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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE

Oregon Revised Statute 285A.171 requires the Oregon Progress Board to report on the implementation of a comprehensive and integrated performance measurement system.  This assessment report seeks to accomplish this mandate. The purpose of the assessment is to evaluate the progress in the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services. Oregon Performance Intern and graduate student Circe Torruellas conducted the assessment.

RESULTS IN BRIEF

Based on the findings, the state of Oregon’s current performance measures system has developed at a good pace since 2001. This fairly new system has achieved great stability, has standardized an approach to developing and reporting performance measures across all agencies and is slowly integrating into the governing culture of the state. Currently, the Oregon performance measure system is one of the few successful performance measure system models nationwide. However, in order for the system to reach its full potential, changes must be made to continue to adapt it to the state’s government culture.  The system can improve in both its design and management. The three main areas of system design that need to be revisited are: system’s usage focus, communication of information to system users and system’s flexibility to modify performance measures.

First, as it now stands the system is primarily used as a reporting vehicle for state agencies to communicate progress on selected goals.  In the majority of cases, the agencies make little or no use of the information to improve their services and programs. Many of those interviewed would like to see the system move from a passive reporting system to a more pro-active management tool for agencies.

Second, even though the Progress Board and agencies have made an impressive breakthrough by having agencies report in a standardized manner to the citizenry, many find that the information produced in not easily understandable or user friendly. The information currently produced attempts to serve too large of an audience (citizens, legislature, agency management), and as a consequence fails to achieve its usage potential.  The inability to properly package the information for each user and communicate it effectively could become the system’s biggest downfall. 

Third, debate exists between system users as to whether the system should allow agencies more flexibility in changing performance measures and targets. Many agencies claimed that they are still discovering what is best for them to measure. Others who now have a better understanding of performance measures would like to rethink their measurements. The current process does not allow agencies to easily change performance measures.  This is done to preserve a degree of stability in the system which this new system has been successful in achieving. 

Lastly, there are two areas where the management of the system by the Progress Board needs to be revisited: 1) the implementation expectations of the system described in ORS 291.110 and 2) the lack of a clear strategy to develop the system further.  First, although the statute clearly divides the responsibilities for implementation between the Department of Administrative Services and the Progress Board, the execution of almost all of these responsibilities has fallen on the Progress Board. This shift in responsibilities, however, has not necessarily hurt the development of the system. Revisiting the roles outlined on ORS 291.110 should help develop a clearer approach to best improve and shape the current performance measure system. Second, the creation of a strategic plan to develop the system could also benefit the agencies as they seek guidance in how to use the information they produce to manage for results. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

A number of opportunities exist for the state to strengthen Oregon’s performance measures system and improve the quality and usefulness of its performance reports. Eight recommendations to the Progress Board, DAS, and the Legislature, based on this, are suggested: 


Short Term:
· The Progress Board should develop a strategic plan for the continuing implementation of the performance measure system.

· DAS and the Progress Board should create and conduct hands-on trainings for agencies focused on managing for results.

· The Progress Board should produce a collection of case studies on Oregon state agencies performance management best practices.

· The Progress Board and the legislature should provide training opportunities for legislators to learn how to more effectively use performance measures 

· DAS and the Progress Board should improve how the system disseminates information to users.

Long Term:
· The Progress Board should perform more research as to the level of flexibility that should exist in the system’s performance measures modification process. 

· DAS (or the Governor’s Office) and the Progress Board should involve high-level managers in developing strategies for linking Oregon Benchmarks and agency performance measures.

·  DAS and/or the Progress Board should create a citizen friendly annual performance report on “The State of Oregon.”

I.
OVERVIEW

Section 1
Introduction

The Oregon Progress Board (Progress Board) is an independent state planning and oversight agency. Created by the Legislature in 1989, the Board is responsible for monitoring the state's 20-year strategic vision, Oregon Shines. The 12-member panel, chaired by the governor, is made up of citizen leaders and reflects the state's social, ethnic and political diversity. 

The Progress Board’s mission is to make Oregon Shines a reality and the state’s 90 measures of quality of life, known as Oregon Benchmarks, useful tools for Oregonians working to improve their communities. In 2001 the Progress Board’s mission was refocused, in part, to assist state agencies and their partners in developing performance measures that provide linkages to measurable indicators of achievement including Oregon Benchmarks. 

In response to this new mandate, the Progress Board designed the state’s current performance measurement system. This was done with the help of members Performance Measures Advisory Group, composed of state and local government officials, performance measure experts and business leaders.  The Progress Board’s roles, as defined by the statute, were to develop the guidelines agencies would use to develop performance measures and to assess how well the system is working.

Performance measurement is the government’s way of determining if it is providing quality services at a reasonable cost to tax payers.  Performance measures are derived from an agency’s mission and goals. Each measurement should provide a reliable indicator of progress toward achieving desired results. 

The system is designed to generate a set of “key performance measures” that gauge how well each agency is achieving the goals it sets out for itself. The system is also meant to show how agency programs are affecting the state’s benchmarks or other high level measures of well-being. These key performance measures are also called external performance measures.  Internal agency measures, on the other hand, focus on measuring the agency’s internal administrative processes set to support and help the achievement of key performance measures targets.

The performance measure system also supplies agency auditors, legislators and the public with information on program development, progress and accomplishments. In addition, it is intended to provide managers with information to set policies, develop budgets, and adjust organizational efforts.  

Section 2
Background on System and the Assessment Mandate

Legislative Mandate for the Establishment of a Performance Measurement System and Its Assessment

In 1993 the Legislative Assembly required agencies to include benchmark-based planning in performance measurement and budget policy. In 2001 the Legislative Assembly added specific requirements for how performance measures should be developed and reported.  House Bill (HB) 3358 (amending ORS 285A.171 and 291.110) required the Oregon Progress Board, in consultation with the Legislative Fiscal Office (LFO), the Office of the Secretary of State, and the Department of Administrative Services (DAS), to develop performance measure guidelines for state agencies. (See statute: http://www.leg.state.or.us/01reg/measures /hb3300.dir/hb3358.1sa.html.) 

House Bill 3358 also specified that DAS shall use the guidelines developed by the Progress Board to carry out its responsibility for ensuring “the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services.” Under the bill, the Oregon state legislature mandates the Oregon Progress Board to report on the implementation of a comprehensive and integrated performance measurement system.  This report was developed in response to that mandate.

Summary of the System

Introduction

The current performance measurement system, launched in advance of the 2003-05 biennium, builds on earlier attempts to implement a standardized performance measure system across Oregon state government and respond to societal pressure for better government, taxpayer dissatisfaction and legislature’s need for better information to make informed policy decisions. The purpose of this system is to produce results valued by Oregonians and to do so in the most effective and efficient way. The Progress Board, state agencies and the legislature all play key roles in the system. 

The system follows the basic framework described in HB 3358, dividing up roles and responsibilities between the Progress Board, state agencies, DAS, and the state legislature. Each party plays a role in developing the performance measures, monitoring and encouraging their discussion and use, and reporting to the public and legislature.

Description of Roles

The Progress Board

In its Performance Measure Guidelines (www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/GOVresults.shtml), the Progress Board prescribes a process for developing performance measurements, defines criteria for performance measures, details timelines for agencies’ performance measures in the state’s biennial planning process, and provides the necessary forms reporting performance measure data. The Progress Board provides mandatory training and additional technical assistance to agencies on performance measurement.  While the system matures, the Progress Board, normally in the business of statewide visioning and planning, serves as gatekeeper of agency performance information and coordinator of the performance measure review process.  Critiques of agency performance measures are based on the criteria specified in the guidelines (shown below) and, in 2002, were conducted by a Performance Measure Review Committee convened by the Progress Board and made up of staff from the executive and legislative branches of government plus outside reviewers.

State Agencies

The state agency’s main roles in the system are: to develop performance measurements to report its effectiveness in the use of state resources; to monitor progress in achieving its established targets; and to use that information to drive continuous improvement. These roles are addressed in the Performance Measurement Guidelines, which provide agencies with a set of criteria that helps them link their daily activities to the agency’s mission, mandates and any applicable Oregon Benchmarks (or other high-level outcomes). The eight performance criteria are:

· Key performance measures should gauge progress toward achieving agency goals and pertinent high-level outcomes, including Oregon Benchmarks. 

