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performance measure.

7. ABOUT THE DATA

The data is obtained from the LAS. Not all of this information is field-checked and verified by the agency for accuracy. However, we believe that the
data is sufficiently accurate for trend-analysis and evaluating goals.
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KI;M Permit Compliance - Rate of compliance with removal-fill permit conditions. (Wetland) 2003
#11a
Goal GOAL 2: Wetlands and Waterways Conservation - To conserve, restore and protect waters of the state, including wetlands, for their
contribution to aquatic life and habitats, fisheries, aquatic-based economies, tourism, public recreation, navigation, water quality,
floodwater storage and other natural resource functions and values through the Removal-Fill and Wetlands programs.
Oregon Context This measure is linked to the agency mission.
Data Source Department data acquired by monitoring permitted projects.
Owner Wetlands and Waterway Conservation Division: Bill Ryan (503) 986-5259.

Percentage Rate of Permit Compliance (Wetland)
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1. OUR STRATEGY
Identify violations through compliance monitoring and resolve through administrative means available to the agency. Work with violators in a
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responsible and fair manner to mitigate for damage to waters of the state.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets have been gradually increased beginning in 2003. For fiscal year 2010 the target is 85%. The target for wetlands is more challenging to

acheive than that for non-wetlands (KPM 11b) because wetland authorizations are generally more complex than authorizations for non-wetlands.
The measure gauges whether one or more conditions of a permit was out of compliance during the year.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The percent of wetland related permits that are in compliance has increased significantly from FY 2009 to 64%. The decrease shown in the previous

year was likely the result of the economic downturn throughout the state as developers fell behind on mitigation, monitoring and maintenance
obligations. This situation appears to be improving and staff continue to work with permittees to obtain compliance.

4. HOW WE COMPARE

There is no comparable public or private industry standard.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

Currently the agency is emphasizing on-time delivery of authorizations. The agency has made improvements in obtaining permit compliance for
wetland authorizations but saw a fallback in FY 2009 due, it is believed, to the economic downturn in the state. The agency continues to engage in
outreach to permit holders to assist in understanding permit conditions, has stepped up enforcement over the past year, and continues its effort to
streamline permit conditions to incorporate only those necessary to ensure outcomes under individual permits.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

The Department continues to improve its compliance-monitoring program to systematically and scientifically sample compliance of all types of
projects. One collateral benefit of this program is that the agency will be better able to target the more egregious violations. Program improvements
designed to free up staff time currently involved in processing authorizations are anticipated to continue to provide improvements over the next
several years in meeting this performance measure.
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7. ABOUT THE DATA

The data were obtained from a compliance study funded by the Environmental Protection Agency. The EPA study involved field verification of 20
wetland mitigation sites throughout the state.

In addition to the EPA study, DSL conducted an office-based review of 328 permits with wetland mitigation conditions. These evaluations relied on
information provided by the applicant through mitigation monitoring reports.

The data addresses non-compliance with conditions of issued permits; it does not include unauthorized activities.
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KI;M Permit Compliance - Rate of compliance with removal-fill permit conditions. (Non-Wetland) 2003
#11b
Goal GOAL 2: Wetlands and Waterways Conservation - To conserve, restore and protect waters of the state, including wetlands, for their

contribution to aquatic life and habitats, fisheries, aquatic-based economies, tourism, public recreation, navigation, water quality,
floodwater storage and other natural resource functions and values through the Removal-Fill and Wetlands programs.

Oregon Context Agency Mission

Data Source Department data acquired by monitoring permitted projects.

Owner Wetlands and Waterway Conservation Division: Bill Ryan (503) 986-5259.

Percentage Rate of Permit Compliance (Non-Wetland)
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1. OUR STRATEGY

Identify violations through compliance monitoring and resolve through administrative means available to the agency. Work with violators in a
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responsible and fair manner to mitigate for damage to waters of the state.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The target is 85%. The target for non-wetlands is higher than that for wetlands (KPM 11a) because wetland authorizations are generally more

complex than authorizations for non-wetlands. The measure gauges whether one or more conditions of a permit was out of compliance during the
year.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING

Permit compliance for non-wetlands has remained fairly constant over the past several years but has fallen short of the 85% target. Compliance for
FY 2010 was 74%.

