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· Summarize Performance Target Achievement using the table below.

	Performance Target Achievement                                    #         

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures KPMs)
	11

	# of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	8

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


Note:  The 2005 Legislature modified slightly several performance measures for the department and deleted one measure. With further experience using the measures, department staff identified several areas where the measures should be revised to provide more useful data. 

· Degree and type of agency influence on agency’s chosen benchmarks and high-level outcomes

The Department of Revenue is a key partner in providing healthy tax systems and long-term stability of revenues for the State of Oregon now and in the future.  Governor Kulongoski has outlined his three priorities for the state: Putting Children First, Rebuilding Oregon's Economy, and Government Performance and Efficiency.  The department's mission, vision, and values support and complement these top three priorities.  Our performance is guided by the agency’s vision that emphasizes the importance of tax administration, customer service and work environment.  This vision is designed to move and motivate the department for many years.  To make it a reality, we will continue to innovate, streamline and use appropriate tools and technology.

In pursuing its goals, Department of Revenue programs contribute to the Oregon Benchmark No. 33 – Percentage of Oregonians who understand the Oregon tax system and where tax money is spent.  The following are examples of things we have done to assist the State in making progress on this benchmark:

· The agency contributes funding to the Oregon Progress Board for the survey they use to determine progress on the benchmark.

· The agency issues messages on tax refund check stubs explaining how tax dollars are spent.

· The agency distributes written information to the public and to other government bodies displaying how each tax dollar is split between various public services.

· Department of Revenue employees, in their outreach efforts, strive to educate Oregonians on the Oregon tax system and how tax money is being spent.  This is done through telephone and in-person conversations with Oregonians.

· Summarize the year’s successes and barriers to achieving performance measure targets

The department has identified 11 key measures of performance linked to its mission and vision and to the Oregon benchmark identified above.  Significant successes during the past year include:

· A significant increase in taxpayer contacts as a result of information we have provided on our agency Web-site and through our Interactive Voice Response system.  This directly impacts our effectiveness in making progress towards the Oregon Benchmark. (PM #4)

· A significant increase in the number of personal income tax returns being filed as a result of filing enforcement activities.  More taxpayers than we anticipated are coming into compliance through the filing of returns in response to our filing enforcement efforts.  (PM #7)

· A significant growth in the number of percent income tax returns filed electronically.  More and more taxpayers are filing electronic returns, improving the speed and efficiency of processing.  (PM #9)

The department cut back significantly on staff training during 2003 due to the budget shortfall.  In 2004 we began to reinstate an active training program, pursuing creative and low-cost ways to deliver training.  The performance measure, employee training per year, reflects these changes (PM11).  While we are not achieving our target, we are making progress.  We have had additional budget challenges in 2005 but are trying to maintain our momentum in providing staff with essential training.
· Future challenges
As we look to the future, the department will continue to operate in a time of tight budget resources and growing demands.  We will be challenged to find new and innovative ways of delivering services, collecting tax revenues, providing training, and maintaining the infrastructure needed to efficiently process and manage information.  The agency is proud of the accomplishments it has made and continues to strive for excellence each and every day.

In summary, the department has made good progress on its key measures over the last year.  We are looking forward to finding additional ways to use performance measurement as a management tool within the agency. 
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Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
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	Version No.:1

	Contact:   Susan Browning
	Phone:  503-945-8117
	

	Alternate:   Dave Zerbe
	Phone:  503-945-8393
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	Agency No.:  15000

	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?
	Staff are involved in reviewing our agency mission, vision and values, which are supported by the performance measures.  Agency staff provided input for the development of the performance measures at the time they were established.  They also review the measures and recommend modifications as appropriate.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Performance measures are used as key indicators of the agency’s progress toward achievement of its long-term vision.  They are also used as indicators of progress made in projected efficiency gains as a result of automation.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Management Team members and managers involved in preparing and updating the department’s performance measures attended training and informational sessions sponsored by the Progress Board.  Other agency managers have also attended training classes on performance measurement and have brought the knowledge gained at those classes back to the agency.   In addition, managers have reviewed training and information posted on the Progress Board’s Web site.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Agency managers review the updated performance measures annually.  Based upon their review, processes may be changed or problems/trends identified which are then addressed.  Performance measures are also incorporated into the agency budget process.  The agency posts its performance measures on the agency Web site and on the agency Intranet.  

