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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	10. Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	9

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	4

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

	# of KPMs with data unavailable for most current reporting period
	3


BACKGROUND:  The Board is responsible for the release and community supervision of felony offenders sentenced to prison.  The Board works in partnership with the Oregon Department of Corrections and county community corrections offices to protect the public and reduce the risk of repeat criminal behavior through release and community supervision decisions based on applicable laws, victims’ interests, public safety and recognized principles of behavioral change. 

STATUTORY RESPONSIBLITIES:   The Board’s internal structure is built around seven statutorily mandated functions which include the following responsibilities for inmates currently incarcerated or released from prison:

· Conduct hearings to determine if and when the following inmates should be released from prison:  inmates who committed felony crimes prior 11/1/89, inmates sentenced as dangerous offenders, inmates convicted of aggravated murder who are parole eligible, and inmates whom are convicted of murder after 10/23/99.  The Board averages  28  per month.
· Order conditions of parole and post-prison supervision for all felony offenders released from prison.  The Board averages  390  orders per month.
· Issue arrest warrants for felony offenders who abscond parole or post-prison supervision.  The Board averages  459  warrants per month. 
· Order sanctions for felony offenders who violate the conditions of parole or post-prison supervision.  The Board orders and reviews an average of  345  sanctions per month.
· Discharge felony offenders who have completed the term of parole or post-prison supervision.  The Board averages  252  discharge orders per month.

· Notify crime victims and others of Board hearings and inmate release dates.  There are currently over  11,024  crime victims and others registered with the Board.

· Respond to administrative and judicial appeals filed by felony offenders.  The Board issues an average of  17   responses per month.

PERFORMANCE ACCOMPLISHMENTS:  Beginning July 2002, the Board created five new performance measures in addition to the two existing performance measures created in 2001.  Each performance measure directly correlates to one of the Board’s statutory responsibilities with the goal of providing an appropriate indicator to measure the Board’s decisions and performances.  Additionally, each measure is linked to agency goals and Oregon Benchmark #64 – Adult Recidivism (percentage of paroled offenders convicted of a new felony within three years of initial release).  This benchmark is a critical measure of public safety and our ability to help felons succeed in the community.

The Board adopted its first strategic plan in 2003.  The plan is a long-term operations guide that will enable our agency to match its performance with our customers needs and expectations.  The plan incorporates: 1) an understanding of our purpose, vision, strategies, and role in serving our diverse customers; 2) a clear statement of our goals with a road map for achieving them; 3) a process for evaluating our performance and the effectiveness of our decisions and program services; 4) a continuity of purpose and management across our agency that is flexible enough to adapt to changes in available resources, mandates, and our customer needs.

The Board lost two long-time board members in 2004.  In March and July of 2004, two new board members were added.  The Governor’s appointed the Board’s vice chair, Michael Washington, to the chair position.  In August of 2005, the Board lost another member and is currently operating with two.  The number of Board decisions has increased during the 2003-05 biennium compared to 2001-03 including the number of parole orders by 60+ a month, number of warrants issued by 80+ a month, number of sanctions/revocations imposed by 40+ a month, number of discharges by 15+ per month, and number of services provided to victims by 40+ a month.  In the 2005 Legislative session, the Board added its eighth perfomance measure relating to customer service satisfaction.

FUTURE CHALLENGES: Responsibilities for the Board will continue to increase as the inmate population increases.  In the environment of limited resources, the Board must be as efficient and effective as possible while maintaining committed to all of its public safety missions and subsequent decisions.  With being short one Board member, the difficulty rises to keep up with the many decisions of the Board which include such public safety functions as establishing prison release dates, imposing conditions of supervision, notifications to victims, issuing arrest warrants, imposing sanctions for violations, discharging offenders, and responding to appeals.  The Board’s staff are very hardworking and committed to take on the increase in workload which we face, however maintaining our current resources and staffing levels are imperative for the Board to fulfill all that is required and expected by our citizens.
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	Agency Name: Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