4. HOW WE COMPARE

There is no comparable public or private industry standard.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

Currently the agency is emphasizing on-time delivery of authorizations. The agency continues to engage in outreach to permit holders to assist in
understanding permit conditions, has stepped up enforcement over the past year, and continues its effort to streamline permit conditions to
incorporate only those necessary to ensure outcomes under individual permits. The slight dip to 74% in FY 2010 from 77% in FY 2009 may be due
to the economic downturn resulting in developers falling behind on their mitigation, monitoring and maintenance obligations.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

The Department continues to improve its compliance-monitoring program to systematically and scientifically sample compliance of all types of
projects. One collateral benefit of this program is that the agency will be better able to target the more egregious violations. Program improvements
designed to free up staff time currently involved in processing authorizations are anticipated to continue to provide improvements over the next
several years in meeting this performance measure.
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7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data was obtained through a compliance study funded by the Environmental Protection Agency. The study involved field verification of

compliance for 80 removal/fill permits. The data addresses non-compliance with conditions of issued permits; it does not include unauthorized
activities.
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KPM Permit Decisions Made within statutory Time Period - Percent of permit decisions made within 120 days after receipt of an 2003
#12 application.
Goal GOAL 2: Wetlands and Waterways Conservation - To conserve, restore and protect waters of the state, including wetlands, for their

contribution to aquatic life and habitats, fisheries, aquatic-based economies, tourism, public recreation, navigation, water quality,
floodwater storage and other natural resource functions and values through the Removal-Fill and Wetlands programs.

Oregon Context EO 03-01 and EO 03-02.

Data Source Department's computerized land database records and LAS.

Owner Bill Ryan, Assistant Director, Wetlands and Waterways Conservation (503) 986-5259.

Permit Decisions Made within Statutory Time Period

Bar is actual, line is target
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1. OUR STRATEGY
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Make issuing on-time decisions our highest priority by focusing staff resources on permit processing. Develop e-commerce and web-based
permitting processes to improve application process. In addition to improving the Individual Permit process, provide streamlined permitting
alternatives (General Authorizations and General Permits) with simplified review processes and shortened timeframes relative to Individual Permits.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS

The target is to meet the statutory deadline 60% of the time in making a decision on an application for an Individual Permit within 120 days after
receipt of an application. The statute also allows an applicant to request an extension of the 120-day decision timeline. This measure is not strictly
accounting for compliance with the 120-day timeline in the statute, as it does not factor in approved requests for extensions.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING

The agency is accounting for this measure by strictly adhering to a 120-day timeline for an agency decision from when an application comes in the
door. For FY 2010, the Department processed 144 of 245 Individual Permit applications to a decision within 120 days for a compliance rate of
62%. This is a 20% increase relative to FY 2009 indicating a positive trend following declines from 2006 to 2010.

4. HOW WE COMPARE

There is no comparable public or private industry standard.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

In many cases, Individual Permit applications DSL receives are not completed in accordance with regulatory requirements and must either be
returned to the applicant or put on hold pending repair — thus resulting in processing delays. Individual Permit applications account for
approximately 40% of the applications received on an annual basis and are generally related to large projects proposing significant impacts. These
applications are often detailed and require a significant level of review. The measure reflects the agency's performance in processing the more
complex Individual Permit applications. The Department is continuing to work on process improvements to provide for better applications including
an e-permitting option and streamlined applications that will result in quicker decision-making by the Department. Additionally, issues may arise
during the 120-day review that require modifications to the permit application and/or project redesign. Often these issues arise as the result of the
public comment on the permit application.

The current method of accounting for this measure does not include delays in the 120-day timeline that are requested by the applicant, pursuant to the

statute, to either improve their application or revise it in response to public comments. The Department attempts to exemplify good customer service in
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working with these applicants to approve a proposal, although that may extend past the 120-day deadline. The alternative action of the agency -
returning or denying an application - would result in the applicant having to resubmit an application or contest a permit denial. The governing statute
permits the Department to grant these extensions — when requested by the applicant - to the 120-day timeline for a decision.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
The Department is using this performance data to assess the application process and continue to implement changes to improve its performance in
this area including improvements to the application forms, more pre-application opportunities to discuss project designs and regulatory
requirements, and the provision of increased information and resources available on the agency Web site that will help project proponents prepare

better quality applications. DSL is also successfully retaining staff and improving training.

