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Key performance measures from these agencies link … to these Oregon Benchmarks. 
 

x Blind, Commission for the  
x Children and Families, State Commission on 

(OCCF) 
x Human Services, Department of (DHS) 
x Medical Examiners, Board of (BME) 
x Private Health Partnerships, Office of (PHP) 

formerly Insurance Pool Governing Board (IPGB) 
x Psychiatric Security Review Board (PSRB) 

 
There are no appropriate Oregon Benchmark linkages for the for the 
following Human Services Subcommittee agencies: Board of Nursing 

and the Long Term Care Ombudsman 
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ALIGNMENT – HUMAN SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE AGENCIES 

OREGON PROGRESS BOARD 

O R E G O N  S H I N E S  –  O R E G O N ’ S  S T R A T E G I C  V I S I O N  
“ A  p r o s p e r o u s  O r e g o n  t h a t  e x c e l s  i n  a l l  s p h e r e s  o f  l i f e . ”  

Goal 1 
Quality Jobs for All Oregonians 

Goal 2 
Safe, Caring and Engaged Communities 

Goal 3 
Healthy, Sustainable Surroundings 

 

K E Y  P E R F O R M A N C E  M E A S U R E S  ( K P M S )  –  H U M A N  S E R V I C E S  A G E N C I E S  

DHS 
2 KPMs 

OCCF 
3 KPMs 

OCCF 
1 KPM 

Blind Comm. 
1 Performance 

Measure 

OCCF 
1 KPM 

  

   
PHP 

9 KPMs 
PSRB 
1 KPM 

 

   
DHS 

14 KPMs 
  

 

   
OCCF 

3 KPMs 
   

   
BME 

4 KPMs 
   

       

       

 

O R E G O N  B E N C H M A R K S  &  L I N K E D  K E Y  P E R F O R M A N C E  M E A S U R E S  ( K P M S )  –  A L L  A G E N C I E S  

Economy Education Civic Engagement Social Support Public Safety Community 
Development Environment 

Benchmarks 
#1-17 

Benchmarks 
#18-29 

Benchmarks 
#30-38 

Benchmarks 
#39-61 

Benchmarks 
#62-67 

Benchmarks 
#68-74 

Benchmarks 
#75-91 

73 KPMs 65 KPMs 
44 

 KPMs 
61 KPMs 39 KPMs 29 KPMs 72 KPMs 

1
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #14 – Workers Above Poverty 
Percent of covered Oregon workers with earnings of 150% or more of the poverty level for a 
family of four 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #5: The percentage of Temporary Assistance to Needy  
Families (TANF) adults placed for whom employment is 
a goal 

28  No change 

PM #6: The percentage of Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF) cases who do not return, or are off cash 
assistance 18 months after exit due to employment  

30 ¥ No change 

Employment Department    

Oregon Benchmark #18 – Ready To Learn 
Percent of children entering school ready to learn 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #1: Incidence rate of child maltreatment for children, aged 0 
– 2 years, participating in Healthy Start compared to 
non-served families in the same counties 

20 ¥ Modify 

PM #2: Percent of all commission-funded activity outcomes that 
meet or exceed outcome targets as reported in the 
FMORS database in quarter 8 of the biennium 

22 ¥ No change 

Library, Oregon State       
Education, Oregon Department of     
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or more of poverty
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #32 – Feeling of Community  
Percent of Oregonians who feel they are a part of their community 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM# 3:  Amount of leveraged funds reported biennially in the 
FMORS database at biennium end 24 ¥ No change 

Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA)    

Oregon Benchmark #39 – Teen Pregnancy 
Pregnancy rate per 1,000 females, age 15-17 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #7:  The number of female Oregonians ages 15 – 17, per 
1,000 who are pregnant 32 ¥ No change 

PM #16:The percentage of births where mothers report that the 
pregnancy was intended 42  Modify 

Oregon Benchmark #22 – High School Dropout Rate 
Percent of students who drop out of grades 9 – 12 without receiving a high school diploma or 
equivalent 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #2:  Percent of all commission-funded activity outcomes that 
meet or exceed outcome targets as reported in the 
FMORS database in quarter 8 of the biennium 

22 ¥ No change 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

 

39. Pregnancy rate of females aged 15-17
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #40 – Prenatal Care 
Percent of babies whose mothers received prenatal care beginning in the first trimester 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #17: The percentage of low-income women who receive 
prenatal care in the first 4 months of pregnancy 44  No change 

Oregon Benchmark #42 – Immunizations 
Percent of two-year-olds who are adequately immunized 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #22: The percentage of 24 – 35 month old children served 
by local health departments who are adequately 
immunized 

54  Modify 

40. Percent of babies whose mothers
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #43 – HIV Diagnosis 
Number of new HIV diagnoses among Oregonians aged 13 and older 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #24:  Annual rate of HIV infection per 100,000 persons 58  Modify 

Oregon Benchmark #44 – Adult Non-Smokers 
Percent of Oregonians 18 and older who report that they do not currently smoke cigarettes 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM# 18: The percentage of engaged clients who complete 
alcohol and other drug (AOD) abuse treatment and are 
not abusing AOD 

46 ¥ Modify 

PM# 20: Tobacco use among: a) adults, b) youth, c) pregnant 
women 49 ¥ No change 

PM #21: Number of cigarette packs sold per capita 52 ¥ No change 

43b.  New HIV infections in Oregonians 
aged 13 and over by year of initial 

diagnosis: rate per 100,000
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #45 – Preventable Death  
Years of life lost before age 70 (rate per 1,000) 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM# 11: Percentage of women subjected to domestic violence in  
the past year 38  No change 

PM# 12: Rate of suicides among adolescents per 100,000 40 ¥ No change 

PM# 20: Tobacco use among: a) adults, b) youth, c) pregnant 
women 49 ¥ No change 

PM #21: Number of cigarette packs sold per capita 52 ¥ No change 

PM #23: The percentage of adults aged 65 and over who receive 
an influenza vaccine 56  No change 

Medical Examiners, Board of (BME)    

PM# 3:   Percentage of disciplinary actions not overturned by 
appeal 61 ¥ No change 

PM# 4:   Percentage of licensees voluntarily entering treatment 
for substance abuse who meet the terms of the 
aftercare agreement 

62 ¥ No change 

PM # 5:  Percentage of total probationers who re-offend within 3 
years 63  No change 

Police, Department of State    

Transportation, Oregon Department of (ODOT)    
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #48 – Child Care Availability 
Number of child care slots available for every 100 children under age 13  
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #2:  Percent of all commission-funded activity outcomes 
meeting targets as reported in the Fiscal, Monitoring & 
Outcomes Reporting System database 

22 ¥ No 
change 

Employment Department    
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Oregon Benchmark #46 – Perceived Health Status  
Percent of adults whose self-perceived health status is very good or excellent 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Medical Examiners, Board of (BME) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #2:  Percentage of forms requesting services that were 
generated from the web site 60 ¥ Delete 

PM #3:  Percentage of disciplinary actions not overturned by 
appeal 61 ¥ No change 

PM #4:  Percentage of licensees voluntarily entering treatment 
for substance abuse who meet the terms of the aftercare 
agreement 

62 ¥ No change 

PM #5:  Percentage of total probationers who re-offend within 3 
years 63  No change 
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #50 – Teen Substance Abuse 
Percent of 8th grade students who report using in the previous month: a. alcohol, b. illicit drugs, 
c. cigarettes  
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #18: The percentage of engaged clients who complete 
alcohol and other drug (AOD) abuse treatment and are 
not abusing AOD 

46 ¥ Modify 

PM #19: Percentage of 8th graders at high risk for alcohol and 
other drug use 47  No change 

PM #20b:Tobacco use among youth 49 ¥ No change 

PM #21:  Number of cigarette packs sold per capita 52 ¥ No change 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF)    

PM #4:   Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

Liquor Control Commission (LCC)    
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #51 – Child Abuse and Neglect 
Substantiated number of children, per 1,000 persons under 18, who are: a. neglected/abused, 
b. at a substantial risk of being neglected or abused 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #1:   To have the incidence rate of child maltreatment lower 
for children, aged 0 - 2 years, participating in Healthy 
Start than for non-served families in the same counties 

20 ¥ Modify 

PM #2:   Percent of all commission-funded activity outcomes 
meeting targets as reported in the Fiscal, Monitoring & 
Outcomes Reporting System database 

22 ¥ No change 

PM #4:   Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

Oregon Benchmark #53 – Alcohol/Tobacco Use During Pregnancy 
Percent of pregnant women who report not using: a. alcohol, b. tobacco 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.                                                                                            
All agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #18: The percentage of engaged clients who complete 
alcohol and other drug (AOD) abuse treatment and are 
not abusing AOD 

46 ¥ Modify 

PM #20c:Tobacco use among pregnant women 49 ¥ No change 

PM #21: Number of cigarette packs sold per capita 52 ¥ No change 

51. Substantiated number of children 
who are abused/neglected, or in threat 

of harm (per 1,000)  
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #55 – Health Insurance 
Percent of Oregonians without health insurance 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Private Health Partnerships, Office of (PHP) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #1:   Number of referrals made to insurance agents involved 
in the Agent Referral Program 64 ¥ Delete 

PM #2:   Number of training sessions or presentations made to 
insurance agents, community partners, and 
stakeholders 

66 ¥ Delete 

PM #3:   Number of insurance agents, community partners, and 
stakeholders trained 68 ¥ Modify 

PM #4:   Number of Oregonians enrolled in the Family Health 
Insurance Assistance Program (FHIAP) for health 
insurance subsidies 

70 ¥ Modify 

PM #5:   Percent of Oregonians deemed eligible for FHIAP who 
are enrolled in health insurance 72 ¥ Delete 

PM #6:   FHIAP administrative expenses as a percentage of total 
cost 74 ¥ Modify 

PM #8:   Number of businesses who purchase an OPHP certified 
plan 76  Delete 

PM #9:   Number of children enrolled in an OPHP Children's 
Group Plan 78  Delete 

PM #10: Percent of customers rating their overall satisfaction 
with the agency “good” or “excellent” for:  Timeliness, 
accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, and information 
availability 

80 ¥ Modify 

Administrative Services, Department of (DAS)    

Consumer and Business Services,  Department of (DCBS)    
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #58 – Hunger 
Oregon’s national rank for percent of households that are: a. food insecure (limited access to 
enough food for all household members to live a healthy, active life), b. Food insecure with 
hunger (at least one member has experienced hunger within the last year) 

Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #10: The ratio of Oregonians receiving food stamp 
assistance to the number of Oregonians living in poverty 36  No 

change 

Housing and Community Services, Oregon Department of 
(OHCS)   
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #60 – Working Disabled 
Percent of adults with lasting, significant disabilities who are capable of working who are 
employed 
 Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Blind, Commission for the Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #1:  Percentage of individuals who enter into individualized 
plans for employment in the vocational rehabilitation 
program who are successful in reaching their outcome 

18 ¥ No change 

Transportation, Oregon Department of (ODOT)    

 

Oregon Benchmark #61 – Disabled Living in Poverty 
Percent of Oregonians with lasting, significant disabilities living in households with incomes 
below the federal poverty level 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Human Services, Department of (DHS) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #9:  Average monthly earnings for persons with 
developmental disabilities who receive Seniors and 
People with Disabilities (SPD) services. 