	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 Board’s performance measures and strategic plan were created in collaboration with the leadership and employees of the Board.  Additionally, the Department of Corrections research unit was instrumental in providing the statistical data necessary for measuring recidivism.  The Executive Director is the agency performance measure coordinator and meets regularly with the Board updating the status of agency business functions including performance measurement.  The 2005 Legislature added one measure and adjusted target goals.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The Board has eight performance measures linked to one Oregon Benchmark and ties directly to the Board’s mission and goals.  Each performance measure directly correlates to one of the Board’s statutory responsibilities with the goal of providing an appropriate indicator to measure the Board’s decisions and performance.  Standards have been set to record and evaluate what processes are necessary to perform the Board’s statutory responsibilities and what the expected results should be.  The Board uses several reports to manage the performance of the agency.  Monthly statistics, annual workload reports, and performance measure data are all used to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of Board operations.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Board members have received training and were instrumental in establishing the Board’s mission, strategic goals, performance measures, and overall direction of the agency.  Such training included the Logic Model Framework, Governmental Accounting Standards Board terminology, strategic model of planning, statistical and data collection, and performance measure development.  The Executive Director implements planning efforts, gathers and interprets data, collaborating with Board members to lead program and system improvements.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	The Board communicates its strategic planning efforts and performance measurement primarily to the Legislature, Governor’s Office, and Department of Administrative Services for the purpose of gaining a better understanding of our agency, soliciting comments as we continually evaluate our performance.  As the Board develops a plan to guide our long-term operations as an agency, the Board highly values matching our performances with our customer’s needs and expectations.  Internally, performance measure data is used along side with a variety of management tools to evaluate our performance and the effectiveness of the Board’s decisions and program services.  www.paroleboard.state.or.us

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	The Board has experienced fiscal reductions and board member turnover this past biennium.  Additionally, workload output has increased for the Board.  The Board continues to closely monitor our performance measures as well as other internal measures as they may impact the Board’s desired outcomes.  The Board has achieved success in the majority of it’s measures except for the ability to respond to inmate/offender administrative appeals.  The Board is working closely with the Governor’s Office to add a third Board member with a legal background who can subsequently address this area of deficiency.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	# 255000-01 Percentage of Matrix Inmates (applies to offenders whose crime(s) were committed before November 1, 1989), Dangerous Offenders (sentenced by the court as a dangerous offender pursuant to ORS 161.725 and ORS 161.735), and Aggravated Murderers convicted of a new felony within three years of initial release. (Subset of OBM #64)
	Target
	
	
	
	
	11.25
	11
	10.5
	8
	8

	
	Data
	
	12.4
	10.6
	8.75
	5.3
	Data will be available November 2005
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 and 2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

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

  Agency progress is on track to achieve agency goals and targets. 
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. [image: image1.emf]Matrix , Agg Murderers & Dangerous Offenders 
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Agency performance is on track to meet target goal.  Targets for 2006 & 2007 were adjusted during 2005 Legislative Session.

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

Recidivism rate for parole is far below rate for Post-Prison Supervision. 
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

Establishing release dates for matrix inmates, dangerous offenders, and eligible aggravated murderers and murder.

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

Continue to monitor data and target objectives.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	# 255000-02 Percentage of offenders being released from prison where the Board’s order of supervision has been received by the community corrections office on or before the offender’s release date from prison.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	95.6
	96
	97
	95
	95

	
	Data
	
	
	94.6
	95.1
	94.4
	98
	
	
	


Data Source:  Parole Board Management Information System

Key Performance Measure Analysis

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

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)?  What is the impact of your agency? 
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Oregon Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 & 2001. We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

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

  Agency missed target by .6% in 2003; but continued to work with our partners and processes to achieve targets.  In 2004 we achieved our target by 2%.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data exceeds target by 2% as a result of changes in the release planning process for an offenders transition to the community as a result of good agency partnership between the Board and Department of Corrections.

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have been found.

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

Approve release plan, and impose conditions of supervision for offenders being released from State prisons and county jails under the jurisdiction of the Board.

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

Continue to analyze processes and communicate with criminal justice partners with goal to achieve targets.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	# 255000-03 Percentage of active registered victims for which the Board has an accurate point of contact for notification of hearings and of an offender’s release.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	92
	92.2
	92.5
	90
	90

	
	Data
	
	
	
	91.1
	89.3
	89.6
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis 
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Value Victims Interests


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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 & 2001.  We will continue to collaborate

    with our criminal justice partners in an attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

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

 Agency missed target, but is relatively close to target goal.  Agency has established a full-time victim specialist position whom is partnering with other victim advocates, which should help agency meet targets. 
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Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data is 2.6% below target, however targets were adjusted for year 2007 and 2007 as baseline data becomes a better indicator over time. 

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have been found.

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

Notify victims and stakeholders of hearings, and an offender’s release from prison/jail.

