March 17th – Performance Excellence Committee Meeting notes

Greetings - Call to order 9:30 am

· The March meeting was called to order by Vice Chair, Larry Williams.  

· In attendance were: Larry Williams, Elizabeth Harchenko, Kate Marx and Dwayne Johnson.  This does not constitute a quorum.  

· Legislative aides Ed Wright for Senator Morse and Kevin Jeffries for Representative Riley were also in attendance.  

· Rick Gardner from Budget and Management Division and Dawn Farr from the Legislative Fiscal Office provided staff support during the meeting.

Committee Business 

· Approval of minutes from the January 2009 and February 2009 meetings were tabled to the May meeting where a quorum is expected to be present.
· The committee blog is up and running, with most members having registered, but relatively little activity to date.  There is a wealth of information being posted to the blog, including information on pending legislation that may be of interest to the Committee.
Invited Presenters 
Ken Rocco, Legislative Fiscal Officer, was asked to provide an overview of the legislative budget process and the challenges currently being confronted by the legislature.  Ken’s overview was followed by a series of short presentations and discussions with system leaders.  Presenters were invited to offer their perspectives on two questions:
1) How is the economic crisis impacting how you work, your performance, and the performance of your organization? 

2) What might the Committee do to advance performance excellence in state government during this crisis (in the short-term)?  In 3-5 years (longer-term)? 

Presenters included:

· Ken Rocco, Legislative Fiscal Officer
· Kris Kautz, Deputy Director, Department of Administrative Services
· Kate Newhall, KPM and Legislative Coordinator, Bureau of Labor and Industries 
· Fariborz Pakseresht, Deputy Director, Oregon Youth Authority [formerly head of  DHS’ transformation initiative] 
· Tony Mounts, Administrative Services/Finance Director, City of Salem, and Chair of the Oregon Public Performance Measurement Association 
· Senator Devlin, Senate Majority Leader and Member of National Performance Management Advisory Commission 
Summary of Responses: How is the economic crisis impacting how you work, your performance, and the performance of your organization? 

· The state’s budget process has evolved over the years putting increasing emphasis on relating budget decisions to outcomes and performance. 

· Our perilous economic times should provide a greater level of urgency and commitment to moving towards true performance management, however, it is very difficult to maintain focus under the current circumstances.  There is a tendency toward reactivity. 

· While it is possible to move towards a true performance management based system in Oregon; risk aversion will be an issue in that transition.

· One of the barriers to process improvement driven efficiencies is that agencies may have their budgets reduced when they achieve efficiencies, which serves as a disincentive.  However, state government might want to look across the system and reinvest savings gained from efficiencies elsewhere.

· All state agencies are being challenged to do more with less.  Part of this discussion should include dialogue about core government processes, program evaluation and taking things off the plate.

· Much of the decisions being made are political in nature; and, there needs to be better data on the results of government expenditures and investments so more informed decisions might be made.

· Effective performance measures should drive process, budget and policy discussions. When an agency is exposed to statistical-based measures and how to use them to improve, excitement is generated; the measures have meaning.  

· During these times, leveraging diminishing resources across traditional silo’s to improve effectiveness and help offset resource reductions becomes critical. 

· Currently, the impact on people seems not to be a formal part of the planning process; statistics show that productivity is impacted during times of uncertainty and having leadership being willing to listen to how employees are being impacted, their fears and concerns, becomes very important.
· Good communication, such as explaining to state employees the impact of furloughs (each furlough day translates to X number of saved jobs, etc.) also has been overlooked.  People may want to help, but they don’t know how, or see any obvious way to help.

· This crisis presents opportunities for creative solutions and innovations and certainly could drive process improvement more aggressively than would otherwise be the case.

· A system in transformation often requires outside help to bring knowledge and capacity to the table to support achieving fundamental change.

· During times, leadership becomes even more important; leaders need to get out of their offices and in direct contact with employees, constituents and stakeholders.

· Objective assessment may uncover that there are not sufficient resources in the system to meet legislative and public expectations—how might this issue be addressed in current time?

Summary of Responses: What might the Committee do to advance performance excellence in state government during this crisis (in the short-term)?  In 3-5 years (longer-term)? 

· There is a need for increased emphasis on partnerships to leverage resources more effectively and improve provider assessment and effectiveness.