34 ¥ No change 
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #62 – Overall Crime 
Overall reported crimes per 1,000 Oregonians: a. person crimes, b. property crimes, c. 
behavior crimes 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

Justice, Department of     

Police, Department of State    
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #63 – Juvenile Arrests 
Juvenile arrests per 1,000 juvenile Oregonians per year, a. person crimes, b. property crimes 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease  26  No change 

Youth Authority, Oregon (OYA)    

Police, Department of State    

 

Oregon Benchmark #64 –  Students Carrying Weapons 
Percent of students in grades 9 – 12 who report carrying weapons in the last 30 days 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 

 
26  No change 

Education, Oregon Department of    

63a. Juvenile arrests for crimes against 
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64. Percent of 9-12 students who carry 
weapons

9%
13%

21%

14%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

Targets

Data after 2001 may not be directly comparable to  earlier 
data due to  changes in questionnaire and design.
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 Agency Key Performance Measures (KPMs)* Oregon Benchmarks 
 Human Services Subcommittee of Ways and Means 

*  Each agency self-links its key performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. 
** A “¥“ in the “Making Progress?” column means the agency indicated that actual data were at or trending toward target achievement in the most recent year shown in the 2006 
Annual Performance Progress Report. 

 

Oregon Benchmark #65 – Adult Recidivism 
Percent of paroled offenders convicted of a new felony within three years of initial release 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

Psychiatric Security Review Board (PSRB)    

PM #1:  Percent of revocations of conditional release based on 
commission of felony 82  No change 

Corrections, Department of    

Parole and Post-Prison Supervision, Board of    

Oregon Benchmark #66 – Juvenile Recidivism 
Percent of juveniles with a new criminal referral to a county juvenile department within 12 
months of the initial criminal offense 
Human Services Subcommittee agencies are in bold.  
All other agencies linking to this benchmark are in italics. 

Children and Families, State Commission on (OCCF) Page Making 
Progress?** 

Proposed 
change in 
2007-09 

PM #4:  Percent of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime 
prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease 26  No change 

Youth Authority, Oregon (OYA)    

65. Percent of parolees convicted of a
new felony within three years
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Oregon Commission for the Blind   The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#60, Working Disabled 

Oregon Commission for the Blind 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 

 
 

 
KPM #1 
 
 

Employment  
- Percentage of individuals who enter into individualized plans for employment  in the vocational rehabilitation 
program who are successful in reaching their outcome 

Measure since: 
1997 

Goal To assist blind Oregonians with employment in order to fully participate in society 

Oregon Context #59, Number of adults with disabilities who are capable of working who are employed. 
Data source Automated Case Management System 
Owner Rehabilitation Services, Dacia Johnson, 971-673-1588 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  - the agency focuses on providing high quality, state of the art, 

individualized rehabilitation services to eligible blind Oregonians in order to assist them in 
reaching their employment goals.  We believe that a holistic approach to rehabilitation leads 
to long term, successful outcomes.  We believe that given the right tools and resources that 
blind Oregonians can fully participate in employment and achieve their full potential in the 
workforce. 

 
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

The target is higher than national standard of 68.9%.  We believe in maintaining a high 
standard of excellence. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
We continue to do well, which indicates that our service delivery approach continues to be 
effective in reaching the overall program objective. 
 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
We continue to exceed the national average for blind agencies.  The national standard is 68.9%. 
 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Since we are a voluntary program, individuals can select not to complete their program.  In addition, another factor that can affect the employment outcome 
is the economy within the state and the specific area in which the person is residing. 

Percentage of Successful Closures In the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Program
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Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Commission for the Blind   The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#60, Working Disabled 

Oregon Commission for the Blind 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 

 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The agency will continue to work with our staff, commissioners, and constituents to find creative ways to improve our service delivery system in order to 
improve our outcomes.  An example of this is that we have developed a healthy lifestyles program within our residential training center that focuses on dietary 
improvement and exercise.  This program has demonstrated early on to significantly improve the health of the volunteers who have participated.  We expect 
that if clients health improves, their employment outlook will also improve.  
 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
This data is from Federal Fiscal Year 2005.  It is captured from the automated case management system. 

#1 Employment  Rate- Percentage of individuals who enter into individualized plans for employment  in the vocational rehabilitation program who are 
successful in reaching their outcome.  

Goal(s): To ensure that as many blind Oregonians as possible seeking employment are successful in reaching their goal. 
HLO(s): OBM # 59- Percentage of adults with lasting, significant disabilities who are capable of work who are employed. 

Strategy: Provide comprehensive, state of the art vocational rehabilitation services to eligible blind Oregonians  
Source: Automated  Case Management Database 
Owner: Dacia Johnson, Director of Rehabilitation Services, 971-673-1588 

DATA: 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Actual 82.6% 74% 71% 60% 79% 81%     
Target 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 

Data 
Cycle: 
FFY 

 

Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#18, Ready To Learn; and #51, Child Abuse or Neglect 

 

KPM 
#42300-1 

HEALTHY START PARTICIPANTS 
To have the incidence rate of child maltreatment lower for children, aged 0 – 2 years, participating in Healthy Start than for 
non-served families in the same counties. 

Measure since: 
1999 

Goal This KPM links to the OCCF’s goal to “fund services that promote positive outcomes for children and their families consistent with the 
local plan.” 

Oregon Context Reduce Child Maltreatment [OBM 50], Improve Readiness to Learn [OBM 18] 
Data source NPC data collection 
Owner Pat Pitman, Pat.Pitman@state.or.us, 503.378.4658 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The goal of the performance measure is to reduce the rate of child 
maltreatment in order to promote positive outcomes for children and their 
families in the state of Oregon. The strategy is to implement best practice 
programming with regard to the reduction of child maltreatment while 
addressing local needs and resources. Partners include the Partners for 
Children and Families, local providers, local and state agencies and 
community organizations. 

Incidence Rate of Child Maltreatment, Healthy Start 
Participants vs. Nonserved Families

0.00%
0.50%
1.00%
1.50%
2.00%
2.50%
3.00%
3.50%

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The targets were set at rates which would be lower than that of the 
general population while still maintaining tangible goals for local 
providers and partners. The desired direction is down. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The agency has consistently been on target with the exception of the 
2005 results. In 2005 the rate of maltreatment increased from 12/1000 to 
15/1000. In addition to the Healthy Start Family increases there was also an increase in general population maltreatment rates. 

Actual 1.10% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.50%

Nonserved 2.40% 3.00% 2.20% 2.20% 2.00% 2.40%

Target 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.10% 1.30% 1.20%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
The KPM is a comparison between the family participants of the Healthy Start programs versus the Non-Healthy Start families. In comparison to families 
not enrolled in the Healthy Start program,  those who participate in the program have a rate of child maltreatment that is lower. During the comparison of 
partcipants versus non participants it is important to also note that Healthy Start families are already defined as high risk families for maltreatment. 
Consequently, the results demonstrate that higher risk families have a lower child maltreatment rate than the general population. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
One of the major factors affecting the 2005 results has been the methamphetamines epidemic across the state of Oregon. This, along with other 
environmental factors, has increased the rate of child maltreatment for both the general population as well as families being served in Healthy Start. While 
the nonserved families’ child maltreatment rate has increased from 20/1000 to 24/1000, the Healthy Start family child maltreatment rate has only increased 
from 12/1000 to 15/1000. Overall, the data indicates that children served by Healthy Start had a lower victimization rate than nonserved children similar to 
prior years despite the increase in substantiated abuse reports throughout the state. 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#18, Ready To Learn; and #51, Child Abuse or Neglect 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The most pressing issue to be addressed by program staff and data analysts is the increase in general maltreatment rates and the factors affecting those 
increases. A better assessment of how child maltreatment is changing and whether this is a long term trend or a short term reaction and an examination of 
current program operations to proactively address new issues affecting maltreatment will help the Healthy Start program to adjust for the future. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The reporting cycle for the performance measure is the Oregon fiscal year (recently changing from the calendar year). The data is collected by a research 
firm, then compiled and analyzed in collaboration with the agency. Each year a report is issued and distributed to interested parties. To receive more 
information or additional data please contact the primary contact on this report or visit the agency website. 

 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#18, Ready To Learn; #22, High School Dropout Rate,; #48, Child Care Availability; and #51, Child Abuse or Neglect 

 

KPM 
#42300-2 

LOCAL PLAN OUTCOMES 
% of all commission-funded activity outcomes meeting targets as reported in the Fiscal, Monitoring & Outcomes 
Reporting System database. 

Measure since: 
1999 

Goal This KPM links to the OCCF’s goal to “fund services that promote positive outcomes for children and their families consistent with the 
local plan.” 

Oregon Context Improve readiness to learn [OBM 18], Reduce high school dropout rate [OBM 22], Increase childcare availability [OBM 48], Reduce child 
maltreatment [OBM 50] 

Data source FMORS Database, Fiscal, Monitoring & Outcomes Reporting System Database 
Owner Matthew Tschabold, matthew.tschabold@state.or.us, 503.378.5175 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The goal of the performance measure is to increase the percentage of 
programs which produce positive outcomes for children and their 
families in the state of Oregon. The strategy is to implement a range of 
programming with regard to positive results for children and their 
families while addressing local needs and resources. Partners include the 
Partners for Children and Families, local providers, local and state 
agencies and community organizations. 

Percent of Outcomes that Meet of Exceed Targets
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The targets were set at a rate which was determined to be tangible as well 
as effective. As improvements are continually made changes in the 
targets values are made. The targets are designed to allow for constant 
improvement for the local providers and partners. The desired direction 
is up. Actual 82% 83% 86%

Target 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
For the last three reporting periods the agency has been consistently under target, but there is steady improvement from year to year towards the target 
values. 

1. HOW WE COMPARE 
The agency is not currently aware of any similar industry measurments. 

 

 

2. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#18, Ready To Learn; #22, High School Dropout Rate,; #48, Child Care Availability; and #51, Child Abuse or Neglect 

There are a number of factors which affect the results of local outcomes reaching targets. These factors are generally environmental on local levels and 
change with program variety and time. Within the agency, significant factors include the successfulness in local assessment and comprehensive planning 
development, as well as training in strategy and goal setting. 

3. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
As the comprehensive planning process begins in 2007, accurate local assessment of needs is a top priority. Correctly identifying the issues affecting 
communities, designing strong strategy and implementing effective solutions are essential to increase the success of the performance measure. 

4. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is reported on a biennial basis after the close of each Oregon Biennium. Some of the strengths of the data are its comprehensiveness, continuous 
revisions and usability. One of the main weaknesses of the data is the flexibility of the current database system. To verify reliability there is a review process 
every other quarter of the fiscal year to examine information accuracy and completeness. To receive more information or additional data please contact the 
primary contact on this report or visit the agency website. 

 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#32, Feeling of Community 

 

KPM 
#42300-3 

LEVERAGED FUNDS 
Amount of leveraged funds reported in the Fiscal, Monitoring & Outcomes Reporting System database. 

Measure since: 
1999 

Goal This KPM links to the OCCF’s goal to “engage citizens and public and private partners in positive change for the community’s children and families.” 

Oregon Context % of Oregonian who feel they are a part of their community [OBM 32],  
Data source FMORS Database, Fiscal, Monitoring & Outcomes Reporting System Database 
Owner Matthew Tschabold, matthew.tschabold@state.or.us, 503.378.5175 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The goal of the performance measure is to mobilize community support 
in order to develop and implement plans and programming that will 
promote positive outcomes for children and their families in the state of 
Oregon. The strategy is to use agency funding to initiate conversation, 
partnerships and governmental agency synergy while addressing local 
needs and resources. Partners include the Partners for Children and 
Families, local providers, local and state agencies and community 
organizations. 

Amount of Leveraged Funds Reported Biennially in FMORS
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Targets were set based on available information and then adjusted as 
reported results changed. The desired direction is up. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The agency has consistently exceeded the target values every reporting 
period with increasing targets and results. 

Actual $11.9 $30.5 $31.3

Target $10.0 $10.0 $9.5 $9.5 $20.0 $20.0 $30.0 $30.0 $30.0 $30.0

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
The agency is not currently aware of any similar industry measurments. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
One of the major factors affecting the leveraging of resources is budget growth and constraints. As budget constraints have affected state agencies, the 
amount of resource development and leveraging has increased to compensate. But it is important to realize that the continually increasing leverage is not 
sustainable and market saturation will occur. This saturation will lead to a leveling out, and perhaps even a decline, in the amount of funds which can be 
leveraged. Secondary factors affecting the performance measure are primarily environmental factors that affect the ability of partners to contribute resources 
(economy, legal, etc) 

 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Continual improvement of leveraging training & techniques and sustainability on local levels is a priority in order to continue the current success of the 
performance measure. 

Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#32, Feeling of Community 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is reported on a biennial basis after the close of each Oregon Biennium. Some of the strengths of the data are its comprehensiveness, continuous 
revisions and usability. One of the main weaknesses of the data is the flexibility of the current database system. To verify reliability there is a review process 
every other quarter of the fiscal year to examine information accuracy and completeness. To receive more information or additional data please contact the 
primary contact on this report or visit the agency website. 

 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#22, High School Dropout Rate; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; #51, Child Abuse or Neglect; #62, Overall Crime; #63, Juvenile Arrests; #64, Students Carrying 

Weapons; #65, Adult Recidivism; and #66, Juvenile Recidivism 
 

KPM 
#42300-4 

JUVENILE CRIME PREVENTION 
% of at-risk youth served in juvenile crime prevention grant programs whose risk factors decrease. 

Measure since: 
2003 

Goal Develop effective juvenile crime prevention strategies. 

Oregon Context Decrease eighth grade alcohol abuse [OBM 49a], Decrease eighth grade illicit drug abuse [OBM 49b], Decrease juvenile arrests [OBM 62], 
Decrease juvenile recidivism [OBM 65], Reduce high school dropout rate [OBM 22], Reduce child maltreatment [OBM 50], Reduce overall 
crime [OBM 61], Reduce students carrying weapons [OBM 63], reduce adult recidivism [OBM 64] 

Data source NPC data collection; near completion of a new database 
Owner Mickey Lansing, Mickey.Lansing@state.or.us, 503.378.5128 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The goal of the performance measure is to prevent and reduce juvenile 
crime in order to promote positive outcomes for children and their 
families in the state of Oregon. The strategy is to implement best practice 
programming with regard to juvenile crime while addressing local needs 
and resources. Partners include the Partners for Children and Families, 
local providers, local and state agencies and community organizations. 

At Risk Youth Served in Juvenile Crime Whose Risk Factors 
Decrease 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The targets were set based on available information and will be adjusted 
as new data becomes available. The desired direction is up. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Current information places the actual values below the target value, but 
additional data is needed to assess improvement over time. Actual 70%

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Currently the information available does not allow for a comparison 
across industires or agencies. 

Target 75% 75% 75%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Currently only preliminary data is available and for an investigation into the impact of results factors to occur, there will need to be multiple years of data. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The most pressing issue identified by program staff and data analysts being addressed is the inadequacy of the JCP database collection system discussed in 
bullet 7. As a result the development and implementation of a new database, the transition from paper records to data based entered information is the top 
priority. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The data is reported on a biennial basis through the agency web based database system. Since the transfer of Juvenile Crime Prevention the database was 
found to be inadequate. As a result an emergency working group was created to design and create a new information system. The new database was recently 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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The State Commission on Children & Families  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#22, High School Dropout Rate; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; #51, Child Abuse or Neglect; #62, Overall Crime; #63, Juvenile Arrests; #64, Students Carrying 

Weapons; #65, Adult Recidivism; and #66, Juvenile Recidivism 
completed and trainings are currently underway. As a result, providers and partners have been keeping local records of their respective information and will 
be entering the information into the system over the coming months. To receive more information or additional data please contact the primary contact on 
this report or visit the agency website. 

 

The State Commission on Children & Families  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.

27



Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#14, Workers Above Poverty 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#14, Workers Above Poverty 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#14, Workers Above Poverty 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#14, Workers Above Poverty 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.

31



Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#39, Teen Pregnancy 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#39, Teen Pregnancy 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#61, Disabled Living in Poverty 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#61, Disabled Living in Poverty 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#58, Hunger 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#58, Hunger 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#39, Teen Pregnancy 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#39, Teen Pregnancy 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#40, Prenatal Care 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#40, Prenatal Care 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#50, Teen Substance Abuse 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#50, Teen Substance Abuse 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #45, Preventable Death; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #45, Preventable Death; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #45, Preventable Death; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #45, Preventable Death; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#44, Adult Non-Smokers; #45, Preventable Death; #50, Teen Substance Abuse; and #53, Alcohol/Tobacco During Pregnancy 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#42, Immunizations 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#42, Immunizations 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#45, Preventable Death 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#43, HIV Diagnosis 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Oregon Department of Human Services  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#43, HIV Diagnosis 

 

Oregon Department of Human Services  
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 

#46, Self-perceived health status 

KPM #2 MAKE INFORMATION ACCESSIBLE  
Percentage of forms requesting services that were generated from the web site. 

Measure since: 
2002 

Goal MAKE INFORMATION ACCESSIBLE - Provide information to the public about the Board’s mission, services, and licensees. 

Oregon Context OBM 46. PERCEIVED HEALTH STATUS
Data source Web site generated forms vary from hard copy forms. Agency staff examine the forms to determine the result. 
Owner Licensing and Administrative Services, Carol Brandt  (971) 673-2679 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

Public Information Specialists and a Complaint Resource Officer help 
direct the public and licensees to our web site for information and forms. 
Keep the web site informative and easy to use. 

Percentage of forms requesting services that were 
generated from the web site
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Targets are set based on past history and the expectation that the agency 
will continue to make its web site more useful.  Higher percentages are 
desired. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
This measure reflects how well we are doing at protecting the well-being 
of citizens by providing them with easy to access public information and 
license forms. As the primary source of this information, this service is 
essential to the people of Oregon.  With the exception of 2003, we have 
met or exceeded targets for this measure. We continue to add various 
forms to the web site and staff is working to inform the public about the 
availability of forms on the web. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There is no comparative data available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Facilitating these results are good web site design with easy to find forms and embedded links. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Continue with our current successful practices. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Reporting cycle is Oregon fiscal year.  

 

Actual Target

Actual 31% 48% 49% 59% 68% 69%

Target 30% 40% 50% 55% 60% 60% 60% 70% 70%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.

60



OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 

#45, Preventable Death and #46, Perceived Health Status 

KPM #3 DISCIPLINE APPROPRIATELY 
Percentage of disciplinary actions not overturned by appeal. 

Measure since: 
2002 

Goal DISCIPLINE APPROPRIATELY Investigate complaints against licensees, and ensure that the board members have sufficient information 
to take appropriate actions based on the facts of the case. 

Oregon Context OBM 45: PREVENTABLE DEATH and OBM 46. PERCEIVED HEALTH STATUS 
Data source Agency Investigative Database 
Owner Investigations, Gary Stafford (971) 673-2700 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

Continue to provide thorough and complete administrative due process 
for licensees under investigation for possible violation of the Medical 
Practices Act. 

Percentage of Disciplinary actions not overturned by 
appeal
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

Targets are set at 100% based on past history and the expectation that 
there will continue to be no successful appeals of our disciplinary 
decisions. The higher the percentage, the better we are doing at 
disciplining appropriately. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The measure demonstrates that we are appropriately disciplining as there 
have been no successful challenges to the Board’s disciplinary decisions 
since the measure was enacted in 2002. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There is no comparative data available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The Board provides extensive due process to all applicants, ensuring an appropriate outcome. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Continue with our current successful practices. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Reporting cycle is Oregon fiscal year.  

 

Actual Target

Actual 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 

#45, Preventable Death and #46, Perceived Health Status 

KPM #4 REHABILITATE LICENSEES WITH SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
Percentage of licensees voluntarily entering treatment for substance abuse who meet the terms of the aftercare agreement. 

Measure since: 
2000 

Goal REHABILITATE LICENSEES when possible while protecting public safety. 

