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Virginia’s Performance Budgeting Process

l Agency Mission

| Customer Requirements

X3

| Activity Assessment
N8

Performance I Environmental Scanning
Data 8
| Consensus on Critical Issues
8 Performance

]
|
|
|
|
l Goals, Objectives & Strategies 1"— Targets
J[_

8
—| Budget Development
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Strategic Planning Overview

Governor’s
Strategic Plan

\ Broad policy goals to set direction
Specific initiatives to undertake
Broad strategies for initiatives

Broad direction setting goals

Specific objectives

Strategies describe how to achieve the objectives
Key indicators of success

Secretarial
Plans

Agency Strategic Plan

Set four-year goals and objectives

Describe strategies to achieve the goals and objectives
Determine key measures to monitor the outcomes
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Strategic Flanning

M General Description of the Strategic
Planning Process

M Getting Organized

DM Recent Accomplishments and Desired
Improvements

M Clarifying Agency Mandates

M Administration’s Initiatives and Priorities

I Identifying the Needs and Demands of
Stakeholders and Constituents

M Mission and Purpose

M Assessing the Operating Environment:
Internally and Externally

M Identifying Core Business Activities

M Identifying Critical lssues

M Deciding How to Manage the Critical Issues

M The Strategic Plan

M Getting More Specific—Action Planning
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Oregon Shines Vision, Goals and benchmark Topic Area

N Prosperous Oregon That
(‘H;E@) Excels In All Spheres of Life

| | |

(B =) Quality Jobs For Safe, Caring and Engaged Healthy, Sustainable

o All Oregonians Communities Surroundings
NrFw—7 Economic Education Civic Social Public Community Environment
DL Performance Involvement Support Safety Development
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Statewide Populations at Target Levels
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Fduraiion

i Engagement

Social Sugport

Puilic Safety

_ Conumunity Development

Emironmeni

: ECONOMY
usiness Vitality

1. Percentage of
Oregonians employed

Valley and the
Portland tri-county
area

outside the Willamette :

professional services
exported (imported)
i relative to Oregon's
industry demand

: 3. Oregon's national
rank in new companie

ia Oregon'’s national
it rank in traded sector
it strength

i 5. Oregon’s national
i rank in business

i closings (1st = least
i busi losings)

1 8. Net job growth

7. Oregon’s national

rank in economic
diversification (1st =
most diversified)

Economic
Capacity

;i 8. Industry research
and development

i expenditures as a
percentage of gross
state product

9. Oregon’s national

investments

! rank in venture capital :

i 10. Oregon'’s rank
i among seven Western
states in business
taxes as a percentage
of gross state product
i (1st = lowest business
taxes)

11. Oregon's national
rank in health care
costs (1st = lowest
costs)

 20th-25th |

't 12. Oregon’s national
it rank in workers’
 compensation costs

i (1st = lowest cost)

i 13. Percentage of

i permits issued within
:i the target time period
i orless

it a. Air contaminant

b. Wastewater
:: discharge




i 1995 ¢

14. Per capita personal
i income as a percentage of
the U.S. per capita income

94%

15. Average annual payroll
per covered worker (all
t industries, 1995 dollars)

i 25837

i 27,266

i 16. Percentage of
Oregonians in the middle
‘* income range

i 17. Percentage of covered
Oregon workers with

;i earnings of 150% or more of :
i poverty at a rate for a
:: family of four.

18. Unemployment rate
i (civilian labor force, annual
i average)

i 19. Number of international
it cities of over 1 million
i population (outside Canada
i and Mexico) served by

i and from any Oregon
‘i commercial airport

;i direct or non-stop flights to

:: 20. Percentage of

i Oregonians who speak a
i language in addition to

it English

17%

16% 14%
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Eronosmy

Heme Cavie Ingagemend

Serial Support

EDUCATION
i Kindergarten - 12

21. Percentage of children
entering school
ready-to-learn

graders who achieve
established skill levels

a. Reading

‘i 24, Percentage of 3rd
;i graders who achieve
established skill levels

a. Reading

25. Percentage of high
school students completing
a structured work
expsrience

i 26. Percentage of Oregon 18%
i adults (25+) who have

27. Percentage of Oregon 76%
i adults (25+) completing high
i school or equivalent

i 28. Percentage of Oregon
 adults (25+) who have
: completed some college

i 29. Percentage of Oregon
i adults (25+) completed
: associate degree

| Skill Development

i 30. Percentage of all aduit
i Oregonians with

i a. Prose N/A

b. Document

i ¢. Quantitative

: 31. Percentage of :
' Oregonians who report they
: use a computer to create,
i edit documents/graphics, to
: analyze data :