· Key performance measures should focus on the key indicators of agency success.

· Agencies should use Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) definitions.

· Key performance measures should have targets.

· Key performance measure data should be accurate and reliable.

· Key performance measures should link to specific organizational units.

· Key performance measures should include customer satisfaction indicators. 

· Key performance measures should allow comparisons with others wherever possible.  

The guidelines also include a set of reporting forms to be used consistently by all agencies. Forms for the 2005-07 biennium include: a) Links to Oregon Benchmarks; b) Request to Modify 2003-05 Performance Measures for the 2005-07 Biennium, c) Performance Measure Data Sources, d) Performance Measure Data Summary; and e) Annual Performance Report (manual forms 107BF04a-e). Forms can be viewed at www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/GOVresults.shtml. 

Legislature

Agencies generally comply with the Progress Board’s Performance Measure Guidelines because they are included in the official budget instructions for state agencies. Their performance measure forms are part of their budget request document, as is the review committee’s critique of each agency’s measures travels with its budget as it moves through the Ways and Means budget approval process.

As part of Oregon’s biennial budget process, state agencies typically present to their Ways and Means subcommittee in the winter/spring of odd-numbered years. During these presentations, committee members have an opportunity to review, ask questions about and use performance measure information as context for their decision-making. Legislators also can request specific changes in an agency’s performance measures.

Products of Oregon’s Performance Measure System

The system’s products consist of the performance measure forms mentioned above and Annual Performance Progress Reports, due September 30 of each year. State legislators, agencies, and the general public all have access to these products through the Progress Board’s website (www.oregon.gov/DAS>/OPB/apr_Jan04.shtml) and each agency’s web site. The Progress Board attempts to create public awareness of state government performance information through press releases and editorial board meetings with key newspapers. In addition, the Progress Board is currently engaged in a project to develop improved ways of communicating government performance to Oregon’s citizens.

Linking Performance Measures to Oregon Benchmarks

To effectively link agency activities to Oregon Benchmarks, performance measures should be developed, monitored and used within an overall performance measurement system. That system includes planning, budgeting, implementing, monitoring and reporting. Embedded in planning and implementation is a sequence of efforts and accomplishments that logically link agency strategies to benchmarks (or other high-level outcomes). This sequence is often called a “logic model” or a “so that” chain. 

Figure 1 in Appendix I provides a general overview of the performance measurement system processes in which the system’s users participate. A complete set of definitions of terms relating to performance measurement can be found in the Glossary, Attachment A of the Performance Measurement Guidelines for state agencies.

Figure 1 illustrates that planning includes identifying Oregon Benchmarks pertinent to the agency. These benchmarks, plus agency mandates, other high-level indicators of need, statewide budget priorities, and other environmental factors (current and future), are taken into consideration when defining the agency mission and goals. Agency goals guide development of agency strategies (programs and initiatives). Strategies, in turn, provide the basis for identifying products and services (“outputs”) that will be produced by chosen strategies. The longer term and aggregate results of outputs are measured by intermediate outcomes.  Agencies should then choose which of those outputs and intermediate outcomes best represent their performance expectations.  Those measures become their key performance measures.

Once the plan is complete, the budgeting process then allocates resources to the agency and launches the plan into implementation. During implementation, the outputs are produced by strategies “so that” intermediate outcome targets are achieved, “so that” progress can be made towards agency goals, Oregon Benchmark targets, and other state government priorities.

During implementation, the agency monitors and reports its own performance, e.g., progress towards the targets set for its outputs and intermediate outcomes. Monitoring and reporting occurs on two levels. Internal monitoring and reporting of performance measure data is used for organizational learning and improvement of internal business and program operations. External performance reports are for policy makers and interested citizens outside the agency as well as for internal management and continuous improvement. They focus on key performance measures relative to agency goals.  Insights gained from the monitoring and reporting process are then fed back and use in the following state planning and budget cycle.

II.
ASSESSMENT DESIGN

Section 1
Objective, Scope and Methodology 

The objective of this assessment was to determine Oregon’s progress in ensuring the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services. 

First, to provide a basis for assessing the state’s progress, a review of the appropriate statutes was conducted. A framework for the assessment was developed from this review (See Appendix II). This was followed by general research on the topic of performance measures, performance measure systems, and Oregon’s and other state governments performance measures work. Also, a review was conducted of the history and chronology of requirements for performance reporting, looking specifically at the Performance Measure Guidelines, Progress Board website and other available literature of Progress Board’s work. 

Interviews were conducted with four experts in the area of performance measures to solicit feedback and advice as to how Oregon was progressing with its performance measure system compared with other states and/or localities. An in-depth look at the status of the Oregon performance measure system was done through a total of twenty individual interviews and three discussion groups. Interviews and group discussions included perspectives of large and small agency heads, a legislator and former legislators, performance measures coordinators, an employee of the Legislative Fiscal Office, a Secretary of State Audits Division auditor, government employees involved in the establishment of the performance measures system, Progress Board members, and members of the committee advising the Progress Board on Citizen-Friendly Performance Reporting. This last group met for the first time in July 2004. Its mission is to assist the Progress Board in its efforts to make the performance measure information produced by state agencies to the citizenry more user friendly. All interviews were recorded and transcribed to preserve the accuracy of comments made by participants. 

Quantitative data was reported for two topics. First, it was reported on the degree of satisfaction of participants with the training provided by the Progress Board on agency performance measure reporting. Second, the training participants’ level of commitment to performance measurement as a management tool before and after their training was examined. Also, several agency Annual Performance Progress Reports were examined to determine how well the system allows for Oregon agencies to report on their performance. The reports also informed the author on key performance management changes that had occurred across agencies in the past year (question 5 of Part I of Annual performance measure reports). Qualitative data was also gathered by the Progress Board through an on-line survey of performance measure coordinators. This assessment examined comments made by performance measure coordinators on two of the questions in the survey that provided feedback to the Progress Board as to how to improve their work in performance measures.

Information gathering concentrated on understanding the involvement of legislators, the governor and state agencies in developing the system; how useful the system has been in helping state agencies manage for results; and the public’s reaction to and use of state government’s performance information. The information gathered was then analyzed against four general principles. The four principles, with their rationales, are:

Principle 1: The performance measure system is developed according to statutory requirements on ORS 291.110.

Rationale – The statute is specific about how the system should be implemented and how different government departments and branches share responsibility.

Principle 2: The performance measure system should improve internal agency management practices.

Rationale – To improve effectiveness and efficiency of programs and services as the statute requires, agencies must incorporate the performance measure system into their internal management practices.

Principle 3: The performance measure system should increase agency external accountability.

Rationale –The Progress Board’s guidelines focus exclusively on “externally reported” performance measures – the results that are intended to justify an agency’s budget request to the legislature and the public. 

Principle 4: The performance measure system should be user friendly.

Rationale – Best practices in this field stress the importance of providing information that is accessible, understandable and useful to all performance measure users.

Finally, the conclusions and recommendations suggested in this report draw from the analysis of the collected data. A total of eight recommendations are suggested. The Oregon Progress Board is mandated to assess the state’s performance measure system every two years and report results to the legislature (ORS 285A.171). To assist the Oregon Progress Board in satisfying this legislative mandate Circe Torruellas, an Oregon Performance Intern and graduate student from the University of Minnesota Humphrey Institute, conducted a first assessment of the system found in this report.

Section 2
Study Limitations

The findings and recommendations presented throughout this report have at least three important limitations.

First, the information presented in this report mainly interprets qualitative data based on the opinions and experiences of those working with the performance measures system of the state of Oregon. It neither provides enough quantitative data nor a point analysis on the validity and effectiveness of the reporting mechanisms used in the system by agencies to report on their measures. 