7. ABOUT THE DATA

The data is obtained from LAS and is considered to be highly accurate.
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KPM Use of Payment to Provide Moneys - Percent payment-to-provide money received in Mitigation Bank Fund obligated and 2003
#13 committed within one year.

Goal GOAL 2: Wetlands and Waterways Conservation - To conserve, restore and protect waters of the state, including wetlands, for their

contribution to aquatic life and habitats, fisheries, aquatic-based economies, tourism, public recreation, navigation, water quality,

floodwater storage and other natural resource functions and values through the Removal-Fill and Wetlands programs.

Oregon Context

This measure is linked to the agency mission.

Data Source

Agency records indicating restoration projects funded and moneys received into Wetland Mitigation Bank Revolving Fund.

Owner

Bill Ryan, Assistant Director, Wetlands and Waterways Conservation (503) 986-5259.
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1. OUR STRATEGY
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To provide on-the-ground funding for qualified projects designed to mitigate for permitted actions impacting waters of the state including wetlands,
and encourage the commitment of payment in lieu of mitigation funds within one year after such payments are made into the Wetlands Mitigation
Bank Revolving Fund.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS

The target is 100% for fiscal year 2010. It is reasonable to expect the agency should get the moneys coming into the fund out within one year for
qualified projects.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The agency met the target in FY 2010. The agency received authorization during the 2007 legislative session to hire a Payment in Lieu Specialist to

manage the Removal-Fill Mitigation Fund. This greatly improved the agency’s ability to turn around funds received within one year. Deposits into
the fund in FY 2009 totaled $250,328 and funds expended or committed to projects within one year totaled $289,238.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There is no comparable public or private industry standard.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

Having a full-time staff assigned has allowed the Department to achieve the anticipated improvements in management of the Wetlands Mitigation
Bank Revolving Fund program.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

Continue to professionally manage the Mitigation Bank Revolving Fund, and conduct outreach to encourage quality applications for funded projects.

7. ABOUT THE DATA

The data is obtained from the SFMA and is based on the Oregon fiscal year. Persons wanting additional data can contact the owner of the data, Bill
Ryan at 503.986.5259
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employee satisfaction, and agency support services.

KPM Economic Revitalization Team Customer Service - Percent of local participants who rank the Department involvement in 2006
#14 Economic Revitalization Team process as good to excellent.
Goal GOAL 6: Customer Service and Administration - To continually improve DSL program awareness and delivery, customer and

Oregon Context

EO 03-01 and EO 03-02.

Data Source

Results from biennial customer service survey conducted by Economic Revitalization Team (ERT).

Owner

Wetlands and Waterway Conservation Division: Kirk Jarvie/Bill Ryan (503) 986-5320/(503) 986-5259.

ERT
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1. OUR STRATEGY

The ERT includes, in their 2010 biennial Customer Satisfaction Study for the Progress Board, a question measuring customer satisfaction for four
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partner agencies (DLCD, DEQ, DSL and ODOT). The question asks those communities that had ERT involvement on an agency-related issue, how
they would rate the agency's involvement in the ERT process. The desired outcome is a high percentage of responses rating DSL involvement in the
ERT process as good to excellent.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS

The target is 85%.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
As the survey is conducted every two years, there was no new data to report for FY 2009. The FY 2010 survey results for the Department was 82%
rated as good to excellent is just short of the 85% target. Since establishment of the 85% target in 2007, consistent progress has been made by the
agency. It should be noted that interpretation of the data is difficult due to data and statistical quality issues. ERT projects are the most difficult and

complex, often as a result of the need to coordinate competing program goals and regualtions across several agencies. These projects typically have
heightened political profiles.

4. HOW WE COMPARE

DSL's result (82%), placed us at the high end for the range of results of our sister agencies (68%-82%).

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
ERT projects are the most difficult and complex to assess, often as a result of the need to coordinate competing program goals and regulations across
several agencies. Customer satisfaction results are expected to be lower for these selected projects than reported elsewhere for the agency as a whole.