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	In February 2003, the agency went through a layoff process impacting over 200 positions.  Although the positions were quickly reinstated, the impact of the layoff was evident in the results of the 2003-04 performance measures.  Subsequently, the 2003 Legislature added a number of positions to the agency.  The department has recovered from the impact of the layoff.  Now that the new employees have been working, they have resulted in increased revenue to the state, as well as progress toward achievement of our goals.  The results of this added staff are reflected in the performance measures data for fiscal year 2004-05.


Annual Performance Progress Report - Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2004 – 2005
	Agency:   Department of Revenue
	Date Submitted:  November 30, 2005
	Version No.:1

	Contact:   Susan Browning
	Phone:  503-945-8117
	

	Alternate:   Dave Zerbe
	Phone:  503-945-8393
	


1. Dollars Collected Per Revenue Agent Per Month (Personal Income Tax)
	FYE
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	$63,197
	$64,805
	$65,129
	$68,201
	$72,854
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	—
	$68,612
	$71,422
	$74,993
	$77,242
	$79,560
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.

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

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

The measure evaluates the effectiveness of collection staff in collecting delinquent tax debt. It measures the total dollars collected per FTE including payment plans, system offset, and direct taxpayer contact. Staff work with taxpayers in writing, on phone, or in person through field visits.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The target for the 2004 fiscal year was exceeded slightly.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
With the assistance of the Federation of Tax Administrators (FTA), the department queried, in 2004,  twelve other state revenue agencies that are using performance measures. Those who responded provided data for this measurement ranging from $19,000 per employee per month to $104,000. Oregon’s total for the 2003 revised measure was $68,000. This wide range points out the difficulty of factoring in the states’ different tax laws and systems.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
We continue to analyze the type and age of delinquent debts and work to ensure that agents are focusing their efforts effectively
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

We are looking at additional collection tools, including automated systems, to continue improving productivity.

What is the data source?

Agent Production Reports ACTF007, PTAC Performance Measures, Cost Allocation System (CAS); based on productivity per position.
2. Percent of Property Taxes Collected
	FYE
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	93.3%
	93.2%
	93.3%
	93.7%
	95.8%
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	—
	—
	93.4%
	93.4%
	93.7%
	93.8%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.
· We partner with local governments to promote a healthy and consistent property tax system.
What does benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal? What is the impact of your agency?

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

The degree to which counties are able to timely collect identified property taxes.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

The data reveals that we are collecting a high percentage of the total property taxes that are due and are managing our accounts receivable well. Additional research has shown that by the end of the third year following the year of initial billing, the counties have received about 99.7 percent of the taxes due for that year. The statistics show a high degree of effectiveness in maintaining timely collection activities for the property tax year.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Comparable data is not available.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Training of county collection staffs, development and maintenance of support materials and manuals.

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

Continue partnerships with county collection offices.

What is the data source?

Oregon Property Tax Statistics (various years); Property Tax certified, Property Tax Collection, and Total Uncollected report.

3. Percent of Assessor’s Maps Digitized in a GIS Format
	FYE
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Actual
	32%
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	30%
	40%
	50%
	75%
	90%
	95%
	100%


To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?
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 Operational excellence:

· We adopt best business practices to make tax systems work better.

· We take full advantage of opportunities presented by technology.

· Employees, citizens, and business partners help improve our systems and processes.

· We are more effective because of the free flow of knowledge across the agency.

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

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department's mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward goal?

Effectiveness of the counties and the department in creating accurate cadastral maps.  Having statewide digitized maps that can be formatted into Geographic Information Systems (GIS) allows stakeholders, employees, and other partners to have easy access to accurate property tax map information. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

 Data reveals a solid start to the statewide GIS property tax map, but significant effort remains.

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

Comparable data is not available.