Second, although the assessment gathers data from a large variety of users and participants of the system, those who participated in the assessment represent a limited sample of this larger group of users. For example, from a total of 77 state agencies mandated to report on performance measures, the opinions of approximately 21 different agencies were represented in the assessment. Thus, although many of the findings were consistent in opinions and recommendations in regard to the system’s strengths and areas in need of improvement, it needs to be recognized that less than half of the agencies participated in this assessment. Lastly, the Oregon performance measure system is fairly new. Since the establishment of the first Performance Measure Guidelines for state agencies, the system has been evolving and changing. New developments are occurring still, and budget cuts and elections can quickly alter the system’s upkeep. Thus, prior to taking action on any of these recommendations, some analysis of the general political landscape and/or state budget allocations need to be considered.

III.
ASSESSMENT FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

Section 1
Overview of Feedback from Performance Measures Experts

This overview is a collection of the observations of four nationally recognized performance measure experts who have agreed to provide an overall impression of the current state of the Oregon Benchmarks and the Oregon performance measures system. The four experts are: Bob Behn, professor at the Harvard University Kennedy School; Steve Hacker, founding partner of Transformation Systems International; Richard Tracy, director of audits at the City of Portland; and Harry Hatry, associate researcher on public management at the Urban Institute. Specific comments made by each expert, however, will remain anonymous.

All four experts agree that great effort has been made to match key performance indicators with the Oregon Benchmarks. One expert expressed, “In the beginning I didn’t agree that Oregon should link performance measures to the benchmarks. I thought it might be a hindrance to the process of establishing performance measures in the state, since I could see how difficult it could be for an agency to try to connect and see their contribution to a high level goal. Now, with the work of the Progress Board, in theory, the way that they have outlined this connection in the guidelines seems to make sense.”  

However, they also agree that much work still needs to be done to successfully link performance indicators to the benchmarks. “Now that the key performance indicators of many agencies have been put in place against the benchmarks, it seems that some of the benchmarks need revisiting,” stated one expert. Two experts commented that revisiting the benchmarks is important since the Progress Board needs to take into consideration that degree of importance that agencies give to linking benchmarks to performance measures. Although the way the system is set up right now doesn’t require agencies to link performance measures to the benchmarks, the reality is that agencies might feel that linking the performance measures does play a role in the politics of budget allocation. One expert states, “There is a stigma that might follow some agencies if they are not able to link their work to the benchmarks, especially through the budget process.” 

The development of coherent criteria, all experts agree, was excellent and instrumental in establishing a similar language for use across the state on performance measures. One expert comments, “It provides certain principles that all agencies need to follow. They all understand the terms in a similar way and this helps the users understand the information better. It also places responsibility on the agency to own the measures.” Another positive result of this, one expert pointed out, was that in the future it could allow for comparisons between agencies. Lastly another expert speaking on this subject and the positive impact it has on the interaction between the state agency and the legislature said, “The criteria-based approach requires the legislative body to interact with agencies on “what” to measure,…this sort of interaction helps keep a degree of checks and balances in state government.” 

Three of the experts agree that the state’s desire to have a performance measure system that simultaneously informs decision makers and external reviewers is good. However, some experts believe that the emphasis should be focused more on informing policy decision makers and management, and not so much the public. Once enough data has been gathered in the system, the public should be informed with a summary of only those areas of interest to them. 

All experts agree that the efforts of the Progress Board in assuring access for the public to performance measures indicators is a great way to start an open dialog between the public and the agencies. The availability of real, readable, and consistent data is very helpful. However, some believe that currently the information produced for external review is too complex and overwhelming. One expert states, “A filtering of information needs to occur in a way that brings it all together to report on societal outcomes that are easily understood by other agency management, the legislature and the public. Even the agencies’ annual performance reports need to be streamlined. Some of them are just too long.” He added, “The reporting of information should also continue to be standardized in every way. A citizen should be able to go from ODOT to DHS and easily find performance measures displayed in the same content-format.”

One expert also observed that the information provided in the Annual Performance Progress Reports was very general. “The public and policy decision makers like when information is provided in a break out manner, either by demographics and/or location. This information does not need to be included with each measurement, but with the majority of the measures, if one is serious about reporting useful data.”  

All experts agree that the state should strive to move more closely to tie performance measures to the budget process, but only as a way to assist in decision-making. “I would not agree with completely basing a budget cut decision or reward on performance measures” stated one expert. “Performance measures have three different functions: to help improve services, help in the budget decision making process, and as an accountability tool for the public. Oregon is trying to emphasize more in the accountability aspect. However, I believe the other two, especially helping improve services, are more important,” concluded another expert.

Three experts agree that a performance measure system should include internal agency performance measures that support key performance indicators. However, one expert suggested that the question is when is it most convenient to introduce this to a statewide externally focused reporting performance measure system. However, one expert specified, “This type of reporting on internal performance measures should happen at the agency level, without the need to report to the legislature about them.” Some agree that these internal measures should help guide planning and improve the selection and the way key performance indicators are understood by outsiders to the agency. However one expert clarified, “For a statewide system, the focus should always be on reporting external key performance measures.”

The majority of the experts agree that the Oregon’s performance measure system should not promote rewards and/or incentives for agencies that perform well. Currently the Oregon performance measure system does not promote rewards and incentives. Even the expert that believed that this might be considered stated that if done, “It should be done very carefully.” All experts agree that certain recognitions should be made on performance, without necessarily ‘rewarding’ them monetarily. “Recognizing an agency or person could help improve and build on successes.”

Section 2
Overview of Feedback from AGA High Ranking Jurisdictions

This overview contains a collection of the observations of representatives of three jurisdictions recognized for excellence by the Organization for Advancing Government Accountability (AGA) on performance measures practices. The Progress Board recommended that the three jurisdictions be approached to provide their feedback. Representatives of these jurisdictions agreed to provide an overall impression of the current state of the Oregon performance measure system, comparing, at times, Oregon’s experience to that of their own jurisdictions. A note should be made that all these jurisdictions are part of local governments, thus their opinions and comments might be affected by this experience. The three representatives who contributed to this assessment were: Lisa Schumacher, from the City of Charlotte, North Carolina; Rich Siegel, from the City of Bellevue, Washington; and James Webster, from Prince William County in Virginia. The specific comments of each will remain anonymous.

Only one out of the three jurisdictions formally aligns performance measures to statewide goals. One representative of this jurisdiction explained, “Our governing for results plan aligns performance measures to the jurisdiction’s strategic plan which is prepared by task forces composed of citizens and staff and then approved by the local legislative body.  In the process of preparing the strategic plan, statewide goals may be included informally.” Another representative stated that because their focus has been local they are still far from linking to statewide goals, but hope to align to the state’s goals someday. However, he continued explaining that he would rather see agencies aligning the performance measures to desired program outcomes, rather than to high-level goals in order to help them better see their direct contribution. 

All three representatives agree that Oregon’ desire to align performance measures to the state’s benchmarks is a logical and positive idea. However, one representative recommended, “The focus should still not be on linking the performance measure to the benchmark, but rather making sure the agency effectively links the performance measures to their program area. The program area that will make the most impact to the desired societal outcome.” In this case, the performance measures would be linked to the program area, and then the program area would later link to the state’s benchmark. 

All three jurisdictions highly recommend and have performance measure systems that simultaneously inform decision makers and external reviewers. However, one jurisdiction states, “It’s important to be aware of your audience when you are reporting. The way the information is filtered will determine its usefulness to that audience.” Another representative explained, “Both reports we produce, the fiscal plan and the service efforts and accomplishments report, are used by policymakers and the public.  Both documents are used to make policy, budgetary, and operational decisions by officials, and to provide information to the public.  However, in addition to this information, agency managers also have many detailed measures that are more diagnostic in nature.  The difficult trade-off is providing all the necessary information to external reviewers without providing excessive information.”

The criteria based approach was very much applauded by all jurisdictions. However, not all parties agree that performance measures should be completely integrated to the state’s budget process, in such as way as is in the case of performance budgeting. One representative stated, “Performance measures should be considered, but should not be the magic bullet in the budget process. Treating them as magic bullets is unrealistic and too simplistic. They should continue to be used as a resource, but I would caution against over-rating them.” Other jurisdictions, also considered Oregon’s economic health when thinking about linking performance measures to the budget process. “We are a rich city with a healthy economy, thus, we can afford to link our budget to performance. Oregon’s economy is not that strong and makes the linking of performance measures to budget allocations more of a challenge,” concluded one official.

