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By Rita Conrad with assistance from Emi Katagihara
Executive Summary
This survey was conducted by the Progress Board April of 2004 to clarify results of a DAS customer survey conducted in the fall of 2003 in which respondents rated the Progress Board lower than the department as a whole on communication and on the value services delivered. To develop a more complete picture, this survey focuses on Progress Board customers only – agency staff who had worked with the Progress Board on performance measurement. 

The OPB questionnaire, like the DAS survey, asked two types of questions: expectation of service and delivery of service. The exact same questions were not asked in both surveys and a different grading scale was used but the survey questions are generally comparable.  Due to small sample sizes in both surveys, the results should be considered rough estimates of reality.
While the results of the surveys are not strictly comparable, they indicate a consistent theme of higher expectation of quality of service than performance in delivering services in some areas.  Areas where performance quality was identified in both surveys are: understanding the respondent’s organization; consistency of information provided by Board staff; and accuracy of information provided by Board staff.
The OPB survey respondents rated the Board approximately 10 percent higher in both expectation of quality of service and actual quality of services provided. Nearly 90 percent of OPB respondents expected “good” or “excellent” services from the Progress Board.  Experience, however, was rated, on average, at 78 percent. In communication, OPB survey respondents were quite happy with the Board’s availability, but relevance to the agency was ranked lowest (65% good or excellent). Respondents gave the highest value-added rankings to one-on-one conversations, emails and individual agency consultations.
In open-ended answers, respondents recommended that the Progress Board make efforts to understand the agencies; continue to provide more assistance; simplify the performance measure system; and continue to increasing agencies’ understanding of performance measures. Agencies also expressed concerns of budget, staff, and time constraints.  Some also felt performance measures were not relevant to their agency. 
Addressing concerns about understanding of and relevance to agencies should be a priority for the Progress Board. Concerns about quality, accuracy and consistency of information probably require further investigation since no examples were provided by respondents.
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Introduction
This survey was conducted by the Progress Board April of 2004 to clarify results of a DAS customer service survey conducted in the fall of 2003 in which respondents rated the Progress Board lower than the department as a whole on communication and much lower on the value of services delivered. The Oregon Progress Board invited 131 state agency performance measure contacts to provide feedback on the Board’s products and services in the 2003-05 budget preparation cycle. The survey instrument screened out respondents who did not actually use the Board’s services.  

Forty-five percent of those polled responded to the survey. Over three quarters of the respondents were from agency director’s offices (53 percent) or agency budget offices (24 percent). The remainder came from a variety of program and policy-related offices.  Respondents’ experience with Oregon’s budget cycles varied considerably between six or more budget cycles (31 percent) to none (about seven percent).
After introductory questions about the respondents, the survey asked four multiple-choice questions ranking the Progress Board based on respondent expectations, experience and opinions regarding how well the Progress Board communicates and the extent to which its services add value.  Three open-ended questions allowed agencies to express their issues in more detail and recommend improvements. 
Methodology

The OPB questionnaire, like the DAS survey, asked two types of questions: expectation of service and delivery of service. The exact same questions were not asked in both surveys and a different grading scale was used (5 point scale for DAS vs. 4 point scale for OPB) but the survey questions are generally comparable.  Due to small sample sizes in both surveys (34 and 59) the results should be considered rough estimates (OPB survey margin of error is +/ – 10%.  DAS survey margin of error is unknown.) of reality. Both questionnaires were administered using “Survey Monkey” a web-based survey instrument.  Respondents self-selected in both samples.

Expectations

In general, respondents expressed high expectations of the Oregon Progress Board. Nearly 90 percent expected “good” or “excellent” services from the Progress Board in terms of quality, accuracy, consistency, courtesy/professionalism, responsiveness and timeliness.  Of these, consistency received the lowest average rating. There were no “fair” or “poor” expectations given by any of the respondents.
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Experience

Respondents’ experience with the Oregon Progress Board did not meet expectations in some areas. Whereas nearly 90 percent had “good” or “excellent” expectations, only between 70 and 85 percent felt their actual experience with the Progress Board rose to that level. Accuracy and consistency were the two lowest-ranked categories at about 70 percent; courtesy and responsiveness were the highest at about 85 percent (not significantly different from expectations). 
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Quality of Communication