· The Committee might service as a catalyst for open discussion and creative change, provide credit where it is due, bring a long-term view for the system, and challenge structural constraints on broad outcomes (such as how education is delivered in the state).

· Faced with funding reductions which may require program and perhaps even agency elimination, legislators are subjected to intense pressure from constituencies and not always able to objectively consider what should be eliminated; maybe the Committee has a role in this process?

· Integrating KPMs into the budget process has been challenging, maybe the Committee can help evolving the system to better support budget decision-making would be valuable. 
· Government is challenged to differentiate between bureaucratic requirements and genuine service needs; maybe there’s a role for the Committee in helping to make these distinctions?

· Program evaluation – studying whether the current approach is working, evaluating efficiency, not just continuing to do what has always been done.
· The KPM system needs to be overhauled to make sure measures actually relate to core agency mission and functions; many do not. When measures are focused on mission central outcomes, they become more valuable. 

· More education is needed on quantitative analysis, and the importance of this in improving the quality and use of performance measures. Without training and understanding, many people are not using data appropriately.
· The committee needs to identify what constitutes ‘world class’ performance and establish criteria by which agencies can assess, or be assessed against this standard.
· As outsiders to agency systems, maybe the Committee can play a role in supporting agency transformation?

· Decision-making about programs and policies are seldom driven by sufficient analysis, and often assumptions may be flawed—a consultant’s approach to data gathering and analysis as “hypothesis testing,” using the scientific method to verify or disprove assumptions, is foreign in the system, which is largely driven by political and anecdotal considerations.  Maybe the Committee can influence upon this dynamic?
· Short-term the Committee should model and reinforce desired behaviors and approaches, and provide a “framework” for performance management activities such as the Baldridge Criteria or balanced scorecard. 

· There is a need to be able to show decision-makers what is to be gained by supporting performance management through this crisis. Maybe the Committee can help convince state leadership that we need to maintain infrastructure investment during the downturn?

Committee Discussions
After the panel presentations were concluded, the committee engaged in a discussion of the information presented.  Summary comments include:
· The questions was posed, did the information change your understanding for the Committee’s role? Each member was polled to see if the panel discussions had, in some way, fundamentally changed their perceptions of the basic function and role of the committee. While there was acknowledgement of the impact the economic situation, all indicated their basic perceptions had not changed.
· The questions was posed, is there a danger in the committee departing too far from the original legislation in reaction to current and anticipated events? One risk is that we can become disconnected and seen as irrelevant, on the other side we are perceived as overstepping our charter. The group appears to have a diversity of opinion on this topic.

· The questions was posed, is immediate action required? Member consensus was that the focus should be on the long-term journey; that we not get too caught up in the emergency but rather define bite-sized steps and actions which can be taken.

Other Committee Member Comments:
· One of the primary issues with the current system is how compartmentalized it is … we need to reach out to other organizations and players to involve them, and be involved with them.

· We need to identify and publicize “excellence.” Identify specific success criteria – call these out when we see them; inspire/support risk-taking; look at infrastructure issues to support excellence; “depoliticize” performance management; and, take more of an “action” orientation

Focusing Exercise: 
The Committee explored potential action items considering what was in the Committee’s direct control, what the Committee might influence and those things that were outside the Committee’s control.  The table that follows summarizes this discussion.
Summary of Potential Actions

	Direct Control
	Ability to Influence
	Outside Control

	· Forming partnerships

· Advising agencies

· Establishing best practices

· Defining centers of excellence

· Publicizing successes


	· Defining infrastructure needs
· Evaluating agency processes

· Increasing legislator’s and others knowledge base

· Defining policy on performance management

· Recommendations for add-backs
	· Changing culture
· The state of the economy

· Other initiatives that might surface




Next Steps 
Based on the Committees discussion, the following immediate action steps were identified:

· The Committee agreed to explore relationship between the committee and these entities, and Kate agreed to take the lead on this effort.  Specifically, Kate agreed to contact OPPMA to learn more about the summer conference and potential partnering, and the Progress Board related to the Oregon Shines III effort.

· A sub-committee consisting of Rick and Elizabeth was to brainstorm on recommendations for improvement and revisions to the KPM system.

· There was also discussion about bring in an agency working on performance improvements; maybe the DCBS Workers Compensation Division or Department of Environmental Quality

In addition, the committee decided to move to bi-monthly meetings assuming this would be supported by a call of the Chair. The next committee meeting will be in May 18, 2009. 
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