What are examples of department activities related to the measure?

Conversion projects, which convert paper maps to scanned maps are complete. These scanned maps are further enhanced to become “smart” maps through the GIS application. A GIS is an automated system for the capture, storage, retrieval, analysis, and display of spatial data.

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

The department and the counties will need to continue to partner with each other and other constituencies in the Oregon Map (ORMAP) program. This will ensure that scanned maps are developed into GIS allowing assessors to better track taxable property and others to benefit from tax lot data. Accurate maps are the objective of the legislatively sponsored ORMAP project. This project will tie digital property tax mapping requirements of accurate tax lot boundaries to county assessor tax-lot mapping standards. It will create a statewide digital cadastral map in GIS format, and will serve as a critical layer for other Geographical Information System (GIS) applications throughout the state.

What is the data source?

Oregon Map Project (ORMAP).
4. Taxpayer Assistance Contacts
	FYE
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	624,200
	571,380
	625,963
	805,226
	937,943
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	—
	—
	799,426
	839,397
	881,367
	925,435


[image: image4.wmf]0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

800,000

900,000

1,000,000

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Fiscal Year Ending

Contacts

Actual

Target

To what goal or goals  is this performance  measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.

· We partner with local governments to promote a healthy and consistent property tax system.

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

This goal links to the department’s mission and Oregon benchmark 33: Percentage of Oregonians who understand the Oregon Tax System and where tax money is spent.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

This measure demonstrates the importance of taxpayer assistance in providing efficient customer service and promoting long-term tax compliance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Taxpayers are becoming more comfortable using the Internet as a way of getting tax information and downloading tax forms. We have made significant progress in answering the needs of taxpayers through a variety of methods.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Three states reported total numbers of taxpayer assistance, based on Web site hits and phone calls to their tax services call centers for 2003. Iowa reported 386,000 contacts; Missouri reported 599,000; and Arizona reported 891,000 (including their Interactive Voice Response calls). This compares to Oregon’s 2003 actual of 805,226.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
We continue to post update information on our Web site frequently. Tax Services representatives are continually being trained regarding changes, enhancements to the tax system, and all programs. The Interactive Voice Response System is continually updated with current information.
What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?

We need to continue educating the public about Oregon’s tax system and assisting taxpayers in meeting their filing responsibilities.

What is the data source?

Web site hits and Tax Services calls.
/
5. Personal Income Tax Nonfiler Assessments Issued Per Employee Per Month
	FYE
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	32
	37
	46
	49
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	39
	40
	37
	36
	35
	34
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.
· We partner with local governments to promote a healthy and consistent property tax system.
What does benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal? What is the impact of your agency?

This goal links to the department’s mission and Oregon benchmark 33: Percentage of Oregonians who understand the Oregon Tax System and where tax money is spent.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

It measures the effectiveness of the filing enforcement program in identifying nonfiling taxpayers and achieving greater compliance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Assessments filed during the most recent periods exceeded the target. We are re-evaluating our target on this measure to be sure they are realistic.

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

Arizona reports that 29 such assessments are issued per employee per month vs. Oregon’s 46 for 2003.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The department is working to use filing enforcement tools effectively to locate taxpayers who have not filed and bring them into compliance. Long-term, we want to increase voluntary compliance (measure #7) and decrease the involuntary compliance through issuance of assessments (measure #5).

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

To continue to develop and improve filing enforcement applications and use newly available federal information to improve accuracy of the information we have. This will help us encourage and assist taxpayers to file their returns.
What is the data source?

CAS and Filing Enforcement Monthly Reports, based on productivity per position.
 6. Personal Income Tax and Corporation Tax Cases Closed Per Revenue Agent Per Month

	FYE
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	122
	126
	132
	121
	144
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	132
	138
	145
	153
	158
	162
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.
· We partner with local governments to promote a healthy and consistent property tax system.
What does benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal? What is the impact of your agency?