Oregon Context OBM 45: PREVENTABLE DEATH and OBM 46. PERCEIVED HEALTH STATUS 
Data source Health Professionals Program records 
Owner Health Professionals Program, Susan McCall, MD  (503) 620-9117 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

Provide outreach in hospitals and the community to educate and 
encourage licensees to self-report problems and seek monitoring and 
treatment. Provide monitoring to prevent relapse 

Percentage of licensees voluntarily entering treatment 
for substance abuse who meet the terms of the 

aftercare agreement
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100%2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Targets have been established based on BME past history and the results 
of other states’ physician health programs. The higher the percentage, the 
better we are doing at rehabilitating our licensees. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The measure reflects how well we are doing ensuring that our licensees 
are safe to practice medicine. We have met our targets for fiscal years 
2004, 2005, and 2006. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Direct comparisons are unavailable because these programs vary widely 
from state to state. Most states have an 85% or better success rate. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Achieving this goal is disproportionately affected by the small population of licensees in Health Professionals Program. With a small data set, a single 
licensee can have a great effect on the percentage outcome. Overall, we are satisfied that the program is performing well but have concluded that the targets 
we had originally established may not be reasonable. Our 2005-07 Legislatively Approved Budget includes new targets for 2006 to 2007. We have modified 
the targets to cover a range of 85-90% rather than the current target of 90%. This will help us to maintain our high expectations of the program. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Continue with our current successful practices and implement the findings from the recent Performance Audit of the Health Professionals Program. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Reporting cycle is Oregon fiscal year. 

 

Actual Target

Actual 88% 88% 87% 89% 91% 91% 88%

Target 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 88% 88% 88% 88%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 

#45, Preventable Death and #46, Perceived Health Status 

KPM #5 REHABILITATE LICENSEES WHO ARE DISCIPLINED 
Percentage of total probationers who re-offend within 3 years. 

Measure since: 
2002 

Goal REHABILITATE LICENSEES when possible while protecting public safety. 

Oregon Context OBM 45: PREVENTABLE DEATH and OBM 46. PERCEIVED HEALTH STATUS 
Data source Agency Investigative Database 
Owner Investigations, Gary Stafford (971) 673-2700 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

Monitor licensees under Board order to ensure they comply with the 
terms of a Board order. This monitoring is done through meetings and 
interviews by agency Compliance Officers. 

Percentage of total probationers who re-offend within 
3 years

0%

20%
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

A target of 6% was established at the time the measure was established 
based on the results available at that time. As we have been unable to 
achieve the target since the measure’s establishment, we thought it may 
have been unrealistic. However, we believe that a 6% recidivism rate is 
more acceptable than a higher rate when considering the well-being of 
Oregonians and our goal is to meet this high expectation. The lower the 
percentage, the better we are doing to protect public safety. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
This measure reflects how well we are doing ensuring that our licensees 
are safe to practice medicine. We have been unable to meet our target 
since 2001. Please see “Factors Affecting Results” below. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There is no comparative data available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
This is a goal that has been difficult to achieve because of an increasing caseload and turnover in the original Compliance Officer position. We received 
authority for an additional .5 FTE Compliance Officer beginning with the 2005-07 biennium. We have had difficulty filling both of the Compliance Officer 
positions so results of the additional FTE have yet to be seen in outcomes for this measure.  In addition, because of the small population of licensees who 
have Board orders, one or two cases can have a great effect on the percentage outcome. However, the overall recidivism rate is increasing. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
We are working to fill both Compliance Officer Positions. We believe additional staffing for compliance monitoring will help to reduce the recidivism rate. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The reporting cycle is Oregon fiscal year. 

Actual Target

Actual 6% 7% 10% 13% 12% 14%

Target 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

OREGON BOARD OF MEDICAL EXAMINERS 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance  

KPM #1  AGENT REFERRALS  
Number of referrals made to insurance agents involved in the Agent Referral Program.   

Measure since:  
1999 – Calendar 
Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing the percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Referral Database 
Owner Information, Education and Outreach Unit, Mark Jungvirt, Manager, 503-378-5461  

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

We train health insurance producers (formerly referred to as “agents”) to 
help uninsured people and businesses navigate the health insurance 
system. One barrier to accessing health insurance is the complexity of the 
system. People and business owners are confused by how to choose a 
plan and how to fill out applications. The Producer Referral Program 
matches trained insurance producers with people from their communities 
who call OPHP for assistance. These producers help find plans that fit 
consumers’ budget and medical needs. Additionally, producers: 

x Help clients complete applications, both for health insurance 
and for FHIAP. 

x Make referrals to Oregon Health Plan, including the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program (CHIP).  

x Help people who are approved for individual market FHIAP 
subsidies select insurance from a list of approved plans.  

x Help small businesses find plans that meet their needs.  

Finally, the producers trained by OPHP become FHIAP liaisons who 
serve Oregonians throughout the state, greatly increasing the reach of our Salem-based agency. 

Number of Agent Referrals that resulted in 
FHIAP enrollment
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The spike in referrals in 2005 resulted from a significant expansion of FHIAP for budget reasons as well as the March 2005 launch of two, state-designed 
health plans for small, uninsured businesses. The FHIAP openings and the new plans resulted in more calls from individuals and business owners seeking help 
from referral producers. The number of referrals also reflects an aggressive training-marketing campaign that began in 2004, in response to the FHIAP 
openings. (See Performance Measures 2 and 3).  The reduced number of referrals targeted for upcoming years reflects a more typical budget cycle for FHIAP. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
We exceeded expectations in 2005 because the number of referrals is directly tied to the enrollment/budget cycle of FHIAP, and FHIAP’s budget increased 
significantly. Growth in the individual subsidy market generates referrals because people who are approved for the subsidies often seek producer help in 

Actual Target

Actual  708  883  1,315  743  1,560  4,606 

Target  800  800  800  800  1,500  2,500  1,500  1,500  1,500  1,500 

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance  

selecting a health plan from the dozens of choices that FHIAP offers. However, OPHP also referred many small business owners to producers for help 
finding a plan that meets FHIAP’s minimum standards or to learn more about the two new plans for small, uninsured businesses.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
This is not applicable. FHIAP is a one-of-its-kind referral program in Oregon and referrals are driven by factors unique to the agency, including its program 
openings. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The number of referrals is directly tied to FHIAP’s enrollment/budget cycle. When FHIAP has openings in the individual market, referrals are up; when 
FHIAP has a waiting list for individual subsidies, referrals drop.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Because of turnover in the insurance industry and changes in state programs, the IEO unit will provide ongoing training to its referral producers as well as 
expand the number of referral producers. The staff will attempt to meet face-to-face with its more than 300 referral producers as staff travel statewide for 
other training and outreach. Finally, IEO will continue to promote the free referral program to FHIAP applicants because the number of people who 
complete the FHIAP application process and then enroll in insurance is greater when producers are involved. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The latest referrals occurred during calendar year 2005. FHIAP makes referrals by telephone and keeps an electronic record of each referral that involves 
FHIAP members/applicants. A database is maintained of referral producers (who complete training and meet other requirements). Referrals are distributed to 
the producers based on zip code or town of the person who is seeking producer help.  

 

Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #2  TRAINING SESSIONS HELD 
Number of training sessions or presentations made to insurance agents, community partners, and stakeholders. 

Measure since:  
1999 – Calendar 
Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing the percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Monthly Reporting 
Owner Information, Education and Outreach Unit, Mark Jungvirt, Manager, 503-378-5461  

Number of Training Sessions Held
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Actual Target

Actual  22  22  57  43  117  319 

Target  25  25  25  45  25  25  50  50  50  50 

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The IEO staff train insurance carriers, producers, employer 
associations, civic organizations and others in the public programs that 
help Oregonians obtain insurance or access health care. This allows 
people in the industry and consumers to make informed health 
insurance decisions. We are particularly concerned with linking lower-
income Oregonians to programs such as FHIAP and OHP. FHIAP also 
provides training on OMIP, the state’s high-risk pool for people who 
are turned down for insurance in the commercial market. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The agency sets training goals based on what is needed to keep 
insurance producers and carriers updated on changes in agency 
programs and changes in statutes that affect the health insurance 
industry. The goals include approximately 20 continuing education 
classes for newly licensed producers; these are scheduled a year in 
advance in various locations statewide. Since the agency is Salem-
based without field offices, having people who sell health insurance 
trained in programs that can help Oregonians afford health insurance 
stretches our staff and helps to lower the uninsured rate. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
OPHP exceeded the targeted number of presentations in 2005 because of openings for FHIAP subsidies and the need to educate key partners in those 
openings and how the program works. Additionally, trainings were conducted to educate producers about the new health plans for uninsured businesses. 
From January through March of 2006, staff conducted 26 trainings for more than 800 producers and carriers statewide. Additionally, in August 2005, FHIAP 
staff held 53 training sessions that reached more than 1,200 stakeholders. We visited stakeholders throughout Oregon, from Astoria to Brookings and from 
Ontario to Lakeview. The aggressive trainings of 2005 succeeded in boosting FHIAP enrollments and strengthening partnerships with groups statewide that 
share our concern with reducing the numbers of uninsured. 

 

 

Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No other state agency offers training in health insurance statutes, insurance code changes and state programs that can help people obtain health insurance. 
IEO’s aggressive outreach to all parts of Oregon is well received by insurance industry organizations and producers who often comment on the quality of the 
training and the opportunity to learn about state programs.    
  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Although OPHP conducts ongoing training, the spike in presentations in 2005 was driven by the availability of subsidies for uninsured Oregonians and the 
need to educate producers on the small business health plans. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The agency will continue to promote continuing education classes for newly licensed health insurance producers so that they understand public programs 
available to help their clients. As technology and Insurance Division rules change, the agency will make on-line training available for a range of 
stakeholders, including producers, business owners and uninsured Oregonians. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
FHIAP maintains electronic calendars and sign-in sheets at training sessions. Both are used to track the number of presentations and the number of people 
who attend. The most recent numbers here are for calendar 2005. 

 

Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #3  STAKEHOLDERS TRAINED  
Number of insurance agents, community partners, and stakeholders trained.   

Measure since:  
1999 – Calendar 
Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing the percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Monthly Reporting 
Owner Information, Education and Outreach Unit, Mark Jungvirt, Manager, 503-378-5461  

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

To succeed, IEO must educate the public about OPHP programs and the 
health insurance system. OPHP believes the best way to do this is 
through intensive and informative trainings for insurance carriers, 
producers and other community partners who work with our target 
audience. These partners, in turn, are better able to link the uninsured 
with programs that can help them, thus lowering the uninsured rate. In 
addition to carriers, producers, employers and advocacy groups, a key 
training target for IEO trainings is Department of Human Services (DHS) 
staff. FHIAP is an alternative for many Oregonians who qualify for 
Oregon Health Plan (administered by DHS) but either choose private 
insurance or can’t get into OHP because of budget limits. FHIAP also 
serves people who are making the transition from public- to private-
sector programs. There is a need for ongoing training about how the two 
programs work together. During stakeholder trainings, IEO also reaches 
out to county health departments, safety net clinics, medical providers, state employment offices, human resource personnel and advocacy groups that help 
people with applications. 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Constant turnover in public and private organizations and changes in laws affecting state programs and the health insurance industry require OPHP to provide 
ongoing training to key partners. The extent and frequency of training, however, is dictated in part by program openings, budget and whether programs or 
statutes change significantly. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
OPHP historically has been close to reaching its target for training stakeholders. Fluctuations are based largely on whether there are FHIAP openings and the 
need for statewide producer training based on insurance law changes. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no relevant comparators. 