Although all jurisdictions agree that including internal agency performance measures in the statewide performance measure system would be a good idea in order to support the externally reported key measures, one jurisdiction cautioned that it might be just too much information for the reader to absorb. Though more data might provide a more complete picture of the agency’s performance, as one representative stated, “You might not be able to differentiate the forest from the trees.” Currently, Oregon does not require reporting on internal agency measurements.

The representatives had different views on improving the effectiveness of the state’s presentation of performance measures information to the public. While all applauded the Progress Board’s efforts in making the information available on the web, few found the information readable and easy to understand. “It is very hard to read this data. It’s too technical,” claimed one representative. He continued, “It doesn’t say anything about what they accomplished.” This last comment is true for Part I agencies in their first Annual Performance Measure Report submitted only (http://egov.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/apr_Jan04.shtml#Agency_Reports_Part_I). Some representatives agree that they would rather see a couple of measures and a lot of explanations around them as to why they ‘measured’ in a certain way and were or were not successful in the achievement of their goals.

Another representative had more specific suggestions to help improve the presentation of performance information: “1) Data accuracy is critical if the report is to be relied upon.  The method used to ensure data accuracy should be specifically identified in the report.  2) Spending, workload, efficiency, and quality measures should be included. 3) A summary of report highlights, key issues to be addressed, and a plan to address those issues should be included at the start of the overall report. 4) The purpose of the report should be identified and clearly stated at the beginning. 5) Linking to benchmarks is critical for the report to be useful.  While the guidelines suggest that different benchmarks be used, this is not stated very strongly and seems to allow agencies to bypass this important requirement. (Note: Current Oregon performance guidelines do not require agencies to link to benchmarks at all.)  In addition to trends, there should be a requirement for comparison to other units/organizations and industry standards. 6) Customer perception of service quality should be reported. (Note: Currently, the state’s budget instructions allow for this to be optional in this biennium. It will be required in the next biennium.) 

The representatives also differed on whether a performance measure system should promote rewards and incentives for agency performance. While the three jurisdiction representatives agree that agencies should be rewarded or recognized for their efforts, concern was expressed that some employees might think performance measures would be used to police their work. On this topic one jurisdiction representative talked about their experience in working through this issue through government culture. “We were very upfront that we would not harm them (employees) with the results of their measurements. We wanted them to know that if they had challenges that we wanted to work with them to do better,” stated one jurisdiction. Another representative recommended including some rewards or recognition to state agencies that performed well and concluded; “I think generally people like recognition and in government we never do a good job of recognizing people. Government doesn’t do enough of this and it’s very meaningful to employees.”

Section 3
Overview of Feedback from System Users and Participants

The following section includes a collection of comments and suggestions that users of and participants in the system voiced through a series of group discussions and one-on-one interviews based on their experiences and impressions of the Oregon’s performance measure system. The system users and participants interviewed include: performance measure coordinators, agency heads, a Secretary of State auditor, an employee of the Legislative Fiscal Office, a legislator, a Progress Board member, journalists and citizens.  The analysis and findings are organized by the four assessment principle described in Part II, Section 1 of this report . 

Principle 1: The performance measure system is developed according to statutory requirements in ORS 291.110.

Prior to any discussion on the findings of this principle, a clarification as to what some might perceive to be an unclear relationship between the Department of Administrative Services (DAS) and the Oregon Progress Board (Progress Board) is needed. The Progress Board is currently part of DAS, although it maintains a degree of separation from the department as a statutorily “independent” board. In a September 2002 special legislative session following the regular session, the legislature cut the Progress Board’s general fund budget completely and eliminated its three staff positions, even though the HB 3358 legislation had been adopted during the regular session giving the board new responsibilities.  After the Board funds were cut, it continued operations by tapping non-state funds it had accumulated and through support from the DAS budget at the direction of both outgoing Governor John Kitzhaber and incoming Governor Ted Kulongoski. 

During this time the Progress Board, the growing performance measure system were treated as a political football, according to one observer, tossed back and forth between the governor and the legislature. This period is still remembered by many of those interviewed who hope it will not happen again. For the purpose of this assessment, DAS and the Progress Board will be treated as separate government entities, as prescribed in the statute. (See Appendix II.)  This will allow for better assessment of the roles of each government entity in the development of the system.

ORS 291.110 describes in detail the statutory requirements of the parties involved in the development of a statewide performance measure system for the state of Oregon. It emphasizes the role of three specific players: the Department of Administrative Services, the Oregon Progress Board and state agencies (See Attachment III and IV). Each role is clearly outlined and the responsibilities of each specific government entity are described in detail.

An examination of these roles and responsibilities shows that some roles have shifted, especially those of the Progress Board and DAS. The Progress Board has taken on many of the responsibilities that had been outlined for DAS to fulfill. Such responsibilities include: monitoring progress, identifying barriers and generating alternative approaches for attaining the benchmarks, as well as facilitating the development of performance measures in those instances where benchmarks involve more than one state agency. 

Although the Department of Administrative Services (DAS) played a significant role in inserting the requirement for performance measures in the budget instructions, it has played a small role in carrying out the multiple functions described in ORS 285A.171 including: provide agencies with direction on the appropriate format for reporting performance measures to ensure consistency across agencies; and consulting with the Secretary of State and the Legislative Assembly to assist in devising a system of performance measures.  The Progress Board has taken a more active role in carrying out these functions and has more ownership in the development of the system. 

Although DAS does play an important role in all these efforts, the Progress Board is clearly leading the way. When asked about the understanding and shift in responsibilities, a government representative of DAS did not seem to mind, and rather welcomed the Progress Board’s expertise in the area of performance measures. The Progress Board seems to enjoy the opportunity to lead in all these areas and assist in the development of the system. The lack of clarity and accountability as to who is responsible for what does not seem to affect the development of the system, as long as all the statutory responsibilities are fulfilled. 

Most state agencies appear to be able to fulfill their duties in a fairly consistent manner, thanks to the development of the guidelines and the trainings provided by the Progress Board. The majority of performance measure coordinators from different agencies claimed that the Progress Board provided them with excellent assistance through the standardization of forms and other trainings in performance measures. This has helped them, in return, to successfully meet their statutory requirements under ORS 291.110. 

Small agency heads voiced not only their praises but also suggestions about how to improve the trainings and performance measure coordinators meeting. They suggested both should be more “hands on” and oriented to “in-house” training on performance measures. “Because we lack resources, time and staff, performance measure coordinator meetings would be more useful for us if we focused on actually doing the filling of the forms and or thinking through performance measures while attending these meetings.. Having experts such as Rita and Jeff (OPB staff) in this meeting makes it even better,” stated a small agency head. During one of the discussion groups held during the assessment, many claimed that in the last performance measure coordinators meeting held on July 16th, 2004 focused on customer service was excellent and should have been followed with a work session on the same topic. 

Principle 2:  The performance measure system should improve internal agency management practices.

Improving internal agency management practices is the area most in need of strengthening.  Most of those interviewed agree that the reason for this is that information produced by the system tries to cater to many different types of users. Most agencies always try to frame the information to inform the legislators and public, rather than to show how the performance measures could help them manage themselves more effectively. “There is no clarity on what the information on measures is for, whether it is to be helpful in the budget process or for management. This lack of clarity inhibits its use to improve internal agency management practices,” stated a performance coordinator. 

The concern is exhibited by lack of effective use of performance information by agencies. According to the majority of performance measure coordinators interviewed, most agency personnel, especially upper management, don’t take performance information seriously or use the information to help monitor and improve their programs. Although there have been a few cases were agencies have integrated the use of performance measures into the daily management of the agency, the majority of state employees treat the performance measurement process as an external requirement that is not very useful for them to improve their management. “Our measures are at such a high level that most of the time they are not relevant to the work that the agency workers are doing,” claims a performance measure coordinator.

