Performance Excellence Committee – Meeting Notes

January 20, 2009

Location:
 Department of Administrative Services: 155 Cottage Street NE, Salem

                
 BAM Conf Room, 5th floor

Committee Members in Attendance:  Kate Marx, Kevin Jeffries (for Rep. Chuck Riley), James Adams, Fred King, Elizabeth Harchenko, Larry Williams

Committee Members Absent:  Senator Frank Morse, Dwayne Johnson, Richard Rictor, Rep. Riley
Staff Members in Attendance:  Rick Gardner (BAM), Dawn Farr (LFO)
Guests/Invited Presenters:  Rita Conrad (Oregon Progress Board)
Greetings

ACTION: December 2008 Meeting Minutes Errata and Corrections – Approved with the agreement of two minor changes being made.

Introduction of Committee Member, James Adams

James, “Jim,” Adams is the Trial Court Administrator for the Oregon Judicial Department in the Jackson County Court. His experiences chairing the Oregon Judicial Department’s Committee on Performance Measures enhanced Jim’s interest in performance management. He recently led the Judicial Department Committee on a retreat to revamp performance measures from top to bottom. The goal was to create measures that have a simple clear and penetrating message. The committee is designing automation to get the right information to the right people at the right time – doing a bottom up process for how Judicial is handling information. In the past, only management got the reports; in the future line staff will also get the reports and they will be empowered to make the adjustments and improvements that are necessary to operate effectively. The Judicial Department is deeply committed to accountability and plans to post “real-time” performance information to the internet.  Jim has also been involved with performance measure work on the national level through the National Center of State Courts on Performance Measures.
Profile of Committee Member, Elizabeth Harchenko

Elizabeth Harchenko has been Director of the Department of Revenue (DOR) for almost 12 years. When she first arrived, the agency was working to integrate a diverse set of accounting systems that had been set up individually for each of the tax programs. This effort was focused internally, not on efficiency for tax payers or for Oregon businesses. Composition of the organization was changing and beginning to focus on creating more efficiency by using automation and getting away from manual and paper processes. Change was managed incrementally; very carefully planned and implemented. This was partly due to the observation that other agencies had tried to do large-scale change and had not been successful. The operating norm was to stay under the radar, create change internally, incrementally, fund it internally and don’t go to the legislature to ask for money.

At that time the performance measurement process had been isolated from the way the business was being run. Then, the Progress Board developed the benchmarks and legislators started talking about the need to have performance measures. The most important measure for the legislature is dollar production because that is the primary agency mission, to bring in the revenue. Over the last several years there has been a broader focus to include more about taxpayers and evaluating how we serve them, such as how easy is it to file taxes online and to get them done on time and correctly.  

Currently DOR’s KPMs are still fairly internally focused. DOR is proposing a new measure in this session; a composite that looks at the use of the internet to provide standardized information, the telephone call center, and a special web application where taxpayers can check their refund status. The taxpayers can generally get the information they seek the first time they try and can get most common questions answered quickly online.  DOR is trying to use measures as a tool to see how its systems are working. 
Sometimes agency outcomes are affected in a way the agency has no control over. Outside influences can drive measures to a significant degree and sometimes expectations are not realistic. It would be helpful to have positive reinforcement from the legislature about the value of using performance measures to make decisions. Until there is a closer working relationship with the legislature the KPMs might feel a little more like make-work.  Elizabeth reiterated that it is important that the legislature values the measures and uses them to set priorities. 

Internal agency performance measures can be a huge, powerful motivator if they are used in the right way. They don’t have to be complicated to be useful. They can create a “competition” against themselves to do better each time.  Also, DOR has programs that cross more than one agency, so DOR currently works together with agencies to increase data sharing and to improve efficiency.  
ACTION:  Kate Marx has volunteered to be the Committee Member to give her profile at the next meeting, Feb 17, 2009.

Update on Audit Sections of SB 1099: Dawn Farr
If you compare the product of a typical audit and the definition of continuous improvement in SB 1099 there is a bit of a disconnect as audits deliver targeted, one time findings, not recommendations that support future continuous improvement.  Further there are very few “performance audits” actually completed.  In exploring the original intent of the addition of Section 3 to SB 1099, it appears that the goal was to create a mechanism for ensuring that Secretary of State’s audit recommendations were implemented. This intent was not clearly prescribed in the bill.  
Elizabeth Harchenko commented that SOS has two types of audits findings.  The first type is where an agency is found to have a problem and normally by the time the audit report is presented, the problem has been fixed. The second takes the form of suggestions for changing things going forward; sometimes these recommendations are doable and sometimes they are not. The constraints could be that current legislation doesn’t allow the agency to follow the recommendations, or that current resources don’t allow it.  Further, at times a very well- intentioned recommendation is further evaluated and determined not to be helpful.  