: 32. Percentage of labor
i force receiving at least 20 :
: hours of skills training in the :
: past year :
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Home Evonomy Fduraiion
Sorial Sugpert

i 33. Percentage of
i Oregoni who a
:i least 50 hours of their time
‘i per year to civic, community :

fit activiti

£ 34. Percentage of eligible
i Oregonians who vote

i 35. Percentage of
i Oregonians who feel they
are a part of their

community

: 36. Percentage of
i Oregonians who understand
i the Oregon tax system and

i where tax money is spent ;

i 37. State and local taxes per
i capita (1995 dollars) :

a. As a percentage of 1990

i b. Oregon’s rank

38. State and local taxes per 5
i $1,000 of personal income

! Public Sector
i Performance

39. Public management
quality

:i 40. State general obligation
i bond rating (Standard and
i Poors)

Culture

41. Oregon’s national rank in
: ita state arts fundi

i1 42. Percentage of

i Oregonians served by a

it public library which meets
‘i minimum service criteria
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Lronomy

Fduraiion

Chide Engagemend

Puhlic Safty

Envivonmeni

: SOCIAL

1SUPPORT ...

i 43. Pregnancy rate per
i 1,000 females age 10~17

i 44. Percentage of babies
: whose mothers received
early prenatal care
(beginning in the first

i trimester)

1 45, Infant mortality rate per
1,000

: 46. Percentage of
i two-year-olds who are
;i adequately immunized

i 47. Annual percentage of
new HIV cases with an
: early diagnosis (before
i symptoms occur)

:: 48. Percentage of adults
:t who do not currently smoke
i tobacco

% | ¢©

i 49. Premature Mortality:
Years of potential life lost
i before age 70 (rate per

1 1,000)

i+ §0. Percentage of adults

:: whose self-perceived

i health status is very good
i or excellent

§1. Percentage of families
for whom child care is
affordable

52. Number of child care :
slots available for every 100 ::
children under age 13




Protection

: 53. Percentage of 8th grade
ii students who rt usi

i a. Alcohol in the previous
t month

b. lllicit drugs in the i
previous month

i c. Cigarettes in the previous

54. Number of children
:; abused or neglected per
i 1,000 pers der 18

: 55. Reported elder abuse
; rate per 1,000

i 56. Percentage of infants
‘i whose mothers used:

: a. Alcohol during pregnancy
If-reported by mother)

ii b. Tobacco during ;
‘i pregnancy (self-reported by :
t mother,

| Poverty

‘i 57. Percentage of
Oregonians with incomes
i below 100% of the Federal
it poverty level

58. Percentage of
:: Oregonians without health
ii insurance

; 59. Number of Oregonians
;i that are homeless on any
i given night

ii 60. Percentage of current
court ordered child support ::
i paid to families

61. Percentage of seniors
living independently

62. Percentage of
't Oregonians with a disability
i able to live on their own

with adequate support
i 63. Percentage of
:: Oregonians with a disability
it living in households with
B below the fed
i poverty level
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Heme Economy Fduration Civde Engagemend

ockal Bagpert

PUBLIC SAFETY

4. Overall reported crimes
er 1,000 Oregonians

: 65. Total juvenile arrests
 per 1,000 juvenile
‘i Oregonians per year

66. Percentage of students
who carry weapons

i 67. Percentage of paroled
i offenders convicted of a
: new felony within three

i years of initial release

i 68. Percentage of counties
: that have completed a

i strategic cooperative

i policing agreement

N/A

| Emergency 1991 | 1992 2010 | GRADE |
i Preparedness B : :

i 69. Percentage of Oregon

i counties with the capability
‘i to respond to an

‘i emergency, and to assist

i communities to recover

i fully from the effects

PYPRE P 94% i 100% i A
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Home Eronomy Fduraiion Chvie Ingagemend
Social Swpport Public Safety ~  Lemaids Dweigement Emvleonment

{COMMUNITY
1 DEVELOPMENT

Growth Management

70. Percentage of miles of
;i limited-access highways in
:i urban areas that are

i 71. Percentage of

i Oregonians served by public
 drinking water systems that
:: meet health-based standard

it 72. Percentage of
i Oregonians with sewage

disposal that does not meet
government standards

+ 73. Percentage of :
Oregonians who commuts by :
means other than a single
‘i occupancy vehicle

74. Vehicle miles traveled per :
i capita in Oregon :
: i ital

i+ 75. Percentage of Oregon
households with personal ;
it computers at home that send :
i and receive data and :
i information over

i telecommunications

ii 76. Percentage of roads in
i fair or better condition

a. State

i b. County

£ Housing

:: 77. Percentage of
‘i households that are owner
i occupied

i 78. Percentage of low
! income households spending
more than 30 percent of

‘i their household income on
i housing (including utilities)
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Home Eonomy Fduraiion i Engagemend