A management concern for small agencies, especially those with regulatory mandates, is that the current performance measure process is too complex and is not really needed by many smaller agencies as a tool to make management decisions. A small agency head stated; “Most statutory mandates direct the agency’s activities toward outputs, not outcomes. The beneficial aspects of the agency’s regulatory activities are, for the most part implicit. The high level outcomes implied by regulatory activities are typically immeasurable. Models that seek to connect inputs and outputs with intermediate and high level outcomes are simply not very logical in the small agency regulatory environment.”   To add to the possible differences, most small agencies don’t link to the Oregon Benchmarks, creating an even greater distance between the small agencies’ lack of ‘belief’ in the usefulness of the system and its actual usefulness. 

Most agencies, small and large, agreed that it is still too difficult to develop measurable performance measures consistent with and aimed at achieving Oregon benchmarks. “Sometimes what we need to measure does not relate to the benchmarks, and the agency tries very hard to link to them (benchmarks),” stated a performance measure coordinator. Although there is no requirement for an agency to link performance measures to the state’s benchmarks, many believe that since this is what legislators want to see, although not required, they must make an effort to do so.  As a solution, many recommended that the system become more flexible for agencies to change their measurements. Although many agree that consistency of information and the need to be able to gather data over time are important, still they concluded, “It’s not good, if for the sake of consistency, we are collecting data that is not useful.”  

Encouraging state personnel to focus on using performance measure information seems to be an uphill battle for most agencies. “It creates a lot of anxiety on the part of state employees to know that someone is recording how they are doing,” stated a large agency head. Another agency head explained, “I think we have evolved in our thinking to a point where we set the performance measures to targets that we can reasonably achieve…striking that balance between making yourself really stretch and pushing your agency employees too hard is difficult. It’s important, however, to do so. That way you don’t demoralize your staff with never achieving your goals.”

When agency heads were asked about how they tried to integrate performance measures into their internal management practices, many responded vaguely that they are in the process of doing so. Few agency heads, from both small and large agencies, who claim to have integrated performance measures of their daily activities, were able to provide concrete explanations and examples.  However, the 2004 agency Performance Progress Reports provide some concrete answers to this question, where the majority of the agencies responded to the question: “What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?” (Question 5, Part I, Annual Performance Progress Report).  Many mentioned the strategic planning process of the agency as the key to integrating performance measures to the agency’s day-to-day activities. Other areas of integration of performance measures to the agency’s day-to-day activities mentioned by various agencies in the Annual Performance Measure Reports were program assessment through performance tracking and data collection methods. 

Performance measure coordinators agree, in general, that an “organizational culture” change and a shift in attitudes of state employees about performance measures needs to occur in order for the performance measure system to be successful. They also all agreed that time is an essential factor in moving further in this process. “The information that is out there is still not enough for us to start making management decisions based on it, it’s still too early to tell,” concluded a performance measures coordinator.

In an online survey conducted by the Oregon Progress Board earlier this year, performance measure coordinators were asked about which areas they would recommend that the Progress Board staff focus their efforts on in working with state agencies on performance measure issues. Some of their suggestions included: visit agencies to learn firsthand about their functions and responsibilities; provide continuing education and updates on performance measures; allow flexibility in the system to work with specific measurements in order to produce a better product (change measurements); and find better ways to help agency employees see the value of performance measures. 

Principle 3:  The performance measure system should increase agency’s external accountability.
Most of the legislature’s involvement in the development of the system has occurred with the assistance of the Legislative Fiscal Office. This office serves as a liaison between the Progress Board and the legislature. Employees from the office of Legislative Fiscal Office helped develop the revised performance measure system and try to involve legislators in the process. One of their greatest accomplishments, according to an LFO representative, is working together with DAS and others, to get performance measures included in the budget process, and also pushing for stability in the system by requiring legislative approval for agencies to change their measurements. The Legislative Fiscal Office has also made great strides in increasing awareness in the legislature about performance measures. However, there is still much to be done.

Although legislative oversight seems to have increased with the official inclusion of the annual performance measure report in the budget process and the Ways and Means Committee discussions in 2003, performance measure coordinators and agency heads agree that legislators could use the information more effectively. The use and discussion of performance measures varies so much by Ways & Means sub-committee that assessing the impact this process has on the budget process is difficult,” stated an employee from the Legislative Fiscal Office . All performance measure coordinators and agency heads interviewed agree that most legislators would benefit from an orientation as to how to effectively use performance measure information to guide some of the discussion in the budget process. A performance measure coordinator states, “If legislators don’t make use of this information, producing good performance measures loses relevance for state agencies.” An important fact to consider, however, is that legislators have been exposed to this particular approach to performance measures only once in the state’s budget process. 

The Legislative Fiscal Office worked with the Progress Board and DAS to create a performance measures modification process that would bring stability to the system. A legislative fiscal analyst stated, “Before this modification process existed, agencies kept changing their measures and targets. The Legislature found themselves with agencies that made significant changes every year with no notice.” It was obvious to those involved in the development of the system that if it was going to work, a requirement that would require pre-approval by the legislature of significant changes was needed. The Legislative Fiscal Office, as well as the Progress Board and DAS, were successful in establishing a modification process whereby every biennium agencies who desire to change their performance measures would make their request to the Progress Board, who would critique it for DAS approval, and then submit it for legislative approval. The legislative fiscal analyst and state representative who were interviewed claimed that this was the best thing that happened to bring stability to the system.

The Legislative Fiscal Office and the Secretary of State Audits Division both claimed that it’s still too early to tell whether the results of outside audits of agencies have improved as a result of the system. An auditor from the Secretary of State Audits Division believes that progress has been made, although no concrete evidence exists. He concluded this based on the agencies’ compliance with the guidelines and mandates of the system.  Agency heads and upper management agree with this assessment. During the assessment only one small agency could conclusively point to the improvement of an outside audit due to performance measures. The Legislative Fiscal Office conducted this audit. The head of this agency stated, “Having the performance measures, and the Progress Board, as a middle-man checking our measurements, provided some legitimacy to what we were measuring. Legislative Audits (referring to the Legislative Fiscal Office) was quick to approve and okay our measurements after the Progress Board revised them.”

Everyone interviewed agrees that the system needs to improve in communicating information on performance measures to the public. A state employee stated, “I think with time we might eventually get there. I don’t think we are there yet, or should be there yet.” Many applaud the efforts of the Progress Board to make the annual reports available on their website and for advocating that agencies also include them on their own websites. Eleven out of a total of seventy-seven agencies required to have their annual performance reports posted on their website don’t have them. 

Performance measure coordinators, as well as agency heads, claimed that although this information has been made available to citizens, public scrutiny has not increased as a result of the posting of their annual performance reports on the web. A performance measure coordinator states, “The problem is not public availability of the information. The problem is getting people interested enough to look for it and use it.” In addition, some citizen members of the Progress Board’s Advisory Committee on Citizen-Friendly Performance Reporting expressed concern that the language of the reports themselves can be problematic.  They had tried to read and understand the information in some of the agencies’ annual Performance Progress Reports, but found the reports to be too long and the language used too difficult to understand (too much policy talk). They also found that many of the measurements used were not really relevant to what the taxpayer actually wants to learn about how agencies improve their communities. One of the citizens stated, “Many of the reports were too long, and just provided too much information. They didn’t speak to the matters that the citizens care about.” Many state employees agree that a more concise method of reporting to citizens, similar to the “Service Efforts and Accomplishments” report of the city of Portland (http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/ image.cfm?id=33651), would be good and should be a goal for reporting on the state government’s performance in the future.

Principle 4:  The performance measure system should be user friendly.

Many of the people interviewed could not agree on whether the system is, in fact, user friendly. This is primarily because there is a lot of confusion as to whom the system should be user friendly for. While many performance measure coordinators and agency heads would like the information produced by the system to be more focused on informing them on how to “better manage” their services, they also agree that it needs to be useful for legislators. The performance measures as they are now, many performance measure coordinators would agree, do not accurately reflect their work and are not useful to inform the public. A citizen stated, “This information is not friendly for anyone, because it’s trying to serve too many purposes.”