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

The measure evaluates the effectiveness of collection staff in closing collection cases.  Collection staff work with taxpayers in writing, on the phone, or in person through field visits, to reach successful results in satisfying liabilities and closing cases.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Cases closed for the fiscal year ending in 2004 were below target due to the layoffs and associated ripple effect in the agency.

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

Comparable data is not available.

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

We continue to analyze the type and age of delinquent debts and work to ensure that agents are focusing their efforts effectively. 

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

We are looking at additional collection tools, including automated systems, to continue improving productivity.

What is the data source?

Actual data from our Agent Production Reports ACTF007 and FTE from Cost Allocation System (CAS),  based on productivity per position.

7.  Delinquent Returns Filed After Compliance Contact Per Filing Enforcement Employee Per Month
	FYE
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	13
	14
	19
	31
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	15
	16
	22
	26
	29
	32
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Tax administration and service:

· We provide the education and assistance taxpayers need to meet their commitments. For those who choose not to file and pay accurately and fully, we use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

· We perform our work with the highest degree of honesty, trust, and respect for self and others.

· We provide excellent service, based on integrity, efficiency, and fairness.
· We partner with local governments to promote a healthy and consistent property tax system.
What does benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal? What is the impact of your agency?

This goal links to the department’s mission and Oregon benchmark 33: Percentage of Oregonians who understand the Oregon Tax System and where tax money is spent.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

It measures the effectiveness of the Filing Enforcement Program in identifying nonfiling taxpayers and achieving greater compliance.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Returns filed during the most recent periods exceeded the target. We have re-evaluated our targets on this measure to be sure that they are realistic. It appears that our efforts in working with taxpayers in this area are paying off. More taxpayers than we anticipated are coming into compliance through the filing of returns in response to our filing enforcement efforts.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Arizona reported 6 returns per enforcement employee per month in 2003 vs. Oregon’s 19 returns during the same timeframe.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The department is working to educate taxpayers on their responsibilities to file Oregon taxes, improving voluntary compliance.

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

We need to continue to develop and improve filing enforcement applications and use of the available federal information to improve the accuracy of the information.
What is the data source?

CAS and Filing Enforcement Monthly Reports, based on productivity  per  position.

8. Average Days to Issue Personal Income Tax Refund 
	Tax Year
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	20
	20
	15
	15
	14*
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	—
	—
	17
	15
	15
	15
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To what goal or goals  is this performance measure linked?

Operational excellence:

· We adopt best business practices to make tax systems work better.

· We take full advantage of opportunities presented by technology.

· Employees, citizens, and business partners help improve our systems and processes.

· We are more effective because of the free flow of knowledge across the agency.

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

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

Whether we meet or exceed taxpayer expectations of a timely refund.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Current expectations are being met; the target has been revised to reflect better than expected results.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Iowa issues refunds within 10 days average; Missouri reported 13 days; Arizona reported 13 days; and Oregon’s average was 15 (fiscal year 2003).
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The department actively promotes the “rapid refund” associated with electronic filing.

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

We need to continue to encourage taxpayers to use alternative filing methods.

What is the data source?

Personal income tax return processing system.

* Partial year; returns received through 8-31-05.

9. Percent of Personal Income Tax Returns Filed Electronically
	Tax Year
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Actual
	30.5%
	34.6%
	45.4%*
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	—
	41.2%
	44.8%
	48.8%
	53.0%
	57.7%
	62.8%
	68.3%
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Operational excellence:

· We adopt best business practices to make tax systems work better.

· We take full advantage of opportunities presented by technology.

· Employees, citizens, and business partners help improve our systems and processes.

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

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward goal?

Taxpayer acceptance and use of electronic filing. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

2002 and 2003 special elections reduced the growth in electronic filing. Since both returns must be filed at the same time, early federal electronic filers could not file their Oregon return electronically. They filed their Oregon returns on paper.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
IRS has a goal to receive 80% of their personal income tax returns electronically. For tax year 2003, approximately 47% of the federal returns, and 35% of Oregon returns, were filed electronically. Iowa leads the country in receiving 60% of all their returns electronically. 88% of the Oregonians who file federal returns electronically, also filed their state returns electronically.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
The department advertises the benefits (e.g. faster refunds and accuracy) of electronic filing. We have a cooperative partnership with software developers who provide the software to electronically file. We train practitioners on how the program works and market the benefits of electronic filing returns for their clients.

