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The Performance Mantra.

What gets measured gets done.

[t 0s Just a bl t mor
that.



Examples from:

S A &S#ategic Plan
SA Portfolio Statements
U.S. Federal -State Agreements
Healthy Children
Oregon Option
No Child Left Behind
State of Oregonodos Benchma
City of Portland, Oregon
Columbia River Gorge Comimission



How This Measurement Business Really Works
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What gets measured <gets done.



Many fperformance indicators oare like corks floating
on the ocean with little relationship to performance.




What makes a good performance

oo

Indicator?

.Itos SMAART

Specific, Measurable, Ambitious,
Achievable, Reliable and Time-bound.

t 0s measur abl e over
t 6s understandabl e.
t, ideally, allows for comparisons.

a



How This Measurement Business Really Works



Important Terms

Condition (Community) Indicator 1

Measures the state of health of an area of strategic focus (e.g. % children whose
first language is not English reading at grade level).

Intervention (Strategy) Indicator i

Measures the application of or effectiveness of strategies employed to change the
condition of an area of strategic focus (e.g. % of ESL parents participating in
their chil dodos educational progr am)

Operating Indicator T

Measures the amount or frequency of products or services (e.g. # of parent
contacts per ESL child).

Perception Indicator T

Views that citizens, customers or stakeholders have regarding the quality of a
condition, strategic intervention or work product (e.g. % of parents of ESL
students who believe their child is progressing satisfactorily).

Context Measure 1

Important features of the world around but NOT performance indicators (e.g.
percent of South Australians whose first language is not English).

Performance Indicator i

Condition, intervention, operating or perception measure used to assess plan,
organization or operational unitos pe



Good performance measurement Is grounded
In good strategic planning.

Context/Condition

Measures
Understand: Trends analyzed

Condition/Performance

Measures
Assess: Learn from experience

Context/Condition

Measures
Aspire: Targets set

How did we do? Where do we want
0 be?

‘ Strategy/ Operation
3 Measures
Analyze: Strategies developed

How do we get there?



Agency dilemma T The meaningful perform -
ance indicators are often outside i1ts control.

Condition What
measures —> matters

Operational — Work
measures



Notes to previous slide

A Our biggest challenge is helping state government
meaningfully measure what they are doing (agency workload)
to achieve pertinent benchmark targets. The problem is sphel
of influence- many benchmarks are so impacted by external

Influences that they are beyond the control of any one agency
or even coalition of agencies.

A Example: per capita income (Benchmark #11) and the Oregol
Economic and Community Development Department. If the

economy takes a nose dive, so may per capita income, despi
the good efforts of this agency.



Agencies should be striving for KPIs they
Influence but probably don_a control.

Is the health of the
community improving?

Condition
measures

1

Strategy

—
—)
measures ‘
—)

Are strategies
working?

Are strategies being
Implemented?

A

h
Operational

measures

Is work
getting done?



Notes to previous slide

A Over the years, we have therefore developed
t he concept of ninter
way to show how agencies logically link up to
benchmarks with measures that they do have
some control over.
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/n summary, what gets measured gets done
IF:

1. measures are robust;

2. the development process Is meaningful;

3. accountabllity for results is in place;,  and
4. leaders are committed.



Examples from.:

S A @Pertfolio Statements
SA Strategic Plan
U.S. Federal -State Agreements
Healthy Children
Oregon Option
No Child Left Behind
State of Oregonodos Benchmeé
City of Portland, Oregon
Columbia River Gorge Comimission



SAO0Os Portfoll o St

Robust measures

Over 1,000 nperformance 1 ndic
SMAART,; no standards applied so even measures of the
same type, like customer service, are not comparable.

Meaningful development process

No expectation to link to strategies; in fact, the opposite is
true i Treasury prefers that the measures focus on
operations.

Accountability in place

No evidence of any accountability system in place; no
narrative explains results or actions as a result of
performance; no apparent link to budget.

Leaders committed
No meaning without 3.



SAO0Os Strateglc

Robust measures

Over 500 KPIs reported to ExComm. | did a review back in
07; many KPIs were still under development. Oversight by
ExComm means measures will continue to become more robust.

Meaningful development process

All are part of Target implementation plans; quality of
planning processes vary. Strategy development is probably
still the weak link. Spotty links between these and portfolio
statement measures.

Accountability in place

CEs are responsible for achievement of KPI targets in
performance agreements with Premier and on down the line
for many KPIs. Not clear what happens when performance
IS sub-par.

Leaders committed
Cross-fingers i good good so far.



U.S. Federal - State Agreements

Type 11 Cooperative (Oregon Option)
Characterized by establishment of long-term working relationships

between federal and state agencies aimed at achieving jointly-
held outcomes.

Type 21 Soft Prescriptive (Healthy People)

Characterized by voluntary acceptance of nationally established
targets accompanied by modest incentives.

Type 31 Hard Prescriptive (No Child Left Behind)

Characterized by federal mandates requiring state performance
accompanied by a combination of performance-related incentives
and penalties.



Type 17 Cooperative:
Oregon Option

U Created during the early days of the Clinton
Administration which had extremely high hopes
regarding government reform.