The trainings provided by the Progress Board to introduce state agencies to performance measures and to teach them how to fill out and navigate the standardized performance measure forms were received with high regard by participants. This assessment was clear from the findings in the online survey conducted by the Progress Board as well as the interviews conducted for this assessment. When surveyed, participants gave an average rating of 7.5 (on a scale of 1 to10) to the training, finding it very useful. Some areas of improvement suggested by those who claimed to be not fully satisfied with the training are: to include more discussion of how to link performance measures to the benchmarks, to incorporate more hands on work with logic models, and to have different trainings in the use of the information. Some claimed that although they have attended several trainings the content is similar from one training to another. Thus, they feel they don’t learn much in the way of new information or performance measure skills.

Also, training participants were asked about their level of commitment to using performance measures as a management tool prior to the trainings, as compared to after.  Prior to the training the average rate of commitment to performance measures for all training participants was 5.7. After the training the average rate of commitment was of 6.8. The findings show an increase in commitment that will most likely continue to increase with time as agencies get more familiar with the use of performance measures. 

However, although a few agencies are not yet ready to make this transition, a majority of the performance measure coordinators and agency heads are ready to move to a new phase of training that would help them relate performance measures to the management of their agency. Everyone who was interviewed agreed that they would rather see performance measures that are more user friendly to those managing the agency.  “Only by focusing on using the performance measures as a management tool, to then later think about how to report on a few of them to the legislators and public, will it ever be effective,” states a performance measure coordinator.  The majority of performance measure coordinators and agency heads also agree that, in theory, they like to link performance measures to the Oregon Benchmarks as a way to make the entire strategy for the state embodied in Oregon Shines more understandable to the public and legislators. However they see this as something to aim for in the future and agree that the focus of performance measures now should be to assist in better “public management.” 

The deputy director of a large state agency explains, “Right now the way the system is set up is to work in a passive way, not to actually be user friendly to agencies to effect change. Everyone is more concerned about getting things done and getting the information to the Progress Board on time than about looking at how this information is going to be useful to us.” Agency performance measure coordinators and agency heads were asked in return how they contributed to the lack of use of performance measure information to assist them in managing for results. The coordinators and agency heads attributed the lack of usage to two main reasons. First, it is still too early to tell how the information produced in the system is useful in order to pursue it as an effective management tool in tracking performance data. Second, the system lacks much flexibility in allowing them to make changes to their measurements, even though they know this information is not useful. 

Many of those interviewed expressed concern for Oregonians lacking Internet access who might want to view the information. Everyone interviewed agreed that the Progress Board had done a good job in making the information produced by the system, annual performance measure reports and forms, available on the web, regardless of whether it was useful or not to the citizens. A high ranking government employee concluded, “It’s the first time that state agencies have been required to actually be accountable to the public and/or legislature… This is a huge step for state government.” 

IV.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 1
General Conclusions

System Design

Based on the findings, the State of Oregon’s current performance measures system seems to be developing, since 2001, at a good pace. This fairly new system has achieved great stability, been standardized across all agencies and is slowly integrating into the governing culture of the state. Currently, the Oregon performance measure system serves as one of a handful successful performance measure systems nationwide. However, changes need to be made in the manner in which it is evolving if it to meet its potential as a system. The system should improve in three main areas: usage focus, communication of information and system flexibility.

Usage Focus 

First, despite the Progress Board’s intent, the system is not widely used by agencies as a management tool. The system’s primary function is to require agencies to publicly report on their progress and goals. Agencies produce performance information, mainly, to comply with a legislative mandate. In the majority of cases, though not all, the agencies make no use of this information to improve their services and programs. 

Many who interact daily with the system and even experts, who do not interact with the system, would rather see it moved from a passive reporting system to a more pro-active managerial tool for agencies. An example of the use of performance measures as a more pro-active managerial tool for agencies is having agencies create plans of progress/action in areas where performance needs improvement. Performance measure coordinators and upper management are thirsty for guidance and training on how to use the information they produce to improve public management. They would like to learn from each other’s best practices about managing for results. 

Second, even though the Progress Board has made an impressive breakthrough in making the information available publicly, making it available does not necessarily mean that it is user friendly. The failure to effectively package and communicate the information could become the system’s biggest downfall. Although the users of the system have been defined (agency, legislators and citizens), the information has not been disseminated to them in a form that can be useful to all three. The information produced right now tries to serve too many masters, and in so doing fails to effectively serve any of them. For example: many would agree that the annual Performance Progress Reports have an overwhelming amount of information, making it hard for the reader to understand it. Also performance measure coordinators claim that their measurements are too high level to help them in their day- to-day activities.

A way to address this problem is to disseminate performance information in two forms: one targeting agency management, and the second connecting to high-level societal outcomes for the legislature and public in a summary form. The information on managing for results should be produced by the agencies in a manner that they find useful. The information should be usable for policy, budgetary and operational decisions by agency management and the legislature.  However, a summary of agency performance information, from their annual Performance Progress Reports, should also be presented in a way that speaks to high-level societal outcomes, bringing performance measure information from different agencies together to tell the story of how Oregon is doing. 

This information could be used by citizens, external reviewers, the Progress Board, the Legislative Fiscal Office, DAS and even legislators, who could use this information as a spring board to the more in-depth version used by agency management. Although less oriented toward management, such summaries can also help agency managers learn how they are impacting an overall benchmark. The Progress Board or the Governor’s office should produce the report. By creating these different levels of reporting, system users and participants can drill down to the level of information that is most useful to them.

Lastly, as this “new” system develops, the Progress Board needs to experiment with better ways to allow agencies to modify their performance measures.  Although requiring agencies to receive approval before changing measures has brought needed stability to the system, many agencies feel stymied in their attempts to “evolve” their measures.  Many agencies are still discovering what is best for them to measure. In the rush to produce performance measures in the last biennium, many agencies were not able to think through their performance measures. Now that they have gained more understanding on performance measures and reporting on them, they may want to rethink their measurements. The system should allow them to do this without having to go through bureaucratic hoops.

Most performance measure coordinators and agency heads who considered the current modification process to be time consuming and ineffective had not participated in it. This uncertainty as to how difficult or not it is to navigate the process should be further explored. This comment by a performance measure coordinator describes the underlying concern of many regarding modifying measures, “The system is still fairly young and shaping up. We as agencies are shaping up with it. I understand the importance of tracking data and not being able to change measurements ‘just because we don’t think they are important.’ Yet, I think we all can agree that since this has been an education process. Some flexibility in allowing for us to change our measures now would be wise if the system is to help us manage better.”

System Management
The majority of the people interviewed praised the Oregon Progress Board for the work it has done in serving as the state’s performance measure “gurus” and working to strengthen the state’s performance measure system. The trainings and orientations about performance measurements have been highly regarded by many. The outside experts and representative from other jurisdictions believe that Oregon’s system is the best state system that they have seen at identifying key measures that Oregonians value; setting targets for reaching those key measures; and linking those measures to state agency goals. The guidelines produced by the Progress Board are also highly regarded by experts, representatives of other jurisdictions and Oregon state agencies as a helpful tool for developing performance measures and annual reports.  

Based on the general comments made by the interviewees, there Progress Board needs to revisit the implementation expectations of the system under HB 3358 in order to improve the management of the system and develop a clear strategy for implementation of system components.

Although ORS 291.110 clearly outlines significant responsibilities for all entities involved in the implementation of the system, the execution of almost all responsibilities has fallen to the Oregon Progress Board. This shift in responsibilities, however, has not necessary hurt the development of the system, although it has definitely affected it. A member of the legislature stated, “The Progress Board should continue to work intensely on performance measures. They have been great at it. This focus also gives them ‘teeth’ to stay afloat as an agency.” However, though everyone seems to agree that the Progress Board should continue to lead the efforts in performance measures, clarity in defining the roles of the other entities in ORS 291.110 would be welcomed by all parties. Revisiting these roles, especially those of the Progress Board and DAS, should help in developing better ways improve and shape the current performance measure system. Revisiting the roles in the long run will also help develop a performance measure system  better able to integrate with the governing culture of the state.