 

 

Actual Target

Actual  616  950  1,525  1,308  3,907  3,816 

Target  1,000  1,000  1,000  1,000  1,000  1,000  1,500  1,500  1,500  1,500 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The number of stakeholders trained varies somewhat, based on agency budget and the need to explain changes in programs and statutes or new programs and 
insurance products. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
OPHP will continue to provide free or low-cost education to newly licensed producers as well as key community partners. The agency should explore other 
ways to deliver training, such as on-line classes.  

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
OPHP provides signup sheets at all its training. These numbers are for calendar year 2005. 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #4 
 FHIAP ENROLLEES  
Number of Oregonians enrolled in the Family Health Insurance Assistance Program (FHIAP) for health insurance 
subsidies.   

Measure since:  
1999 – Fiscal Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing the percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Family Health Insurance Assistance Program (FHIAP) database 
Owner FHIAP Manager, Craig Kuhn, 503-378-6032  

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, 
Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and was 17 percent in 2004. 
Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by 
the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care 
and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to 
this increase in uninsurance. The OPHP directly impacts this benchmark 
by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. 
The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information 
insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance 
decisions. Our partners include private-sector employers and insurance 
plans, insurance producers, our members, and sister agencies from DHS 
(e.g., CAF, OHP, and OMAP). 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
FHIAP provides economic assistance towards the purchase of private-
sector health insurance plans, and thus has a direct influence on decreasing the percent of uninsured Oregonians.  Through our ability to subsidize commercial 
health insurance plans, we facilitate enrollment in these plans, which thereby result in FHIAP members having access to quality health care via the coverage 
afforded by the commercial health insurance plan.   
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The number of Oregonians that FHIAP can serve is directly related to the program’s legislatively approved budget. In 2002, the FHIAP program was 
approved to receive federal matching dollars through the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) as part of the Oregon Health Plan waivers.  
The drop in enrollees in 2004 from that of 2003 is predominantly due to the reduction in “churning”.  Enrollees in the program stayed in longer, and 
therefore the budget served fewer people during the year.  In 2005, enrollment increased by 37 percent over 2004.  The target for 2005 enrollees was 
inflated, as this target was developed in 2003 when the program was expected to grow at a more rapid rate, be funded at a higher level, and reach a biennial 
average of 25,000.  Since that time, negotiations in the federal waiver agreement and changes in the program reduced forecasts for 2006 and 2007 that more 
accurately reflect current enrollment trends.  The agency exceeded the 2006 target by 40 percent, serving a total of 22,123 lives during the fiscal year.  
Enrollment for 2007 is expected to decrease and then balance out near 15,000 per month by the end of the 2007-09 biennium.   

 

Actual Target

Actual  7,628  6,599  5,013 11,857 10,238 14,091 22,123 

Target  7,500  7,500  7,500  7,500 15,000 25,000 15,800 17,200 17,500 17,500 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.

70



Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
While there are a handful of other premium assistance programs in the country, each program is operated under a unique federal waiver (including direct tie-
ins to state Medicaid programs) and under different private market conditions, making direct relevant comparisons difficult. However, policy representatives 
from several states periodically contact staff to discuss how their state may design/implement a similar program to FHIAP because we continue to be 
successful in reaching our budgeted enrollment goals while also experiencing success in reducing our administrative costs. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The primary factor affecting results is funding.  While the ESI/Group market is the most cost effective, efforts to market this population are difficult and 
time consuming.  There is a huge unmet need in the Individual market for those who do not have ESI available to them, however, premium costs continue to 
climb and state funds are limited.  Focusing on the ESI/Group market, we expect to be able to fill the program to capacity within available General Fund 
appropriation.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
OPHP’s Outreach unit is continually looking for new and innovative ways to reach the thousands of uninsured Oregonians who could qualify for assistance 
in the group market.  The reservation list was reinstated for the individual market in the Fall 2005, while in 2006 FHIAP enrollments continued to grow 
beyond projections.  The agency anticipates it will continue to allow new enrollments in the group market, as long as budgeted funds are available. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The data reported represents the total number of persons served by the FHIAP program within the state’s fiscal year (July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006). 
This figure includes all those who were enrolled for any period of time during the reported year. The agency tracks the number of persons who enrolled in 
health insurance coverage, but is unable to measure health improvement outcomes as a result of enrollment.   
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #5  FHIAP ELIGIBLE  
Percent of Oregonians deemed eligible for FHIAP who enrolled in health insurance.   

Measure since:  
1999 – Fiscal Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source FHIAP database system 
Owner FHIAP Manager, Craig Kuhn, 503-378-6032 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

FHIAP opened enrollment into the program in November 2002 after 
receiving approval to use federal matching funds through the Medicaid 
and SCHIP programs.  At the time of the waiver approval, FHIAP had a 
reservation list (for those waiting to apply) of over 25,000 lives.  Many 
of those who applied had been on the reservation list for up to a year. 

Open enrollment for the individual market closed in October 2005, while 
those with employer sponsored insurance (ESI, or group) insurance were 
allowed to continue to enroll in FHIAP.  This was done in concert with 
the Governor’s office and the legislative direction the agency received in 
focusing on the ESI (group) market, because premiums are reduced by 
the employer’s contribution, making it a more cost-efficient program to 
the state.    

FHIAP processes a large number of applications for eligibility that do not 
result in program enrollment.  Once an applicant has met eligibility requirements and has been accepted into the FHIAP program, they must then enroll in 
private-sector insurance either through their employer or in the individual market.  Many of our approved applicants end up not following through in the 
enrollment process, either for financial or other reasons.  When the federal waiver was approved to allow federal matching funds for the FHIAP program, only 
about 50 percent of those who were approved for subsidy actually enrolled into a health insurance plan that was subsidized.  This presented an administrative 
strain on the agency’s resources, and the goal is to reduce the number who do not enroll after eligibility is approved. 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
When the federal waiver was approved to allow federal matching funds for the FHIAP program, only about 50 percent of those who were approved for subsidy 
actually enrolled into a health insurance plan that was subsidized.  By increasing the number of approved applicants who enroll in the subsidy program, 
administrative costs are reduced. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The percentage of those FHIAP eligible members who subsequently enroll in a health care plan is increasing.  This is partly because new enrollment to the 
individual market were open, and people could get into the subsidy program when there was current interest.  As people wait on the reservation list for 
openings in the program, frustration increases, interest wanes, and/or circumstances change. 

 

Actual Target

Actual 51% 49% 48% 62% 64% 71% 63%

Target 60% 60% 65% 70% 75% 75% 60% 60% 60% 60%
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
While there are a handful of other premium assistance programs in the country, each program is operated under a unique federal waiver (including direct tie-
ins to state Medicaid programs) and under different private market conditions, making direct relevant comparisons difficult. However, policy representatives 
from several states periodically contact staff to discuss how their state may design/implement a similar program to FHIAP because we continue to be 
successful in reaching our budgeted enrollment goals while also experiencing success in reducing our administrative overhead costs. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The primary factor affecting results is funding.  While the ESI/Group market is the most cost effective, efforts to market this population are difficult and 
time consuming.  There is a huge unmet need in the Individual market for those who do not have ESI available to them, however, premium costs continue to 
climb and state funds are limited.  Historically, there is a higher percentage of those with ESI/Group that enroll in the FHIAP subsidy program once they are 
found eligible. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The agency will continue to follow-up, as staffing allows, on those who are approved but do not subsequently enroll in the subsidy program.  This measure 
has been submitted as a deletion in the 2007-09 Performance Measure process, but the agency will continue to monitor this as an internal measure for 
administrative accountability. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The data is a calculation of the number of lives that enroll into the FHIAP subsidy program, divided by the number of lives approved for subsidy.  For this 
measure, it includes all approved lives and all enrollments. 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #6  FHIAP ADMINISTRATION PERCENTAGE  
FHIAP Administrative expenses as a percent of total costs.   

Measure since:  
1999 – Fiscal Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source SFMA Accounting Data 
Owner Becky Frederick, Fiscal Manager, 503-378-4679 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The agency has made progress in reducing the administrative costs of the 
FHIAP subsidy program by succeeding in getting enrollment in the 
program to a level that maximizes the efficiency of staff resources.  In 
2003 and 2004, during implementation of the agency’s approval to gain 
federal funds through the federal Medicaid and SCHIP programs, 
administrative costs were high as a percentage of the budget because 
there were economies of scale that had not been realized. 

In 2005 and 2006, the agency met economies of scale, and was able to 
bring down administrative costs to reasonable levels.   
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
In 2005, the legislature approved administrative costs of approximately 
9.5% of the FHIAP budget.  Because there was a subsequent reduction to 
the subsidy program of $1.1 million dollars General Fund, the actual 
administrative costs realized are a little higher than anticipated, although 
no additional dollars have been spent. 

 
3. HOW WE ARE DOING 

The agency continues to streamline as many processes as possible to support the program within allowed budgets.  We expect to remain on track to meet the 
projections. 

 
4. HOW WE COMPARE 

While there are a handful of other premium assistance programs in the country, each program is operated under a unique federal waiver (including direct tie-ins 
to state Medicaid programs) and under different private market conditions, making direct relevant comparisons difficult. However, policy representatives from 
several states periodically contact staff to discuss how their state may design/implement a similar program to FHIAP because we continue to be successful in 
reaching our budgeted enrollment goals while also experiencing success in reducing our administrative overhead costs 
 
 
 

 

Actual Target

Actual 14.5% 14.1% 14.0% 24.6% 19.5% 9.9% 9.9%

Target 14.0% 14.0% 12.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0%
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The biggest factor affecting results is economy of scale.  There is an unwritten threshold of service required regardless of the number of lives served in the 
program, but which remains the same as the enrolled population increases.  This measure has been submitted as a deletion in the 2007-09 Performance 
Measure process, but the agency will continue to monitor this as an internal measure for administrative accountability. 
 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
This measure has been submitted as a deletion in the 2007-09 Performance Measure process, but the agency will continue to monitor this as an internal 
measure for administrative accountability. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The percentage of administration is a calculation of total FHIAP administrative costs compared to the total FHIAP budget.  It does not include administration 
of the Information, Education and Outreach program. 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #8  CERTIFIED BUSINESS PLANS  
The number of businesses who purchase and OPHP (formerly IPGB) Certified Plan.   