Due to the small number of projects ERT works on each year, relative to overall partner agency projects, the survey sample size is necessarily small
and non-randomized and may impact survey results and conclusions drawn from those results.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

DSL continues to make quality customer service a focus area for improvement. DSL will provide customer service training to its employees, on an
on-going basis, particularly in the regulatory programs that are most directly related to ERT projects.
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7. ABOUT THE DATA

This data is reported as summary data from the biennial 2010 Oregon Economic Revitalization Team Customer Satisfaction Study. The department
completes its own biennial survey that more thoroughly assesses DSL's customer services. This information is reported in KPM #15.
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KPM Customer Service — Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or 2006
#15 “excellent”: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise and availability of information.

Goal Strategic Plan Goal 5: Deliver efficient, professional service to our customers.

Oregon Context Agency Mission; statewide focus on improved customer service.

Data Source Data collected from mailed and emailed surveys of a random sample of DSL customers.

Owner Agency-wide; Louise Solliday/Julie Curtis (503) 986-5224/(503) 986-5298.
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1. OUR STRATEGY

To biennially survey customers who received services from DSL to gauge level of satisfaction with program delivery and to determine areas where

improvement is needed.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
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This measure is linked to Goal 5 in the DSL 2009-13 Strategic Plan, and the targets are based on guidelines established by the Department of
Administrative Services, which is 93% of customers rating agency service as excellent or good. The overall goal is to see consistent improvement
over time.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING

DSL conducted a biennial survey in spring 2010, which used the same questions as the previous two surveys (2007 and 2008). The agency’s
excellent and good ratings have improved steadily over time: Timeliness improved from 68% in 2007 to 80% in 2010; Providing services correctly
the first time improved from 75% in 2007 to 85% in 2010; Helpfulness improved from 76% in 2007 to 82% in 2010; Employee knowledge and
expertise improved from 82% in 2007 to 86% in 2010; Availability of information improved from 75% in 2007 to 80% in 2010; Overall quality of
service improved from 72% in 2007 to 83% in 2010. Despite this upward trend, we realize there is room for improvement in getting closer to our
target of 93%. It is challenging for a regulatory program to achieve high levels of customer satisfaction. In addition, many of DSL’s customers don’t
have personal contact with staft, though they work with our agency (unclaimed property claims and land lease renewals, for example). Therefore, it’s
important to focus on timely, efficient and clear communications and processes. Positive customer comments generally focus on the professionalism
of our staff and our continued effort to find ways to improve service delivery.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
DSL looked at other natural resource agencies' data, and found that the percent of our customers who rated DSL's overall customer service as good

or excellent (83% in 2010) is comparable to or better than Water Resources (77% in 2010); Land Conservation and Development (70% in 2009);
and Environmental Quality (79% in 2008). The Department of Fish and Wildlife had higher overall ratings (88% in 2008).

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
The 2010 survey sample size was significantly larger than previous years because of the large number of e-mails used. Approximately 3800 surveys

were sent via e-mail and mail, and slightly more than 1,100 were returned, a 29% return rate (compared to 16% returned in 2008 and 23.5% returned
in 2007). The larger return rate allowed us to break out program-specific responses for smaller work units within the agency.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

Our goal is to see consistent improvement in all survey categories over time. DSL is focusing on improving removal-fill permit and other agency
processes, including more online capabilities. We also will try to find ways to include more customer groups in our sample. In 2010, we included
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customers from the South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve, and we hope to include Estates Program customers in the future. We will
continue to provide customer service training for staff through a contract with Chemeketa Community College, and provide employees with
customer feedback, both positive and negative, to improve service.

7. ABOUT THE DATA

In March 2010, five customer groups (land management lessees; wetlands and waterways permittees and consultants; unclaimed property claimants;
agency partners; and South Slough contacts) were identified to receive a survey via e-mail and mail.

Approximately 3800 surveys were sent to customers who had interacted with DSL in 2009. Only the unclaimed property claimants were randomly
sampled due to the large size of this group. For all other groups, all customers were surveyed.

Slightly more than 1,100 surveys were returned, a 29% return rate. E-mail surveys were conducted via SurveyMonkey. All mailed surveys contained a

self-addressed, stamped return envelope, and responses were entered into SurveyMonkey by DSL staff. Mail recipients also could complete their survey
online.
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KPM South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve Recommended Actions - Percent of education activities and research 2008
#16 projects used to educate students, coastal decision-makers or the general public in a way that helps to resolve problems.