Section 2
Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses of the System

All of those who participated in this review process were asked two questions to provide a general assessment of the system. The questions were meant to provide the participants with an opportunity to reflect on the system as a whole. These questions were: What do you believe are the strengths of the system? In which areas do you find the system could improve?

The answers to these questions varied. Many were very similar to one another while others were contradictory.  Those that contradicted each other found the same characteristic to be both a strength and a weakness in the system. The following table summarizes what assessment participants considered the strengths and the weaknesses of the Oregon performance measure system. An additional row includes the areas and/or characteristics that many found to be both strength and weakness.

	SUMMARY OF STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE OREGON PERFORMANCE MEASURE SYSTEM

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	1. Its existence and the expectation now that performance measures are important in state government.

2. System guidelines for agencies.

3. The inclusion of performance measures in the budget process.

4. The work and efforts of the Progress Board in maintaining and developing the system.

5. Standardization in performance measures language.

6. The use of the same presentation format for all state agencies.

7. The Progress Board and agencies’ efforts in posting their annual Performance Progress Reports on the web.

8. The system promotes consistency in reporting and tracks agencies’ progress towards achieving their goals
	1. Communication of information produced by the system in the Annual Performance Measure Reports to system users is weak, especially for citizens.

2. The system lacks focus in helping agencies make use of the information they produce.

3. Need more hands on training on how to develop performance measures.

4. The Legislature’s understanding and use of performance measures in the budget process. 

5. The newness of the system makes it difficult to draw conclusions about its benefits. 

6. Lack of apparent incentive for state agencies to do performance measures.

7. Small agencies’ understanding of the usefulness of performance measures.

8. Threat that the system would become a political football in election years. 

	Conflicting Viewpoints Regarding the System’s Strengths and Weaknesses

	1. Connecting the measures to the benchmarks.

2. The Governor’s commitment to the development of the system and managing for results.

3. That the system is still fairly new and is still evolving.

4. The process for agencies to change their performance measures.


Section 3
Recommendations

The following section outlines eight short- and long-term recommendations to the Oregon Progress Board and its partners based on the findings and conclusions of this assessment. Although more considerations to improve the system are suggested in the findings and conclusions, these recommendations address eight critical areas of improvement for the continuing development of the Oregon performance measure system.

Short Term Recommendations
Recommendation 1 - The Oregon Progress Board and DAS should develop a strategic plan for the continuing implementation of the performance measure system.

Rationale: If the performance measure system is to be integrated into the governing and management culture of the state, a vision for the system’s future is needed. The strategic plan would not only help guide the system’s development, but would also meet many of the needs identified in this assessment. The plan would allow the Progress Board to ease the transition from a system that seems to be mainly focused on external performance measures reporting to a more balanced system that includes helping agencies learn best practices and utilize the data collected to manage for results. The agencies would shift their focus from solely providing information evaluating their external impact (the impact in services and programs) to also consider the effectiveness and efficiency of the agency’s functions in their assessment. Having this vision would also improve the system’s credibility as an essential management tool for state government.  An important consideration when thinking of the system development is that the statute does not specifically address the issue of whether agencies should report on internal or external measures, but states in section 1(d) of ORS 285A.150, that the Progress Board should “assist sate agencies…in developing performance measures that provide linkages to the measurable indicators of achievement in the manner prescribed in ORS 291.110.” The guidelines, however, specify that agencies should report on external measures only. 

Also the strategic plan could help the Progress Board revisit the implementation structure of the performance measurement system, as it appears in HB 3358. The Board and DAS should develop an agreement that would specify duties, expectations and timelines for their respective roles. 
Recommendation 2 - Create and conduct hands-on agency trainings on managing for results.

Rationale: Hands-on learning sessions would help agencies become more comfortable with the system and learn about its benefits. Such training would also encourage agencies to share knowledge of best management practices. The majority of the performance measure coordinators stated their desire for more hands-on learning. 

Recommendation 3 - Produce a collection of case studies on Oregon state agencies performance management best practices.

Rationale: Many performance coordinators and agency heads desire to learn how performance measures are impacting the work of their peers. A report that would collect short case studies on best practices from Oregon state agencies on managing for results was suggested as a valuable exercise. The case studies should include: how the agency uses the data collected to improve management practices; lessons learned from the process of measuring; and struggles through the navigation and use of information produced in the state’s performance measures system. Currently, the majority of state agencies, small and large, are not well versed on how to use the data and/or management lessons they are reporting. These case studies would not only document and illustrate how state agencies in Oregon are successfully using performance measures in their agencies, but would also encourage shared knowledge and better inter-agency communication to among state government managers. Based on the research done on this assessment, a preliminary lost of agencies to consider as case study subjects are: Construction Contractors Board, Health Licensing Office, Department of Housing and Community Services, Department of Judiciary and the Department of Consumer and Business Services. 

These agencies were selected based on the following criteria: 1) top leadership and upper management are actively utilizing performance measure information to manage agency; 2) insights and concrete examples provided through interviews and presentations on agency use of the information produced by the system to manage for results; and 3) a vision for the agency is in place as it continues to work with performance measures to improve services. A diverse range of agencies by size and function should be selected to help reach the state’s diverse agency management population.  

Recommendation 4 - The Progress Board and the legislature should provide training opportunities for legislators to learn how to more effectively use performance measures 
Rationale: In order to more actively engage legislators in the use of performance measures in the budget process, the Progress Board hopes to stimulate, with the help of others, an orientation for the legislators in January 2005. In order to assure the participation of the majority of members, the Progress Board should try to find innovative ways to include the legislatures in the orientation. One suggestion could be to try to have a number of legislators from both the Senate and the House come together to host the orientation. This way they can encourage more participation among their peers and in their caucuses. 

Recommendation 5 - Improve how system information is disseminated to users.

Rationale: Currently the Internet is the only avenue used by the Progress Board for disseminating information produced by the system. While this approach was applauded by almost everyone interviewed, recommendations for other means of dissemination were made. First, the Board should send CD-ROM discs containing all the performance measures to legislators before the beginning of the legislative session.  Second, one expert suggested that printed copies of the annual performance measure reports and data collection forms should be made available in all major libraries in the state. 
Long Term Recommendations
Recommendation 6 - Further investigate what the optimum level of flexibility should be in the system’s performance measures modification process. 

Rationale: Both agency and legislative representatives were uncertain about what degree of flexibility should be allowed in the system for performance measures modifications. While this new system has achieved a high degree of stability, thanks to the pre-approval requirement for modification, many performance measure coordinators feel this policy is undermining the purpose of the system by inhibiting their ability to use performance measures to manage for future results. They feel this way for two reasons. First, they believe they are forced to collect data that is not helpful. Second, they feel the current modification process is too time consuming. Although many performance measure coordinators and agency heads stated their dislike of the system’s performance measure modification method, few had actually participated in it. The lack of clarity as to how proceed in this area calls for more research. The Board should survey agencies representatives who have gone through a modification process to find out what, specifically, is difficult about the process. This would allow for a more objective assessment and better recommendations for change. 

Recommendation 7 - Involve high-level managers in linking performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks.

Rationale: Two areas that need improvement are: 1) creating meaningful links between Oregon Benchmarks and performance measures; and 2) involving high-level managers, including agency directors, in the performance measure system. Bob Repine, director of the Department of Housing and Community Services, suggested that a strategy needs to be developed that links all the performance measures of various agencies that impact a specific social need or service. (See Appendix V.) The creation of such information clusters would help agencies learn more about the impact they are having, the impact other agencies are having, and to identify together what the best course of action for the state to take to reduce or eliminate the need. Developing shared strategies based on desired outcomes would be a major step forward for the state. Mr. Repine offered to lead a pilot project if the Board felt that was desirable.

Recommendation 8 - Create a citizen friendly annual performance report on “The State of the State.”