Measure since:  
2005 – Calendar 
Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Quarterly reporting by carriers 
Owner Information, Education and Outreach Unit, Mark Jungvirt, Manager, 503-378-5461 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

OPHP initially trained and promoted the plans to over 1,000 producers in 
22 cities throughout the state. Continued monthly trainings and one-on-
one meetings have reached another 500 producers. We have centers and 
Service Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE) members. There have 
been nearly 3 months of radio and television advertising throughout the 
state. We have also promoted the plans through newsletters with the 
Construction Contractors Board, insurance carriers and have had several 
articles show up in newspapers throughout the state. 
 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Our targets are on the front line in meeting with and relaying important 
business information to small business owners throughout the state. 
There is no feasible strategy for direct agency contact with businesses not 
providing health insurance on or after July 1, 2003. We must rely on 
targets that can relay the information for us or position us to deliver the information to their members. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Although the take up in these plans is far from target, we are seeing some ancillary benefit to promoting these plans. 
The ancillary benefit is a business owner purchasing a standard market plan as a result of their initial interest in the Certified plans. Each of the approximate 
500 quote requests has created an opportunity for consultation between the small business owner and insurance producer. These consultations usually 
include showing and comparing standard market plans along with the Certified plans. We can confirm standard market plans placed with Regence and/or 
Health Net as a result of these presentations. 
 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No state program, including the OPHP Certified Plans has had a meaningful impact on providing access for uninsured businesses. 
 
 
 
 

Actual Target

Actual  13 

Target  100  400  100  100 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The low take-up rate appears to be directly tied to affordability. The pricing of the plans is not differentiated enough from standard market small business 
plans. Although we were hopeful that the carriers would be more aggressive in their renewal pricing, we also realize that an artificial reduction in pricing 
shouldered by only two carriers in not a viable long-term solution for Oregon’s small businesses.  
 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Create an affordably priced plan. We have heard from many stakeholders that further reductions in benefits to bring down the price is not an attractive 
alternative. Legislators who offered input leaned toward leaving the plans alone, suggesting that there was little expectation for meaningful enrollment and 
that OPHP made an excellent attempt. The IPGB board had similar input, feeling that reducing benefits strayed too far from the mission and purpose of the 
program. Without some form of subsidy, the only logical way to reduce cost is to reduce benefits.  The legal basis for these plans is scheduled to sunset on 
January 2, 2008. 
 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is compiled from reports sent quarterly from each participating carrier.  
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #9  CHILDREN’S GROUP PLAN  
Number children enrolled in an OPHP (formerly IPGB) Children’s Group Plan.   

Measure since:  
2005 – Calendar 
Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source Quarterly reporting by carriers 
Owner Information, Education and Outreach Unit, Mark Jungvirt, Manager, 503-378-5461 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

OPHP initially trained and promoted the plans to over 1,000 producers in 
22 cities throughout the state. Continued monthly trainings and one-on-
one meetings have reached another 500 producers. We have centers and 
Service Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE) members. There have 
been nearly 3 months of radio and television advertising throughout the 
state. We have also promoted the plans through newsletters with the 
Construction Contractors Board, insurance carriers and have had several 
articles show up in newspapers throughout the state. 
 
A separate health plan for children was developed to offer better benefits 
and comprehensive coverage to dependent children of employees who 
worked for employers purchasing the OPHP certified plans.  There was 
general agreement among legislators, stakeholders and staff that placing 
children in the Alternative Plan (developed for adults) was not a 
desirable option.  
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Our targets are on the front line in meeting with and relaying important business information to small business owners throughout the state. There is no 
feasible strategy for direct agency contact with businesses not providing health insurance on or after July 1, 2003. We must rely on targets that can relay the 
information for us or position us to deliver the information to their members. 
 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Although the take up in these plans is far from target, we are seeing some ancillary benefit to promoting these plans. 
The ancillary benefit is a business owner purchasing a standard market plan as a result of their initial interest in the Certified plans. Each of the approximate 
500 quote requests has created an opportunity for consultation between the small business owner and insurance producer. These consultations usually 
include showing and comparing standard market plans along with the Certified plans. We can confirm standard market plans placed with Regence and/or 
Health Net as a result of these presentations. 
 
 

Actual Target

Actual  10 

Target  400  800  100  100 
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No state program, including the OPHP Certified Plans has had a meaningful impact on providing access for uninsured businesses. 
 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The low take-up rate appears to be directly tied to affordability. The pricing of the plans is not differentiated enough from standard market small business 
plans. Although we were hopeful that the carriers would be more aggressive in their renewal pricing, we also realize that an artificial reduction in pricing 
shouldered by only two carriers in not a viable long-term solution for Oregon’s small businesses.  
 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Create an affordably priced plan. We have heard from many stakeholders that further reductions in benefits to bring down the price is not an attractive 
alternative. Legislators who offered input leaned toward leaving the plans alone, suggesting that there was little expectation for meaningful enrollment and 
that OPHP made an excellent attempt. The IPGB board had similar input, feeling that reducing benefits strayed too far from the mission and purpose of the 
program. Without some form of subsidy, the only logical way to reduce cost is to reduce benefits.  The legal basis for these plans is scheduled to sunset on 
January 2, 2008. 
 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is compiled from reports sent quarterly from each participating carrier.  
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Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

KPM #10 
 CUSTOMER SERVICE  
Percent of customers rating their overall satisfaction with the agency good or excellent for:  Timeliness, Accuracy, 
Helpfulness, Expertise, and Information Availability.   

Measure since:  
2005 – Fiscal Year 

Goal Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. 

Oregon Context 54 HEALTH INSURANCE 
Data source FHIAP Customer Survey Database 
Owner Cindy Bowman, Project Coordinator, 503-378-4674 

 
1. OUR STRATEGY  

The agency surveys active FHIAP members using the statewide customer 
satisfaction survey created by the Oregon Progress Board and Customer 
Satisfaction Work Group.  Active FHIAP members are surveyed monthly 
in conjunction with the reapplication process. 

Percent rating service good or excellent
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2007-09 Target 90.0% 90.0% 90.0% 90.0% 90.0% 90.0%
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Targets are expressed as the percent of responses that are good or 
excellent.  The agency has always focused on providing excellent 
customer service to our members, and we anticipate a high return of 
Good or Excellent responses.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
FHIAP began surveying in May 2006. Data represents responses received 
through August 31, 2006 on the prior fiscal year (FY 2006). 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
This was a new Performance Measure required for all state agencies. 
OPHP began its first survey in May 2006, and it is too early to make comparisons to how we compare with other agencies. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
While the agency makes every attempt to assist those who apply to the agency find health insurance options, there will be those who will not meet the 
qualifications of the program and will be turned down for subsidy.    

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Until initial data is received, we are unable to determine what, if anything, needs to be done better. 

Office of Private Health Partnerships 
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml 
 Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.

80



Office of Private Health Partnerships  The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s): 
#55, Health Insurance 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
 

Survey Name:  FHIAP Customer Satisfaction Survey 

Surveyor:  Agency Staff 

Date Conducted:  Continuously, beginning 7/15/2006 and monthly thereafter. 

Population: Consumers 

Sampling Frame:  About 50% of all active FHIAP members reapplying for subsidies, since the survey is mailed monthly versus bi-weekly when the 
redetermination applications are mailed. 

Sampling Procedure:  Systematic sample 

Sample Characteristics:  Population =; Sample = ; Responses = ; Response Rate =  

Weighting:  Single survey.  No weighting required. 

Survey Questions: 

1. How do you rate the timeliness of the services provided by FHIAP employees? 

2. How do you rate the ability of FHIAP employees to provide services correctly the first time? 

3. How do you rate the helpfulness of FHIAP employees? 

4. How do you rate the knowledge and expertise of FHIAP employees? 

5. How do you rate the availability of information at FHIAP? 

6. How do you rate the overall quality of service provided by FHIAP? 
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Psychiatric Security Review Board  

 
Placeholder for the Psychiatric Security Review Board’s KPM pages from the Fiscal Year 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report. 
 
 
 
The agency links its performance measures to Oregon Benchmark(s): 

x 61, Disabled Living in Poverty 
 

Note: Oregon Benchmarks were renumbered in 2006, so some benchmark references under “Oregon Context” may be off by one.
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Business Vitality 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
1.  Percent of Oregon jobs outside the I-5 corridor and Deschutes County 14.6% 14.5% 14.5% 14.2% 14.2% 14.3% 14.0% 13.8% 13.9% 14.1% 14.1% 14.0%
2.  Oregon's national rank in traded sector strength (1 = best) 40 36 33 32 31 30 33 28 30 33 33 20 20
3. Oregon's national rank for new Employer Identification Numbers per 1000 
workers. 8 7 7 7 14 11 10 11 10 12 10 5-10 5-10
4.  Net job growth  (in thousands) 59.07 54.09 54.44 55.93 28.10 27.52 30.25 -10.97 -23.86 -9.43 32.03 45.13 24.00 23.00

a. urban counties 52.17 49.00 48.96 49.42 24.44 22.53 27.39 -6.65 -22.70 -10.50 26.90 40.28 20.16 18.86
b. rural counties 6.90 5.10 5.48 6.51 3.65 4.99 2.86 -4.32 -1.16 1.07 5.14 4.85 3.84 4.14

5.  Oregon's concentration in professional services relative to the U.S. 
concentration in professional services. (U.S.=100%) (New Data Series) 83% 84% 84% 82% 79% 78% 77% 75% 75% 73% 72% 72% 80% 85%

6.  Oregon's national rank in economic diversification (1st = most diversified) 26 32 29 32 28 27 35 37 34 33 31 25 20
Economic Capacity 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
7. Research and development expenditures as a percent of gross state 
product

a.  industry (public/private) 0.91% 1.10% 1.45% 1.40% 1.39% 2.01% 2.84% 1.2% 1.4%
b.  academia 0.32% 0.32% 0.30% 0.29% 0.29% 0.29% 0.29% 0.34% 0.36% 0.4% 0.5%

8.  Oregon's national rank in venture capital investments (measured in dollars 
per worker) 12 29 14 22 21 10 15 16 20 17 18 10 10
Business Costs 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
9.  Oregon's national rank in the cost of doing business (1st = lowest) 27            27            26            24            24            26            26            26            28 31 34            14 14

a.  labor costs 40            42            31            33            31            36            27            41            39 40 36            
b.  energy costs 3              4              5              4              4              4              5              10            29 20 13            
c.  tax costs 34            27            27            38            32            31            42            37            35 41 43            

10. Percent of permits issued within the target time period or less
a.  air contaminant discharge 66% 62% 73% 50% 58% 61% 68% 90% 90% 88% 85% 84% 85% 95%
b.  wastewater discharge 23% 15% 15% 11% 16% 28% 47% 48% 47% 51% 60% 42% 41% 49%