The observation was made that it could take a great deal of time and not be very productive to have every agency do a report on each performance audit as the mechanism to comply with the bill.
Fred King will be meeting with Kate Brown, the new Secretary of State in the near future. During that meeting, he will explore where she is headed, which may inform on the Committee’s next steps. Kate Marx suggested that maybe there was an opportunity here for SOS to work with the Committee as it reviews the link between the financial audits and management performance with the agencies. 
ACTION:  Fred King will provide an update on his meeting with Kate in February.

Invited Presenter: Rita Conrad, Executive Direction, Oregon Progress Board
Rita Conrad provided an overview and history of the Oregon Progress Board’s work related to Oregon Shines, Oregon Benchmarks and agency key performance measures.  Rita also discussed the benchmark report generator (available on the Progress Board’s website) and the Benchmarks Reports. The 2009 Benchmark Report is expected to be available in early February. She also shared strategies currently being pursued to get Oregon Shines 3 gets off the ground. 
Oregon’s Performance Measurement System Overview: Rick and Dawn 

This discussion was carried over from the last meeting, so Dawn provided a brief overview of materials that were distributed at the first meeting. Two documents were emphasized; the September Legislative Training PowerPoint, and Legislative Brief. These documents contain a general system overview, diagnostic information and some thoughts about future opportunities and actions.

Rick handed out examples of the performance reports that were generated by the newly automated KPM system.  The process for having a KPM become “official” is:

· Agency request a set of KPMs and targets with the budget which goes to the legislature 
· The Joint Committee on Ways and Means approves, denies or amends the requested set of KPMs and sets performance targets

· The requests that are approved are the measures and targets that agencies will be obligated to report on for the next two years.

Committee Vision, Role and Scope:

Handout: Committee Roles/Framework, developed by Larry Williams
The Committee discussed the questions, how do we want to prioritize and agree upon what we are going to do? 

Kate Marx said that she would like to see what agencies are doing and why. Each agency is in a different place, has different capacity, etc. Larry Williams agreed with Kate regarding seeing/listening to more agencies to figure out what is what before settling on one place. He would like to make a proposal to focus on a specific group of agencies (all different sizes).

· Commission on Children and Families

· Economic and Community Development

· ODOT 

It’s a place to start to have dialog with them to see what KPMs they currently have and show them different models and what support they would need and where can we find it.
Fred King suggested the platform Baldrige Criteria has been used in 40 states. He would like the idea of comparing agencies to see what they do.  The adoption of the Baldrige Criteria helps in not doing a lot of philosophical “wrangling” and allows the committee to move on to the concrete action items, further there are some consulting services that are available to agencies the pursue certification.  Several committee member were interested in getting more information about the Baldrige Criteria
ACTION:  Rick agreed to get the Baldrige Criteria out to the committee, and coordinate have Dr. Toda come present to the group in the future.

Future Presentations
The committee brainstormed a list of potential future invited presenters which included:

· Dr. Toda, to discuss the Baldrige Criteria.

· People from other agencies (small and large agencies)

· Public Management Association

· WA state, Government Management Accountability and Performance (GMAP)
· DCBS’s Workers Comp Division, process improvement initiatives
· Ken Rocco and George Naughton – maybe in the next two or three meetings

· Chair King would like for them to attend the same meeting

· DEQ – process improvement plans in place

· Theresa Masse – Enterprise Security Office 

· Union Representatives

· Representative from the courts

ACTION: Rick/Dawn to find out who the presenters will be at the next meetings and will communicate via email as to who will be at the next meeting.

Communication:

The Committee discussed ideas for communicating to others outside of this Committee.  Topics discussed included:
· Use of Press releases: Kevin Jeffries, Aide to Rep. Riley, agreed to send a copy of the draft press release to Rick/King to show us what they are writing about. 
· Jim Adams suggested that it might be a possibility to request our information be added to some of the Legislators websites and that may be a good way to send out updates, newsletters, etc.
· The group discussed holding a conference, maybe next fall.
· The group discussed creating a “principles” document that captured some of the values and suggestions that the group had discussed to date

ACTION: Rick/Dawn agreed to take a stab at drafting a principles document to discuss in February.

4:25pm - Motion to adjourn (King)
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