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

Continue to identify barriers that impact agency meeting target objectives, and adjust plan to address problematic areas.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	# 255000-04 Percentage of warrants received by the Board in which the warrant is issued within 5 days.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	82
	83
	85
	92.5
	93

	
	Data
	
	
	
	81.6
	92.3
	94.6
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Protect the public.

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop cohort 2001 & 2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance or our agency functions.
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How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Agency performance achieved far above expected result.  Future targets were adjusted to reflect new baseline. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Agency performance was well above established target by 11.6%.

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have been found.

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

Issue arrest warrants for offenders who have absconded supervision or pose a danger to the community.

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

Continue current agency processes and continue to monitor actual data compared to target.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	# 255000-05 Percentage of revocations for offenders who violate their conditions of parole or post-prison supervision.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	23.9
	23.5
	23
	19
	19

	
	Data
	
	
	19.5
	21.3
	19.1
	16.4
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Reduce the risk of repeat criminal behavior.

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 &2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.
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How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

  Agency is continuing to meet objective respective to this measure.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Met target goal by 7.1%.  2005 Legislative Session adjusted 2006 & 2007 targets.  Agency data reflects meeting targets by substantial amount.  

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have been found.

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

Impose structured sanctions for offenders who are in violation of conditions of supervision.

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

Continue to monitor data relative to targets as agency progresses over time.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	#255000-06 Percentage of expiration (of post-prison supervision or parole) orders that have been completed and mailed within 5 days of an offenders discharge from parole or post-prison supervision.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	77.1
	79.5
	83.5
	84
	85

	
	Data
	
	
	
	73.1
	77.3
	83.4
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Reduce the risk of repeat criminal behavior.

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort [image: image6.emf]Expiration Orders Completed & Mailed Within 5 Days 
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1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 & 2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

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

  Agency progress is on track to meet targets.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data and targets are very close, a variance of 3.9%.

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have been found.

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

Monitor, adjust and discharge an offenders status on supervision.

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

Continue to monitor data and compare to target objectives.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	#255000-07 Percentage of administrative review responses completed and mailed within 60 days of receipt of an inmate/offenders administrative review request.
	Target
	
	
	
	
	70
	72
	75
	70
	70

	
	Data
	
	
	71.1
	80.5
	20.8
	6.8
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Ensure legal integrity.

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 20001 & 2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? 
[image: image7.emf]Administrative Review Responses Completed and 

Mailed Within 60 Days of  Request

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

100.0

01 02 03 04 05 06 07

Data Target

  Target has not been met and agency is below performance objectives. 
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.  

Data is well below target goal by a difference of 65.2%.

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

Research is continuing to be conducted to find comparable data, but to date, no comparables have

been found.

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

    Respond to an inmates or offenders appeals and inquiries.

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

External factors have impacted the agency in not meeting our goals in this area, which include

Department of Justice advice as to how to respond to appeals which has created an in depth analysis comparable to an attorney’s legal brief; turn over in the loss of two board members requiring extensive board member training; and the loss of one of two attorneys in Board membership affecting the Board’s ability to respond as it has in the past.  The Board is continuing to seek solutions, which will increase the Board’s performance in this area; and the Board is working with the Governor’s office to have a second attorney appointed to the Board to dedicate work to this particular area of need.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	#255000-08
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

25500-08 was used as a placeholder for a customer satisfaction performance measure until State guidelines were released to Agencies.  The 2005 Legislature subsequently created a new customer service measure for the Agency via #255000-09.  Subsequently #255000-08 will result in a request for deletion.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency Name:  Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision 
	Agency No.:255000

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

	#255000-09 Percent of customers rating satisfaction with agency services above average or excellent for:

A:  Timeliness

B:  Accuracy

C:  Helpfulness

D:  Expertise

E:  Information Availability
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source: 

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Value Partnerships with Stakeholders

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 Benchmark #64 (Adult Recidivism Target) is currently 30.5%.  The data shows a rise in cohort 1999, but a drop in cohort 2000 & 2001.  We will continue to collaborate with our criminal justice partners with the attempt to meet state recidivism targets by achieving our agency goals and performance of our agency functions.

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

  New measure created by 2005 Legislature, thus performance will be demonstrated in report 2005 and beyond.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. 

     No data has been collected.

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

Once performance has established, comparison to other State Criminal Justice agencies will be evaluated.

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

The 2005 Legislature stated “The Board shall monitor the customer satisfaction performance measures that are to be developed in relation to the increased full-time equivalent for the records specialist position.”

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

The Agency is in the process of conducting a survey respective to the agencies records customer service functions.
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