Income 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
11.   Per capita personal income as a percent of the U.S. per capita income 
(U.S.=100%) 95% 97% 97% 97% 95% 95% 94% 93% 94% 93% 92% 93% 97% 100%

a. metropolitan as a percent of metropolitan U.S. 96% 97% 98% 97% 96% 96% 95% 95% 94% 94% 93% 93% 97% 100%
b. non-metropolitan as a percent of non-metropolitan U.S. 101% 104% 102% 102% 101% 101% 100% 100% 100% 102% 100% 100% 104% 105%

12.  Average annual payroll per worker covered by unemployment insurance 
(in thousands, all industries, 2005 dollars): 30.77 31.41 32.16 33.24 34.27 35.21 36.43 36.20 36.21 36.34 36.63 36.59 36.92 37.87

a.  urban 31.85 32.53 33.43 34.57 35.64 36.61 38.07 37.69 37.64 37.78 38.10 38.05 38.40 39.35
b.  rural 25.30 25.49 25.67 26.09 26.85 27.33 27.44 27.67 28.29 28.41 28.58 28.33 28.90 29.54

13.  Comparison of average incomes of top 5th families to lowest 5th families
a. ratio 9.4 11.3 10.0 10.4 9.3 9.6               11                9 
b. national rank (1st = smallest gap) 27 40 25 28 19 18

14.  Percent of covered Oregon workers with earnings of 150% or more of 
the poverty level for a family of four 31% 31% 31% 32% 34% 35% 36% 36% 36% 36% 35% 35% 41% 47%
15.  Oregon unemployment rate:
a. annual rate 5.5% 4.9% 5.6% 5.6% 5.7% 5.5% 5.1% 6.4% 7.6% 8.1% 7.3% 6.1%
b. as a percent of U.S. unemployment rate 90% 88% 104% 114% 127% 131% 130% 136% 131% 135% 133% 120% 115% 100%
International 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
16. Percent of total exports traded with non-primary partners. (Primary 
partners are Canada, Japan and South Korea.) 52.3% 56.1% 57.7% 56.7% 52.7% 53.9% 58.1% 58.6% 60.4% 59.4% 62.2% 60.7% 56% 60%

17.  Percent of Oregonians who speak a language in addition to  English 16% 14% 14% 17% 20% 22% 17% 20%

Targets

There will be no targets 
for index components

No targets

No targets

Based on compilation of three years of data, middle year shown.

The number for 2000 has been corrected from 15% to 17%. New calculation for 2004, not strictly comparable to previous years

OREGON BENCHMARKS - ECONOMY
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Kindergarten - 12th grade 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
18.  Percent of children entering school ready to learn 58% 67% 76% 80% 85% 87%

19.  Percent of third graders who achieve established skill levels 
a.  reading 61% 70% 79% 78% 81% 82% 84% 80% 82% 82% 86% 87% 90% 97%
b.  math 50% 53% 63% 67% 70% 75% 75% 74% 78% 81% 86% 86% 81% 90%

20. Percent of eighth graders who achieve established skill levels 
a.  reading 48% 53% 56% 55% 56% 64% 62% 61% 61% 59% 63% 66% 71% 80%
b.  math 49% 49% 49% 51% 52% 56% 55% 54% 59% 59% 64% 66% 69% 80%

21. Percent of high school graduates who earn regular diplomas (CIM and 
Non-CIM) who attain a Certificate of Initial Mastery 26% 31% 32.3% 33.4% 36.9%

Not enough
data 

Not enough
data 

22.  Percent of students who drop out of grades 9 - 12 without receiving a 
high school diploma or GED. 6.6% 7.4% 7.2% 6.7% 6.9% 6.6% 6.3% 5.3% 4.9% 4.4% 4.6% 4.2% 5.4% 4.0%
Post Secondary 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
23.  Percent of Oregon adults (25+) who have completed high school or 
equivalent 89% 91% 91% 92% 89.5% 93.0% 90.4% 93% 95%
24.  Percent of Oregon adults (25+) who have completed some college 58% 60% 62% 58% 57.9% 62.9% 63.9% 70% 79%
25.  Percent of Oregon adults (25+) who have an Associates degree or other 
occupation-related credential 25.7% 29.3% 32.2% 34.1%

Not enough
data 

Not enough
data 

26.  Percent of Oregon adults  (25+) who have completed:
a. bachelor's degree 26% 29% 29% 29% 29.9% 32.6% 32.7% 38% 45%
b. advanced degree 11% 11.2% 12.8% 13.0% 10% 12%

Skill Development 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

27.  Percent of adult Oregonians with intermediate and higher literacy skills
a.  prose
b.  document
c. quantitative

28.  Usage of computers:
a. Percent of adults who use a computer ore related electronic device to 
create docs/graphics or analyze data 50% 58% 60% 61% 59% 57.8% 57.3% 65% 70%

b. Percent of households with computers who access the Internet 13% 24% 35% 63% 70% 89% 90% 75% 80%
29.  Percent of Oregonians in the labor force who received at least 20 hours
of skills training in the past year 35% 30% 37% 31% 38% 37.1% 32.7% 56% 75%

Targets

Not enough 
data

Not enough
data

Inadequate funding to be part of 2002 National Assessment of Adult LIteracy

The numbers for 2002 and 2003 have been corrected from previous reports.

The numbers for 2002 and 2003 have been corrected from previous reports.

OREGON BENCHMARKS - EDUCATION
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Participation 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
30. Percent of Oregonians 16 and older who volunteer time to civic, 
community or nonprofit activities in the last twelve months 31.7% 33.2% 33.7% 34.0%
31. Turnout of the voting age population for presidential elections (1 =
highest)

a. Percent 59.9% 64.7% 70.5%
b. National Rank 10 10 6 5 5

32.  Percent of Oregonians who feel they are a part of their community 36% 41% 36% 37% 51% 49% 51% 45% 60%
Taxes 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

33.  Percent of Oregonians who demonstrate knowledge of Oregon's main 
revenue source and main expenditure category. 18% 19% 21% 19% 18% 18% 11% 17% 15% 15% 25% 50%

34. National ranking for state and local taxes and charges as a percent of 
personal income (1st = lowest burden)                            TOTAL 38 39 41 42 34 37 37 16 24

a. Taxes 33 25 14 18 10 6 12 5 9
b. Charges 40 42 47 46 46 40 45 41 42

Public Sector Performance 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

35.  Governing magazine's ranking of public management quality 7 6 8 8 10

36.  State general obligation bond rating (Standard and Poor's) 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 6 7
Culture 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
37. Oregon adults participating in the arts at least once annually 86.3%
37. Oregon's national ranking for arts participation. (Check wording) 
38.  Percent of Oregonians served by a public library which meets minimum
service criteria 84% 85% 88% 89% 80% 84% 84% 87% 87% 85% 83% 80% 79% 94% 99%

Targets not set

There will be no targets.

Targets not set

Targets

AA- AA- AA AA AA AA AA AA AA+ AAAAA- AA- AA AA AA AA AA AA AA+ AAA

1992-1999: Oregon State U. annual mailed survey. 2000 on: Oregon Population Survey

AA- AA- AA AA AA AA AA AA AA+ AAAAAAAAA AA-AA-AA- AA-AA-AA-

(2004) (2008)

NOTE: previous reports showed 1st = highest burden

B- C+ B A-B

AA-

OREGON BENCHMARKS - CIVIC ENGAGEMENT
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Health 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
39.   Pregnancy rate per 1,000 females 

DROPPED a. ages 10-14 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.0
b. ages 15-17 49.0 49.3 47.3 44.2 42.1 39.3 35.2 31.7 27.6 26.4 23.8 24.2 24.0 20.0

40.  Percent of babies whose mothers received prenatal care beginning in the
first trimester 78.9% 78.5% 79.7% 81.1% 80.2% 80.9% 81.3% 81.5% 82% 81% 80% 81% 85% 90%
41.  Infant mortality rate per 1,000 live births 7.1 6.1 5.6 5.8 5.4 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.8 5.6 5.5 5.1 4.5
42.  Percent of two-year-olds who are adequately immunized 67% 74% 72% 73% 76% 73% 79% 73% 74.5% 79.3% 81.1% 75.3% 82% 90%
43. New HIV infections in Oregonians aged 13 and over by year of initial
diagnosis:

a. number 424 415 376 289 278 270 255 277 312 296 300 281 282            263            
b. rate per 100,000 158.0 178.3 191.5 252.6 273.4 270.4 310.2 263.5 238.8 267.9 270.3 268.0

44.  Percent of Oregonians 18 and older who report that they do not currently 
smoke cigarettes. 78% 77% 77% 79% 78% 79% 79% 79% 78% 79% 79.9% 81.4% 85% NA

45. Preventable Death:  Years of life lost before age 70 (rate per 1,000) 61.9 61.4 59.6 56.4 56.7 52.7 53.5 51.8 54.1 54.7 54.1 54.3 49.3
46.  Percent of adults whose self-perceived health status is very good or 
excellent 63% 62% 60% 59% 57% 57% 53% 55% 55% 55% 53.4% 53.6% 65% 72%
47.  Percent of families with incomes below the state median income for 
whom child care is affordable 39% 36% 43% 35% 35% 43% 45%

Put off till 
OSIII

48.  Number of child care slots available for every 100 children under age 13 16 16 19 20 21 21 20 18 18 17 17 17 25 25
49. Percent of Oregon teens who report positive youth development 
attributes:

a. 8th graders 65%
b. 11th graders 69%

Protection 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

50.  Percent of eighth grade students who report using in the previous month: 
a.  alcohol 30.0% 30.0% 35.3% 26.6% 24.8% 24.4% 24.3% 28.5% 31.1% 31.9% 21% 17%
b.  illicit drugs 19.0% 22.0% 18.6% 13.3% 18.1% 18.3% 18.5% 17.0% 15.9% 15.7% 15% 12%
c.  cigarettes 19.0% 22.0% 20.2% 12.8% 12.3% 11.7% 10.5% 8.1% 9.8% 8.7% 16% 13%

51. Substantiated number of child abuse vicitims, per 1,000  under 18, total 10.1 10.1 10.4 12.1 12.3 13.5 12.1 9.6 9.8 10.8 12.0 13.0

a. Substantiated neglected/abused  (excluding threat of harm cateogry) 8.1 7.8 7.7 7.4 6.8 6.9 6.5 5.7 5.4 5.6 6.3 6.9 6.2 5.6
b. Substantiated threat of harm 2.0 2.3 2.7 4.7 5.5 6.6 5.6 3.9 4.4 5.2 5.7 6.1 5.9 5.3

52.  Substantiated elder abuse rate per 1,000 Oregonians age 65 & older 3.5 3.6 5.9 6.1 5.9 6.8 7.8 8.4 8.0 6.7 5.1 4.5 15.0 27.0
53.Percent of pregnant women who report not using: 

a. alcohol 97% 97% 98% 98% 98% 98% 99% 99% 99% 98% 99% 99% 98% 98%
b. tobacco 82% 82% 82% 84% 85% 86% 87% 87% 87% 88% 88% 88% 91% 98%