U Based on the notion that the federal government would
provide regulatory and spending flexibility in exchange
for better performance in achieving Oregon Benchmark
targets.

U Three issue clusters were the focus on the work: family
stability; child health; workforce development.



Harl ey the drug sni ff
embodies the idea behind the approach.

Vice President Al Gore
makes Harley an honorary
dog to cover drug sniffing
traitning cost

Officer

Ron Cash and Harley



What has happened? Despite the fanfare, its
accomplishments were modest.

U While some modest improvement in outcomes in
clusters of focus occurred, no causal relations were
Identified.

U Some change in the results-orientation of relationships
between some federal agencies and Oregon occurred.

U Little lasting improvement in the results-focus of the
federal, state or local agencies involved that can be
ascribed to the Oregon Option.

U It was a very important experience for many involved.



Why?

I The two principal leaders (vice president & governor)
could not maintain the momentum.

I Federal bureaucracy never bought into the shared
outcomes.

I Benchmark data was too high level to see the effect of
Interventions.

1 Too few wins for too much effort.



Type 21 Soft Prescriptive:
Healthy People

U Established by the federal Department of Health and
Human Services in 1979 as a way to create diverse
teams working together toward shared outcomes.

U Establishes national targets for over 400 health
objectives, provides analysis and encouragement to
players at all levels including the public.

U States are encouraged to develop their own
Implementation plans.



Healthy People has been a useful guide but
has driven little change in Oregon.

U While the national targets inform Oregon Benchmark
targets, but the federal government appears to take little
notice of relative progress.

U Perhaps due to its extremely broad scope, much of
Healthy PeopleGs data is quite old.

U State coordinators have little or no contact with one
another.

U Despite the apparent lack of effectiveness over the
years, the federal government is preparing Healthy
People 2020.



Why?

1 Its usefulness as a source of ready-made, well
researched measures and targets makes it worth saving
despite lack of performance characteristics.

I Lack of focus? How could any initiative encompass over
400 objectives successfully?

I There were no consequences, either good or bad,
relating to actual performance.

I The federal government appears have to lost interest
over the years but holds on to the idea.



Type 31 Hard Prescriptive:
No Child Left Behind

U Established by the U.S. Congress in 2002; requires
schools receiving certain types of federal assistance to
achieve performance targets for all their children.

U Targets are set by each state and are not crafted with
regard to other states.

U Federal government monitors performance of individual
students and uses a set of incentives and penalties to
change school behaviors.



Despite criticism, NCLB has forced schools to pay
more attention to disadvantaged children.

U NCLB has given state governments, usually weak
players in education, nbetter opportunities to force
change.o

U States are not encouraged to work or learn together; the
basic dynamic is each state relating to the federal
government.

U Major achievement: children are no longer passed on
from grade to grade before theyde ready.



Why?

u GOOD -

U The focus has been on very specific individual outcomes.

U The law has real consequences.

U NOT SO GOOD 1|

U The one-size-fits-all approach constrains creativity.

U NCLB does not encourage a learning culture; itGs all about
getting over the line.

U States can fiworko the system by setting low expectations.



State of Oregonos LI



SASP is
modeled after
the planning
process that
created the
Oregon
Benchmarks

Updated 4/13/2007

Module 1: CREGCN'S PEOGRESS Maklng -
2. TRADE OUTSIDE OF OREGON Progress:
No

Why this
answer

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004

2005
TARGET

2010
TARGET

Recent data suggest that Oregon’s 2005 rank will not hit the 2005 target tor trading
outside ite borders. Economists believe this is a key factor in Oregon's long-term
economic health. Oregon remains a below-average state and continues to rank
below Washington.
2. TRADE QUTSIDE OF OREGON: Oregon's
national rank in traded sector strength (1st =
36th bast)
th
33rd
32nd 10 5
31st 20th
3Dth 30th Better
33rd - T
40th
28th \L
50th
30th
Worse
33rd
33rd
20th-25th

20th-25th



Linking Performance Measures to Oregon Benchmarks
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budget to
benchmarks

Gov. & legislature
create Progress

Bd., Oregon Shines

& benchmarks

\_
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Progress Board to
forge links between
PMs and benchmarks

)

Legislature requires
agencies to have
performance
measures

)

handed over to
exec. and leqg.
budget shops

Legislative ampions
Frustration Emerge
93194195(96| 97 (98|99|00| 01|02 A03 04| 05|06 Q?
Gov. links 01-03 Legislature empowers PM leadership

Wi t h

GovoOs l;uppor
Progress Board
launches system to
incorporate PMs into

\budget development. /




State of Oregonos LI

1. Robust measures

All PMs were developed by specific criteria encompassing
SMAART with peer review. Data available at least yearly.

2. Meaningful development process

Agencies receive training a creating logic models and are
expected to make fnreal o strat
much of the |l inking I s of the

3. Accountability in place

All department (~80) must do a publicly available
performance report answering a series of standard
guestions. Also budget review included PM report. However,
no procedures in place to deal with underperformance.

4. Leaders committed

Governor was happy to see me go. Benchmark part of the
process is in limbo pending emergence from budget crisis.