Goal GOAL 7: South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve - Improve the understanding of Pacific Northwest estuaries and

Oregon Context South Slough Mission

Data Source Thrice-annual reports to South Slough Reserve Management Commission, annual reports to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. SSNERR
records of research, education and stewardship projects that provide educational opportunities.
Owner South Slough Reserve Management: Mike Graybill/Robin Elledge (541-888-5558, ext. 24/23)

1. OUR STRATEGY

The Mission of the Reserve drives its activities.
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Educating the public to better understand Pacific Northwest estuaries and coastal watersheds is
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undertaken in part by translating the products and data results of research and stewardship projects into workshops and published material
approachable by a non-scientific audience. Through these outreach efforts, audiences ranging from Oregon school children to coastal decision
makers are provided opportunities to understand the results of research and implement strategies and recommendations from those results. Thus, the
general public can make informed decisions concerning coastal, estuarine and watershed activities.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS

Initially, the target was conservatively estimated as this was a new performance measure. Presently, we are unable to identify and quantify a target
that is meaningful and provides enough information to evaluate our success.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Measuring incremental improvement of decisions is problematic and is confounded by the fact that decisions affecting the coastal zone are made by
a broad constituency and the outcomes of many decisions will take some time before resulting in a discernable change. The diversity of educational
programs and products provided to the array of audiences served by the SSNERR has also made collection of verifiable data to support this measure
extraordinarily difficult.

While Reserve staff develop and deliver new and on-going programs at the Reserve as well as off-site, during this reporting period there were less

workshops than in the prior reporting period. It would appear that performance is diminished, when in reality Reserve staff were providing information
to coastal decision makers in other formats.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no comparable measures.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

Although the Reserve continues to enhance and expand its educational programs and audiences, the agency has not been able to quantify the impact
of the educational programs on the decisions made by policy makers.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

The agency has proposed deleting this measure and replacing it with a measure that will be based on the number of programs using a structured asssessment process to provide
information and decision support services responsive to audience needs.
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7. ABOUT THE DATA

Reporting is from the state fiscal year. The agency is finding difticulty in measuring the KPM. It is challenging to show a cause and affect
relationship between the programs and decisions made by policy makers.

10/11/2010 Page 59 of 66



STATE LANDS, DEPARTMENT OF II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS

KPM South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve Operation Costs Leveraged. - Percent of SSNERR operations funded 2006
#17 from sources other than CSF, including leverage from grants, fees, program revenues and gifts.
Goal GOAL 7: South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve - To implement the South Slough Managment Plan which supports

the mission of the reserve to improve the understanding and stewardship of Pacific Northwest estuaries and coastal watersheds.

Oregon Context South Slough Mission

Data Source SFMA; Annual reports to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
Owner South Slough Reserve: Mike Graybill/Robin Elledge (541) 888-5558 ext. 24/23.
Percent of Operations Funded from Non-CSF Sources
Bar is actual, line is target
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1. OUR STRATEGY

To decrease the dependency of the Reserve on the Common School Fund, staff seeks grant opportunities and other funding to augment its state and
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federal budget. Grants, in particular, leverage additional funding through match requirements. Fees collected from services and facilities can
potentially reduce CSF dependency.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS

For the 2009 reporting period, a baseline has been established which portrays actual funds leveraged. The targets remain conservative due to the
uncertainties of the economy

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Staff continually seek grant and other funding opportunities to support Reserve operations and projects. Opportunities over the past year and
successful applications for grants and awards allowed the Reserve to leverage a significant amount of funding using state budget funds as

match. The fee rule adopted in 2008 has provided the Reserve with the opportunity to charge fees for building use. In the two years since adoption
of the rule, less than $1,000 has been collected.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no comparable measures.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Grant and award opportunities are highly unpredictable. The Reserve was fortunate to be successful with several applications for funding during this
reporting period. It is impossible to determine how much funding will be available in the coming period.
The amount of fees to be collected is also difficult to predict. When individuals and organizations want to use the Interpretive Center building or the
Spruce Ranch residence cannot be determined in advance of such use. When individuals and organizations do choose to use the Reserve’s resources,

availability is dependent upon prioritizing the needs of the Reserve to support its programs.