Rationale: Many respondents felt that the annual performance reports are far too specific and “siloed” to be of use to the average Oregonian interested in government results. They felt a “State of the State” report that summarizes agency results and draws conclusions from the data, including describing what has and has not been accomplished, would be a much better approach. Many pointed to the City of Portland’s “Service Efforts and Accomplishments” report (http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/image.cfm?id=33651) as a model for this approach. While the system is currently not ready for this important next step, the Progress Board should include such a report in the strategic plan (Recommendation 1). Also, information from each agency’s annual Performance Progress Report should be streamlined, focusing on the most important data that is of interest to the citizen, and, ideally, the information should be verified by an independent auditor. The report should be attractive, user friendly, clearly written and easily understandable. One interviewee strongly urged using an eighth or ninth grade language level. 
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Walters, Jonathan. “Measuring Up: Governing's Guide to Performance Measurement for Geniuses (And Other Public Managers).” Governing Books. 1st Edition. September 1998.

Progress Board Data

Oregon Progress Board. “Training Survey Collected Data”. (2004).

Oregon Progress Board. “Performance Measure Coordinators Survey”. SurveyMonkey. Online. (2004).

Discussion Groups
1. Performance Measure Coordinators — Held in Labor and Industry Building on July 16, 2004. 
2. Small Agency Heads - Held in State Public Library Building on July 18, 2004.

3. Performance Measure Coordinators in representation of agency heads - Held in Labor and Industry Building on July 19, 2004.

Interviews

Interviews Conducted- 

Interviews were conducted with 21 individuals.  Four were experts on performance measure system.  Three represented high-performing jurisdictions. Fourteen were users or observers of Oregon performance measure system.  The confidential nature of the interviews precludes the author from including the names in this report. 

APPENDICES

Appendix I - Figure 1.  Schematic of the Performance Measurement System
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APPENDIX II - Assessment Design Questions

The Oregon Progress Board is mandated to assess the state’s performance measure system every two years and report results to the legislature (ORS 285A.171). Circe Torruellas, an Oregon Performance Intern, conducted the first biennial assessment. The assessment followed the principles, rationale and questions described below.

Principle 1:  The performance measure system is developed according to statutory requirements on ORS 291.110.

Rationale – The statute is specific about how the system should be implemented and how different government departments and branches share responsibility.


a. Were the legislature and Secretary of State involved in the development of the system?

b. Are relevant government agencies carrying out their statutory responsibilities?

Principle 2:  The performance measure system should improve internal agency management practices.

Rationale – To improve effectiveness and efficiency of programs and services as the statute requires, agencies must incorporate the performance measure system into their internal management practices.

a. Has this system caused agencies to increase or otherwise improve their use of performance measurement in agency decision-making?

b. Has the performance measurement system helped agencies achieve Oregon Benchmarks targets?

c. What changes in agency management (departmental & program related) have occurred in agencies as a result of the system? 

Principle 3:  The performance measure system should increase agency external accountability.

Rationale –The Progress Board’s guidelines focus exclusively on “externally reported” performance measures – the results that are intended to justify an agency’s budget request to the legislature and the public. 

a. Has legislative oversight improved as a result of the performance measure system? 

b. Have the results of outside audits of agencies improved as a result of the performance measure system?

c. Has public scrutiny of agencies increased as a result of the performance measure system?

Principle 4: The performance measure system should be user friendly.

Rationale – Best practices in this field stress the importance of providing information that is accessible, understandable and useful to all performance measures users.

a. To what extent have the trainings provided by the Progress Board and the use of the reporting forms been helpful to agencies?

b. Is the information produced by the system provided in a way that is understandable and useful to the public and the legislature?

APPENDIX III - HB 3358 (2001) Sections amending ORS 291.110

SECTION 9. + } ORS 291.110 is amended to read:

 291.110. (1) The Oregon Department of Administrative Services shall be responsible for   

{ - insuring - }   { + ensuring + }that state agency activities and programs are directed toward

achieving the Oregon benchmarks. The department shall:

  ' (a) Monitor progress, identify barriers and generate alternative approaches for attaining the benchmarks.

  ' (b)   { - Assure - }   { + Ensure + } the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services.

  ' (c)  { + Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171,  + }provide agencies with direction on the appropriate format for reporting

performance measures to   { - assure - }   { + ensure + } consistency across agencies.

  ' (d)  { + Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171,  + }consult with the Secretary of State and the Legislative Assembly to assist in

devising a system of performance measures.

  ' (e) Facilitate the development of performance measures in those instances where benchmarks involve more than one state agency.

  ' (f) Prior to budget development, consult with the legislative review agency, as defined in ORS 291.371, or other appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the

Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, prior to the formal adoption of a performance measurement system.

 (2) State agencies shall be responsible for developing measurable performance measures consistent with and aimed at achieving Oregon benchmarks. To that end, each state agency

shall:

  ' (a) Identify the mission, goals and objectives of the agency and any applicable benchmarks to which the goals are directed.

  ' (b) Develop written defined performance measures that quantify desired organization  { + intermediate outcomes, + } outputs, responsibilities, results, products and services, and,

where possible, develop unit cost measures for evaluating the program efficiency.

  ' (c) Involve agency managers, supervisors and employees in the development of statements of mission, goals, objectives and performance measures as provided in paragraphs (a) and (b) of

this subsection and establish teams composed of agency managers, supervisors and employees to implement agency goals, objectives and performance measures. Where bargaining unit employees are affected, they shall have the right to select those employees of the agency, through their labor organization, to serve on any joint committees established to develop performance measures.

  ' (d) Use performance measures to work toward achievement of identified missions, goals, objectives and any applicable benchmarks.

  ' (e)  { + In consultation with the Oregon Progress Board, + } review agency performance measures with the appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the

Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, during the regular legislative session.

APPENDIX IV - Performance Measurement System - Responsibilities by State Entity as Described in ORS 287A291.110 

	DAS
	OPB
	State Agencies

	· The Oregon Department of Administrative Services shall be responsible for ensuring that state agency activities and programs are directed toward achieving the Oregon benchmarks.

· Monitor progress, identify barriers and generate alternative approaches for attaining the benchmarks.

· Ensure the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services.

· Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171, provide agencies with direction on the appropriate format for reporting performance measures to [assure] ensure consistency across agencies.

· Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171, consult with the Secretary of State and the Legislative Assembly to assist in devising a system of performance measures.

· Facilitate the development of performance measures in those instances where benchmarks involve more than one state agency.


	· Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171, provide agencies with direction on the appropriate format for reporting performance measures to [assure] ensure consistency across agencies.

· Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS 285A.171, consult with the Secretary of State and the Legislative Assembly to assist in devising a system of performance measures.

· In consultation with the Oregon Progress Board, review agency perfor-mance measures with the appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representa-tives, during the regular legislative session.”  
· Report to the legislature on the implementation of a comprehensive and integrated performance measurement system.   
· Develop, update and maintain the state’s benchmarks.  

	· State agencies shall be responsible for developing measurable performance measures consistent with and aimed at achieving Oregon benchmarks. 
· Identify the mission, goals and objectives of the agency and any applicable benchmarks to which the goals are directed.

· Develop written defined performance measures that quantify desired organization intermediate outcomes, outputs, responsibilities, results, products and services, and, where possible, develop unit cost measures for evaluating the program efficiency. This is still to be done.

· Involve agency managers, supervisors and employees in the development of statements of mission, goals, objectives and performance measures as provided in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection and establish teams composed of agency managers, supervisors and employees to implement agency goals, objectives and performance measures. Where bargaining unit employees are affected, they shall have the right to select those employees of the agency, through their labor organization, to serve on any joint committees established to develop performance measures.
· Use performance measures to work toward achievement of identified missions, goals, objectives and any applicable benchmarks.
· In consultation with the Oregon Progress Board, review agency performance measures with the appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, during the regular legislative session.  



APPENDIX V – High-Level Management Topical Linking Exercise

	MISSION OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES SYSTEM

Effectively link agency activities to Oregon Benchmarks, thus improving the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services.
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	Links identified to high level state outcomes.


	OREGON BENCHMARKS
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	Performance measure  clusters created by evaluating all measures related to accomplishing one specific state goal.
	Performance Measures Clusters
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	Agency heads come together around a  specific issue area of concern 
	Agency Heads Working Groups
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