What needs to be done as a result of your analysis?
Continue to enhance and market the benefits of electronic filing. The department needs to offer free filing options to allow more Oregonians the opportunity to file their state return electronically. The state should also allow a state only filing, so that taxpayers can file a return for Oregon without filing a Federal return at the same time. 

What is the data source?

Personal income tax return processing system statistics for electronically filed returns.

* Partial year; returns received through 11-30-05.

10. Employee Work Environment (based upon a scale of 1-6)*
	FYE
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Actual
	4.54
	N/A
	4.48
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	4.75
	5.00
	5.25
	5.25
	5.25
	5.25
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To what goal or goals is this performance measure linked?

Work environment:

· Our work environment is positive, productive, and welcoming.

· We learn, grow, and follow a career that challenges and excites us.

· We are proud of what we do and the services we provide.

· We reflect the similarities and differences of Oregonians.

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

This goal has no direct link to an Oregon benchmark; it links directly to the department’s mission.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward the goal?

Based upon data from an employee survey, we are making progress toward our goal of employee satisfaction.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

* Employees rated their work environment on a scale of 1-6, with 1=very dissatisfied, 2=dissatisfied, 3=somewhat dissatisfied, 4=somewhat satisfied, 5=satisfied, and 6=very satisfied. The results showed that people are generally satisfied with their work environment. However, we need to continue to make improvements to reach our goal.
Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
Arizona reported that they have a similar measure. Their rating would be a 4.42 on a scale of 1-6; Wisconsin reported that “64% of their employees are satisfied with their work environment.” For fiscal year 2004, the department’s rating was 4.48 on a scale of 1-6.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
We provide training and developmental opportunities, job rotation programs, flexible work schedules, and telework.

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

We need to address remaining agency space and ergonomic furniture needs.

What is the data source?

Employee survey conducted by the agency’s Workforce Environment Council.

11. Employee Training Per Year (percent receiving 20 hours per year)
	FYE
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Actual
	66%
	54%
	63%
	22%
	46%
	—
	—
	—

	Target
	—
	55%
	57%
	59%
	61%
	63%
	63%
	63%


[image: image11.wmf]0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Fiscal Year Ending

Actual

Target

To what goal or goals is this 
performance measure linked?

Work environment:

· Our work environment is positive, productive, and welcoming.

· We learn, grow, and follow a career that challenges and excites us.

· We are proud of what we do and the services we provide.

· We reflect the similarities and differences of Oregonians.

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

This goal links to the department’s mission and Oregon benchmark 29: Labor Force Skills Training—Percentage of Oregonians in the labor force who received at least 20 hours of skills training in the past year.

How does the performance measure demonstrate progress toward goal?

This measure demonstrates the importance placed on employee development and the commitment of resources towards training.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

We must continue placing a high priority on employee training, seeking low-cost ways to do so.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
The 2003 Oregon Benchmark Report shows little progress on OBM #29, Labor Force Skills Training. “Workers receiving  20 hours training per year ranged from 31% to 38% since 1994.” The department’s actual results are 22% for fiscal year 2003 and 46% for fiscal year 2004.

What is an example  of a department activity related to the measure?
To provide key techincal skills assessments for new revenue agents and auditors. Staff have taken advantage of low-cost training opportunities offered through the DAS STEPS program.

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

Due to a statewide shortfall in revenues, we cut back significantly in training for our staff during fiscal year ending 2003. During fiscal year ending 2004, we have begun to reinstate an active training program, looking for creative, low-cost ways to deliver the training.

What is the data source?

Agency Cost Allocation System (CAS).
Dollars Collected Per Revenue Agent Per Month
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Percent of Assessor’s Maps Digitized
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Taxpayer Assistance Contacts
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Personal Income Tax Nonfiler Assessments Issued Per Employee Per Month
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Average Days to Issue Personal Income Tax Refund
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