Gifts, donations and bequests are another source of funding and resources that cannot be planned upon.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

Staff will continue to pursue outside funding sources to support its operations and special projects.
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7. ABOUT THE DATA

Reporting is for the state fiscal year and is calculated on actual revenues and expenditures.
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close monitoring of investments to maximize distributions to schools.
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KPM Best Practices - Percent of total best practices met by the Board. 2008
#18

Goal Goal 5: Common School Fund - To protect and enhance the value of the Common School Fund (both short- and long-term) through

Oregon Context

2007 Legislative Direction

Data Source

Internal review and assessment

Owner

Louise Solliday, Director/ Cynthia Wickham, Asst. Director 503-986-5224/986-5227

Percent of Criteria Being Met
Bar is actual, line is target
100
= =
80
®0 S
RIS
SEELGGLLLL,
40 RG]
XX KK AHX XXX
SRS
SRS
QR
2 LS
2008 2009 2010 2011
Data is represented by percent

1. OUR STRATEGY

Complete an annual review of the assessment criteria and review the results with the Board.
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets reflect the percentage of criteria that are being met.
3. HOW WE ARE DOING

There is not enough data to determine a trend, however the agency is confident that the Board will consistently achieve high scores in the assessment
process.

4. HOW WE COMPARE

The performance measure and the data are too new to make comparisons with other state of Oregon boards or commissions.
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS

Factors will be identifiable as the data is collected and reported.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE

Continued review of existing criteria to determine applicability to the Board and its duties will help verify pertinence of the current criteria and could
identify other criteria that may generate data more reflective of the duties and responsibilities of the Board.

7. ABOUT THE DATA

The reporting cycle is the Oregon fiscal year. The data consists of a percentage of yes answers to a short series of questions. The only weakness in
the data is that the questions are somewhat subjective in nature and the answers could vary widely depending upon the personal opinion of the
individuals answering the questions.
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II1. USING PERFORMANCE DATA

Agency Mission: The mission of the Department of State Lands is to ensure a legacy for Oregonians and their public schools through sound stewardship
of lands, wetlands, waterways, unclaimed property, estates and the Common School Fund.

Contact:  Cynthia Wickham

Contact Phone:  503-986-5227

Alternate: Pamela Konstant

Alternate Phone: 503-986-5283

The following questions indicate how performance measures and data are used for management and accountability purposes.

1. INCLUSIVITY

* Staff : Staff have been involved in the development, review and proposed changes or modification of the
KPMs, as well as in the collection and collating of data. The agency management team is using the KPMs in
making management decisions and establishing priorities for staff work.

* Elected Officials: The Legislative Assembly has been highly involved in the development of DSLs
performance measures. The members of the State Land Board review and approve the agency performance
measures in conjunction with the agency strategic plan and budget.

* Stakeholders: Stakeholders reviewed the KPMs in conjunction with the amendment of the agency strategic
plan in 2008 and have been kept informed of the agency performance through newsletters and the agency Web
site.

* Citizens: The annual report has been continuously posted on the agency Web site.

2 MANAGING FOR RESULTS

Performance measures have been routinely used since 2003 in the development and execution of DSLs
budget. They have also been incorporated into the agency strategic plan and revision of the strategic plan.
Managers consider the KPMs in allocating staff and resources to projects and programs. In 2005, specialized
customer service training was offered, a reorganization of the agency was completed to more closely align the
agency functions with its mission, and also with tasks necessary to achieve the KPMs. The restructure of the
agency budget and accounting systems was completed and fully implemented in FY 2008, which will enable
the agency to better collect data necessary to report on KPMs.

3 STAFF TRAINING

Staff generally has not had specific training; some key staff have attended performance measure roundtables
or discussions with staff in other states related to region-wide performance measure reporting and
development. Training continues to be a problem as affordable training for managers in the use of
performance measures is very hard to find.
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4 COMMUNICATING RESULTS * Staff : Internal staff meetings and posting of annual report on agency Web site.

* Elected Officials: Reports to Land Board or Land Board assistants; inclusion of annual report in agency
budget; appearances before the Joint Legislative Audit Committee.

* Stakeholders: Posting of annual report on Web site; discussion in newsletters and in outreach visits.

* Citizens: Posting of annual report on Web site.
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