Most respondents – between 65 and 83 percent - felt that Progress Board trainings, consultations, one-on-one conversations, and printed or online materials were “always” or “usually” clear and understandable, relevant to the agency, relevant to the problem at hand, and available when needed.  Relevance to the agency ranked the lowest at 65 percent; whereas availability ranked the highest at a little over 80 percent.
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Value of Products and Services
Between 48 and 80 percent of respondents ranked the Board’s products and services as good or excellent, depending on the service.  Agency-specific trainings and consultations and one-on-one conversations and emails received the highest rankings (76 percent and 79 percent respectively).  The logic model worksheet received the lowest at 48 percent.
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Materials


Added Value – Where has the Progress Board added the most value for you in your performance measure work?
· Assistance – Respondents indicated that the Oregon Progress Board added value by assisting with legislatively mandated requirements, critiquing and revising performance measures, and the completing of reports.  
· Availability – Respondents recognized the Progress Board for its timeliness and willingness to meet with agencies when needed.  The Board’s availability helped agencies to further understand performance measures and receive feedback on reviews and requirements.  
· Products & Services – Agencies said they gained value from the Progress Board’s agency-specific consultation, performance measure training sessions, work group meetings, and question and answer workshops.  Smaller agencies benefited from small group training that better enabled them to understand and apply performance measure concepts.  Agencies also said the annual report template, samples of work, performance measure guidelines, and information upon request also helped agencies to better understand their performance measure work.
Recommendations – What improvements would you recommend to Progress Board staff in their work with state agencies on performance measure issues?
· Increase Agencies’ Understanding of Performance Measurement - Enhancing performance measurement understanding among agencies was the main recommendation for improvement.  A quarterly newsletter to continue education efforts and updates would be useful for everyone in an agency to become aware of performance measures.  This may also aid in establishing a stronger connection with senior management, who need the understanding to be able to implement the performance measures properly.  Informal peer mentor groups dealing with specific needs were suggested to help raise the level of understanding among agencies.  Motivational training sessions would also help staff appreciate and understand the value of performance measures.
· Understand the Agencies - The Progress Board should also visit agencies to gain a better understanding of their operations and responsibilities.  Agencies desire appreciation and flexibility towards their lack of staff or resources for making performance measures an immediate priority.  Agencies also seek an understanding of their own missions and personalities.
· Provide More Assistance - Smaller agencies also requested more assistance dealing with research on other agency performance measure work, since they may not have the survey or data expertise.  Others suggested creating a system or providing additional assistance for agencies with similar functions to review each others measures.  In addition, the size of an agency, along with budget and funding, should be considered for report requirements.
· Simplify - To increase understanding, the Progress Board received suggestions of providing help and instructions earlier for the next cycle.  In addition, the Progress Board should consider keeping the methodology and measures consistent.  Some agencies also thought the formats were too long and the training sessions were too complicated. 
Concerns – Any other concerns or issues you would like to express?
· Agency Constraints – Agencies expressed concerns about budget, time and staff constraints and the difficulty of making performance measures and extra report writing a priority.  It is also difficult to appreciate performance measures when agencies have their own work, and don’t fully understand the importance or relevance of performance measures.  Time constraints play into effect each biennium, as the performance measures and reporting process changes and agencies need to take more time to learn a new way to complete the report.  They prefer consistency in a system that is simple and clear.
· Relevancy - Some agencies feel their current performance measures don’t fit their agency, and that the system used to develop them was a “cookie cutter” approach.  Similar concerns for the future were included, in that performance measures may not evolve as the agency’s budget or direction evolves, and policy makers may associate an agency’s worth and budget to performance measures that do not correspond well with what the agency does.  

Conclusions and recommendations
One striking parallel to the earlier DAS survey is the perception on the part of some respondents that the Progress Board does not understand their agency. This was the lowest ranked communication category in the DAS survey. Similarly in this survey, “relevance to my agency” was the communication category given the lowest rating. Addressing this concern should be a priority for Progress Board staff. Efforts to address this include more proactive responses to agency feedback during the trainings and spending as much time as possible with individual agencies upon request.
When rated on the value of services, the survey indicated a stronger preference for agency-specific trainings and consultations, rather than required multi-agency trainings.  This suggests the Progress Board should focus more on specific and smaller group meetings to avoid being too fast paced for everyone to understand at the same time.  
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