  NABCA says that in the aggregate, liquor control states such as Oregon are more effective than open states in areas of public safety related to alcohol.

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

An inspector visiting a licensee to discuss a complaint or conduct a premises inspection would be counted in the contacts.

Minor in possession (MIP) violations statistics include inspector and local police reports.

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

Analyzing and quantifying relationships between key violation statistics (such as minors in possession) and the regulatory activities of the OLCC is a priority.  These kinds of analysis have been limited by historically limited personnel and systems resources.  The OLCC hopes that with the implementation of technology upgrades (POP #301), data and systems will be available to support this work.  OLCC is developing workgroups across divisional lines to identify strategies and measures, having revisited goals this last year.  

Annual Performance Progress Report
2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measure #4

- Minor Decoy Regional Compliance %, CY2004 (Percent who refuse to sell to a minor decoy)
	Agency Name: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Agency No.: 845

	 
	
	CY2004
	CY2004
	CY2004
	CY2004
	CY2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Minor Decoy Regional Compliance %, CY2004 (Percent who refuse to sell to a minor decoy)
	 Statewide Target 
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	70%
	73%
	73%

	
	Regional Data
	70%
	72%
	72%
	76%
	71%
	--
	--
	--

	
	
	Bend
	Eugene
	Medford
	Portland
	Salem
	--
	--
	--
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Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this measure linked? 

Goal- OLCC will be a model of social responsibility in liquor law administration, public safety and community livability.  Businesses that sell alcoholic beverages will improve their liquor law compliance.  This includes educating licensees, permittees, agents, law enforcement and staff to ensure compliance, and focusing enforcement efforts on licensed businesses and liquor agencies (through vehicles such as the minor decoy program).
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 Regulatory Program is guided by the Governor’s Principle of public safety.  Furthermore, the mission of OLCC is “to promote the public interest through the responsible sale and service of alcoholic beverages.”

The OLCC contributes to the state’s public safety through assuring that licensed businesses and liquor stores comply with the state’s liquor laws, making only legal sales.  Oregonians, tourists to the state, are impacted by the number, location, and level of liquor law compliance of businesses selling alcohol.  Communities and neighbors are affected by whether or not only qualified businesses receive and keep liquor licenses.  City and county law enforcement workloads are affected by OLCC’s staffing levels and effectiveness.  The alcoholic beverage and hospitality industries are protected by protecting communities from non-compliant operators.  Keeping alcohol from underage drinkers and keeping visibly intoxicated persons from being served more alcohol reduces drunk-driving, alcohol-related accidents and associated problems. 
How does the measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This measure demonstrates OLCC’s progress towards assuring that licensed businesses are complying with liquor laws and not selling to minors.  The measure shows what percent of licensees refuse to sell to minors who attempt to purchase as part of the Minor Decoy Program.  
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

OLCC, as part of its Progress Board performance measures, has tracked statewide compliance rates.  This legislatively suggested geographic analysis compares OLCC’s Regulatory Program’s region’s reports against the statewide targets.  Generally, results exceed the target.  
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

At this time, we do not have external industry standards for comparison. 
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? 
An OLCC inspector will work with an individual who is between 18 and 20 years of age in what is known as a “Minor Decoy Operation.”  This minor will attempt to purchase alcoholic beverages from a licensee.  If asked, the minor will show his own authentic identification.  If the minor successfully purchases alcohol, this means that the licensee or his or her employee has violated the law by selling to a minor.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? 
OLCC needs to review the reasonability of the targets; it has already increased expectations because they were met.  It also needs to look at reasons for geographic differences, to see if they need to be addressed.
Annual Performance Progress Report
2005 Legislatively Mandated Performance Measure #5

- OLCC Inventory Turnover
	Agency Name: Oregon Liquor Control Commission
	Agency No.: 845

	 
	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	OLCC Inventory Turnover
	Target 
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	10-11 Turns
	10-11 Turns
	10-11

Turns

	
	Historical Data
	9.66
	9.69
	9.68
	10.43
	11.56
	12.06
	11.58
	11.66
	--
	--
	--
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Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this measure linked? 

Goal- To improve OLCC’s distilled spirits products operation for optimized liquor revenue production.
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 Merchandising Program is guided by the Governor’s Principle of supporting and increasing the economic development of the state as a way to invest in the future of Oregon.  Furthermore, the mission of OLCC is “to promote the public interest through the responsible sale and service of alcoholic beverages.”

OLCC’s Merchandising Program directly impacts the state’s economic development and promotes the public interests several ways.  Oregonians and tourists to Oregon purchase distilled spirits from licensed businesses (bars, restaurants, etc.), or directly from the liquor stores that supplies those businesses.  Liquor stores are operated by independent, small-business people who contract with OLCC to serve as liquor agents.  The OLCC Merchandising Program’s distribution center supplies the liquor stores with product to sell.  Thus, OLCC’s Merchandising Program’s ability to efficiently provide product to liquor stores impacts licensees and liquor agents, and all of their employees’ livelihoods – and the economic viability of the distilled spirits and hospitality industries of the state.   Distilleries and their suppliers also benefit from the Oregon distilled spirits market. All Oregonians benefit from the sales profits distributed to Oregon cities, counties and the state General Fund.  

How does the measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

This measure demonstrates OLCC’s progress toward improving its distilled spirits operation by showing OLCC’s success in managing its inventory.   Having too much inventory means state investment dollars are inefficiently tied up in merchandise waiting to be sold from liquor store shelves, and liquor agents are not ordering product as effectively as they might.  Having too little inventory, though, may result in lost sales when customers do not find what they want on the store shelves.  Lost sales affects customer satisfaction with the liquor stores and the state; and negatively affects liquor agent compensation and the state revenue stream.  In past years, we have increased the number of turns, but believe we have surpassed the optimum number of terms and are targeting a more middle area for the next biennium.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This is a new legislatively suggested measure, so although OLCC has tracked inventory turns carefully, it does not have historic official targets available to report. 

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

At this time, we do not have external industry standards for comparison that we believe are relevant to our operations.

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

The Merchandising Program tracks inventory levels in liquor stores, and recommends optimum levels to agents per store.  The program also facilitates transfers of extra stock between stores, or to be returned to the distribution center.  The Distribution Center also tracks its warehouse in-stock rate, to help assure product availability.
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? 

The program will continue to work with liquor agents to determine optimum inventory turns – not too high, not too low.  Inventory management can be improved with better information technology.  With a successful technology package, OLCC would better be able to track what products sell where, and have timely information to inform product ordering.  With that additional information, inventory management could be more fine-tuned.
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