Targets

Counterintuitive, but correct. Targets aim for increased reporting

Entire data series updated since last report

OREGON BENCHMARKS - SOCIAL SUPPORT
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Poverty 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
54.     Percent of Oregonians with household incomes below 100% of the 
Federal poverty level 12% 12% 12% 13% 13% 11.6% 11.6% 10.8% 11.7% 11.7% 12.5% 12% 10%

a. 0-17 14.0% 16.0% 13.9% 16.3% 16.5% 17.7%
b. 18-64 11.0% 10.5% 10.6% 11.0% 11.1% 11.3%
c. 65+ 7.6% 7.1% 6.2% 6.4% 5.8% 5.5%

55. Percent of Oregonians without health insurance 14% 11% 11% 12% 14% 17% 16% 8% 8%

56.  Number of Oregonians that are homeless on any given night (per 10,000) 23 19 21 22 21 27 23 22 21 22 24 29 31 14 13
57. Percent of current child support due that is paid within the month that it is 
due. 60.0% 56.8% 58.3% 61.9% 62.9% 58.9% 59.6% 59.6% 60.4% 59.9% 59.3% 60.1% 60.4% 65.0% 70.0%

58. Oregon's national rank for percent of households that are:  
a. food insecure (limited access to enough food for all household 
members to live a healthy, active life) 45 44 41 32 29 32 10
b.  food insecure with hunger (at least one member must go hungry) 50 49 43 32 26 36 10

Independent Living 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
59.  Percent of seniors (over 75) living outside of nursing facilities 96.4% 96.5% 97.1% 97.0% 97.2% 96.5% 97.2% 97.5%
60.  Percent of adults with lasting, significant disabilities who are capable of 
working who are employed 85% 70% 72% 60%
61.  Percent of Oregonians with lasting, significant disabilities living in
households with incomes below the federal poverty level 20.1% 19.5% 22.0% 21.2% 24.7% 22% 21% 19% 19%

Targets

1999 data are  from the 2000 Census.

1992-99 data were based on 65 and older.

Except for 1999, these are three-year averages using the middle year as the reporting year (2001 = average of 2000, 2001 and 2002).

Three-year averages, with middle year shown.

OREGON BENCHMARKS - SOCIAL SUPPORT (cont.)
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Crime 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
62.   Overall reported crimes per 1,000 Oregonians 145.9 150.5 141.8 150.1 138.5 131.7 127.8 128.4 124.2 127.7 125.4 123.6 124.5 110.0

a. person crimes 17.7 17.5 15.5 15.2 14.5 13.7 12.9 12.0 11.7 11.6 11.5 11.4 13.1 11.5
b. property crimes 82.1 85.6 79.0 83.0 74.4 68.2 66.9 69.7 67.5 69.5 66.5 64.4 66.9 59.1
c. behavior crimes 46.1 47.4 47.3 51.9 49.6 49.8 48.1 46.8 45.1 46.6 47.4 47.7 44.5 34.4

63.   Juvenile arrests per 1,000 juvenile Oregonians per year
a. person crimes 6.5 5.9 5.5 5.1 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.1 3.5 4 4.2 3.9 4.4 3.9
b. property crimes 23.5 21.5 21.0 19.6 17.0 15.1 14.1 12.7 11.4 12.6 12.2 11.0 15.5 13.8

64. Percent of grade 9-12 students who report carrying weapons in the last 
30 days 19% 19% 14% 13% 20% 21% 14% 9%
65.  Percent of paroled adult offenders convicted of a new felony within three 
years of initial release 33% 31% 31% 30% 32% 32% 30% 30% 33% 31% 31% 31% 29% 27%
66. Percent of juveniles with a new criminal referral to a county juvenile 
department within 12 months of the initial criminal offense 35.0% 38.0% 37.3% 38.3% 36.9% 36.6% 34.8% 34.1% 32.2% 32.1% 31.3% 33% 30%
Emergency Preparedness 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
67.  Emergency preparedness 

a. percent of Oregon communities with geologic hazard data and 
prevention activities in place 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 30% 40% 45% 46% 47% 50% 50% 50% 60%
b.  percent of Oregon counties with emergency operations plans meeting
minimum criteria. 83% 86% 96% 97% 94% 98% 50% 59% 81% 86% 88% 97% 89% 98% 100%

Targets

OREGON BENCHMARKS - PUBLIC SAFETY
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Growth Management 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
68. Hours of travel delay per capita per year in urbanized areas.

a. Portland metro 14.4 18.4 18.5 19.3 19.7 20.8 22.9 19.1 19.4 20.0 25.5 28.0
b. Salem & Eugene 3.6 3.5 4.1 4.5 4.9 5.4 6.7 6.1 6.7 6.4 7.5 9.1

69.  Percent of Oregonians served by public drinking water systems that meet
health-based standards 49% 50% 55% 88% 90% 90% 93% 93% 92% 95% 95% 93% 95% 95%
Infrastructure 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
70.  Percent of Oregonians who commute during peak hours by means other 
than driving alone 30% 33% 29% 24% 33% 28% 30% 31%
71.  Vehicle miles traveled per capita in Oregon metropolitan areas for local, 
non-commercial trips                          6430 6600 6780 6650 6780 6820 6750 6720 6660 6670 6950 6950 7,083 6,977
72.  Percent of roads and bridges in fair or better condition

a.  State roads 80% 78% 78% 77% 77% 78% 81% 84% 85% 87% 78% 80%
b. Bridges

i.  State 97% 97% 97% 97% 94% 91% 88% 87% 87% 92%
ii. County & City (Local) 87% 85% 86% 87% 90% 89% 85% 84% 84% 89%

b.    County (county road condition was moved to developmental status 
9/21/04) 75% 80% 84% 89%

Housing 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
73. Percent of households that are owner occupied 64.3% 66.6% 65.2% 70.0% 72.0%
74. Percent of Oregon households below median income spending 30% or 
more of their income on housing (including utilities) 

a. renters 72% 69% 76% 76% 78% 70% 70%
b. owners 41% 39% 38% 36% 43% 38% 38%

Targets

OREGON BENCHMARKS - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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Air 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
75. AIR QUALITY - NATIONAL STANDARDS
a. Number of days when air is unhealthy for sensitive groups 24 0 10 41 54 43 97 17 15 30 20
b. Number of days in cities when air is unhealthy for all groups 3 0 1 2 2 6 20 1 1 1 3
76. AIR QUALITY - NEW SCIENCE
a. Percent of Oregonians at risk from toxic air pollutants that contribute to 
cancer (Oregon goals) 86% 98% 95%
b.Percent of Oregonians at risk from toxic air pollutants that contribute to 
respiratory problems (Oregon goals) 95% 99% 90%
77. Carbon dioxide emissions as a percentage of 1990 emissions 
(1990=100%) 108% 109% 113% 113% 112% 119% 121% 121% 115% 106% 106%
Water 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
78. Net gain or loss of wetland acres in any given year

a. freshwater 129 91 35 75 0 0
b. estuarine -2 1 -2 13 250 250

79. Percent of monitored stream sites with:
a. significantly increasing
trends in water quality 21% 32% 52% 70% 64% 70% 51% 37% 32% 24% 14% 75% 75%
b. significantly decreasing trends in  
water quality 8% 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 5% 4% 6% 10% 14% 0% 0%
c. water quality in good
 to excellent condition 28% 35% 32% 37% 41% 42% 46% 46% 48% 49% 51% 40% 45%

80. Percent of key streams meeting  minimum flow rights:
a. 9 or more months a year 67% 88% 88% 88% 94% 94% 82% 82% 88% 65% 94% 82% 60% 65%
b. 12 months a year 28% 35% 76% 76% 76% 65% 59% 24% 35% 35% 47% 53% 35% 40%

Land 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
81.Percent of Oregon agricultural land in 1982  not converted to urban or rura
development: 98.96% 98.4% 98.1%

a. cropland 98.31% 97.6% 97.1%
b. other ag land 99.21% 98.7% 98.4%

82. Percent of Oregon’s wildland forest in 1974 still preserved for forest use 98.1% 97.8% 97.4%
83.Actual timber harvest as a % of planned & projected harvest levels under 
current policies

a. public lands 22% 85% 89% 93% 68% 73% 67% 52% 59% 68% 83% 84% 110%
b. private lands 95% 101% 89% 92% 83% 88% 93% 85% 97% 97% 106% 102% 110%

 84.Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita         1,497         1,987         1,541         1,596         1,609         1,644         1,617         1,531         1,568         1,588         1,639         1,677          1,575         1,495 
85. Percent of hazardous substance sites cleaned up: 43.8% 44.2% 44.6% 46.4% 55.5% 62.5% 65.7% 69.4% 71.0% 72.7% 79.9%

a. non-tank sites 43.8% 44.2% 44.6% 46.4% 55.5% 62.5% 65.7% 69.4% 71.0% 72.7% 79.9%
b. regulated tanks 49.2% 51.2% 52.2% 56.5% 61.9% 68.0% 73.2% 76.5% 78.3% 80.0% 86.4%
c. heating oil tanks 40.4% 39.7% 39.8% 40.4% 54.1% 62.6% 65.1% 69.3% 70.9% 72.9% 80.7%

Plants & Wildlife 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10

86. Percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk: (state, fed listing)
a.  salmonids 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
b. other fish 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%
c. other organisms (amphibs, molluscs)

87. Percent of  monitored marine species not at risk: (state, fed listing) 
a. fish 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
b. shellfish 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

c. other (mammals only - plant data N/A) 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75%
88. Percent of monitored terrestrial species not at risk: (state, fed listing) 

a. vertebrates 98% 98% 98% 98% 98%
b. invertebrates
c. plants 98.3% 98.3% 98.3% 98.3%

89. Percent of land in Oregon that is a natural habitat, TOTAL
a. forest
b. shrubland
c. grassland
d. wetland/riparian

90.  Number of most threatening invasive species not successfully excluded 
or contained since 2000 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5
Outdoor Recreation 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 05 10
91. Acres of state-owned parks per 1,000 Oregonians 30.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 28.0 29.0 28.0 27.5 27.5 28.0 27.6 27.8 27.7 35 35

Targets

90-110%
90-110%
90-110%
90-110%

Targets are based on a straight line projection from 1992 to 1997.

90-110%
90-110%

Data are provided on a fiscal year basis, ending year shown

 ETA 2007

Entire data series updated based on updated inventory since last repor

1990s and 2003 data updated since last report

Entire data series updated since last report

Data expected in 2007
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