Ko

siSwport - FPuilicSabwy

79. Percentage of
i Oregonians living where the
i air meets government

80. Carbon dioxide emissions
ii as a percentage of 1990
 emissions

81. Percentage of Oregon
i wetlands in 1990 still
;i preserved as wetlands

f 82. Stream water quality

i a. Percentage of monitored
i stream sites with significantly :
increasing trends in water :
i quality

i b. Percentage of monitored
‘i stream sites with significantly :
decreasing trends in water
i quality

i 83 Percentage of assessed
i: groundwater that meets
i drinking water standards

i 84. Percentage of key rivers
! meeting instream water
i rights

a. 9 or more months of year

b. 12 months a year

EERTRTTRT

85. Percentage of Oregon  :
‘i agricultural land in 1970 still
i preserved for agricultural :
it use

i 86. Percentage of Oregon
it forest land in 1970 still

1 87. Pounds of Oregon

:i municipal solid waste

i landfilled or incinerated per
i capita

i 88, Percentage of identified
hazardous waste sites that
are cleaned up or being

i cleaned up

A

substances

: Plants and Wildlife | 1980 |

1990

48%

/1996 : 1997 : 1998 ; 2000 : 2010 : GRADE :
i 89. Percentage of wild 2% i 2% G 13% i 35% F H
salmon and steelhead : B : i
populations in key

:i sub-basins that are at
;i target levels
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90. Percentage of native
;i fish and wildlife species that :
i are healthy I

91. Percentage of native
;i plant species that are
ii healthy

i Outdoor Recreation

92. Acres of state-owned  ::
i parks per 1,000 Oregonians ::
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Progress Report - Highlights

Benchmark Performance Summary

Economy

KEY BENCHMARKS GRADE
1. Employment Dispersion F

2. Professional Services B+
3. New Companies A

8. Industry Research and Development C-
14. Per Capita Income C+
Other Economy Benchmarks C
OVERALL GRADE - ECONOMY C+

Key Benchmarks

Key benchmarks for Oregon’s economic performance show mixed results. Oregon’s biggest
economic problem is unequal employment dispersion. This measure of how well Oregon’s areas
outside the Willamette Valley are growing compared to their Valley neighbors has deteriorated
throughout the 1990s. Oregon has done well in bolstering its professional services sector during the
1990s. Oregon continues to be a national leader in the number of new companies founded each
year. Private investment in research and development, through 1995, has also increased, but at a
slower than hoped for rate. The best overall measure of economic well being is per capita income.
The goal is to bring Oregon back to its 1979 level of equality with the national average. While
Oregon’s economy has performed well during the 1990s, parity with the U.S. average per capita
income will probably not be achieved by the year 2000.

Other Benchmarks

Other economy benchmarks indicate that Oregon has achieved its goal of producing 50,000 jobs
per year for the four years between 1994 and 1997. Also, average annual wages have increased
steadily, going from $24,695 in 1990 to $27,341 in 1997. Alsoin 1997, Oregon ranked as the
western state with the lowest business taxes as a percentage of gross state product. Oregon also
ranks well in workers’ compensation costs, dropping from 44™ highest in the nation to 14" lowest
during that period.

Comparison with the 1997 Performance Report

Grades for economic performance are lower in 1999. In 1997, the economic performance
benchmarks generally received ratings in the A and B range. Employment outside the Willamette
Valley maintained its F status.

(FOR MORE INFORMATION ON THESE ECONOMY BENCHMARKS SEE PAGE 10.)
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Benchmark Links to State Agencies

-| Employment dispersion Percentage of Oregonians employed outside the Willamette Valley
and the Portland tri-county area

T Primary Links
(a YFe-4) EMPL Employment Department
OEDD Economic Development Department HY 3R

Secondary Links
ODOT Transportation, Department of

Prof. service exports Percentage of professional services exported (imported) relative to
industry demand

Primary Links
OEDD Economic Development Department

New companies Oregon’s national rank in new companies
Primary Links
OEDD Economic Development Department

Secondary Links
DCBS Consumer & Business Services, Department of

OCCS Community College Services, Oregon

Agency Links to Benchmarks

ODA Ways & Means:  Natural Resources
Links to Oregon Benchmarks: 1
Primary Links PR
.82 7] Stream quality
] Groundwater quality
| Agricultural land BET AR FT—4

Wetlands preservation
] Salmon recovery






