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	A. General Information


BACKGROUND - NOTE FROM RESPONDENT:
The answers below relate to the Oregon Progress Board’s responsibility of keeping Oregonians focused on their “30,000-foot” strategic vision called Oregon Shines. Oregon Shines transcends organizations, governments and politics. The Progress Board’s job is to help organizations, governments and politicians to align with its three goals. The 90 societal measures called Oregon Benchmarks measure Oregon’s progress towards those three goals at the 30,000-foot level – Oregon as a society, not as a state government. 


– Rita Conrad, Acting Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board
	1. Government

	Oregon State Government


	2. Organization  

	Oregon Progress Board


	3. Do you have a strategic plan? Has it been formally adopted?

	The State of Oregon has a strategic vision called Oregon Shines. It was formally adopted in 1989 and updated to Oregon Shines II in 1997. It is overdue for updating to Oregon Shines III, which will hopefully happen in time to release during the state’s 150th birthday celebration in 2009. 


	4. Does your organization have goals and objectives for most of its programs?  Are they integrated with your budget?

	Oregon Shines II has three goals: 1) quality jobs for all Oregonians; 2) engaged, caring and safe communities; 3) healthy, sustainable surroundings. Within state government, Oregon agencies link their goals and performance measures (10-20,000 foot perspective) to Oregon Benchmarks (30,000 foot perspective) where pertinent. Agencies put forth their most important or “Key Performance Measures” in official budget forms for key performance measures, which travel through the budget process and which are were scrutinized by most Ways and Means subcommittees.


	5. Do you use performance measures in the budget process?

	Yes. See #4. Performance Measure Guidelines for Oregon State Agencies are included in the 2007-09 Budget Instructions to Oregon state agencies. The Progress Board designs the forms, attempting to refine them in successive budget cycles to meet the needs of users. The newly revised forms incorporate many of our “learnings” from this grant project, particularly from the grant’s citizen advisory committee.


	6. In what ways are performance measures used in management of the organization(s)?

	Agencies are asked to respond to this issue in their Annual Performance Progress Reports. For example, see page 3 of the report from our Board of Accountants.


	7. Do you have reported performance information?

	All executive branch agencies in Oregon state government are required to submit an Annual Performance Progress Report on September 30th of each year.  
See http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR.shtml. 


	8. Is the reported performance information available to the public and elected officials?

	Yes, at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR.shtml. 


	9. How is reported performance information being communicated to each of the following?

a.
Elected officials

b.
Management

c.
Media

d.
Citizens (including citizen groups and members of advisory boards and commissions)

e.
Front line workers

	Elected officials - Legislative Fiscal staff makes hard copies for members of Ways and Means during legislative session.
Management – varies by agency. See #6, above.

Media – The Oregon Progress Board’s biennial Benchmark Performance Reports are released with press and media coverage. The online version allows visitors to drill down from each benchmark to linked agency performance measures.  Other than that, there is no systematic press coverage of agency performance data. 
Citizens – only those who happen upon government web pages containing the measures.

Front line workers – varies by state agency


	10.  Are formal or informal reviews of periodic performance information made?

	This varies by agency. The Department of Consumer and Business Services, for example, has an intranet dashboard of real-time performance data, used for internal management. Other agencies are asking for help on how to use performance data to make things better. Interest in Ways and Means has heightened because one of the co-chairs is very committed to results-based budgeting, so this drives increased agency attention to their performance measures and data. There is a need to help legislators understand how to best use performance data in the budget process. They tend to want the data to provide instant and easy answers instead of fodder for better questions.


	11. How often are performance information reported externally?  To whom?

	Annually, online (so indirectly to the public) and to analysts in both the executive and legislative branches.


	12. Do you use the GASB suggested criteria in preparing the reported performance     information?

	The Progress Board made a concerted effort to develop the Annual Performance Progress Report (APPR) form for Oregon state agencies specifically with GASB criteria in mind. 


	B. How valuable is the overall guidance provided by the GASB suggested criteria?


	1. If you use the GASB suggested criteria, have they been of assistance in preparing your     

      report?

	Yes, see #12 above. 


	2. In what way have they been of assistance?

	They served as a guide to ensure that information to help readers understand the context of the data was adequately addressed in the Annual Performance Progress Report form.  


	3. How did you find out about the GASB suggested criteria?

	The Oregon Progress Board has worked with GASB in the past, and based many of its performance measure criteria on GASB concepts. Some Oregon State agencies, including Oregon Department of Human Services and Oregon Department of Transportation have applied for the SEA award.  The Progress Board also works closely with local SEA reviewers.  


	C. How valuable was each suggested criterion (1–16)?  For each criterion, how valuable was it in preparing a performance report?  How easy or difficult did you find it to use each of the criterion?  How could they be made easier for you to use?  


	1. Purpose and Scope

            a.    Value (How and way it is of value):

      b.   Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  This criterion was valuable in the creation of the new APPR form.  Questions regarding the scope of the report and the agency’s budget were added to the Executive Summary of the form.
b.  The overall scope was easy to apply, however many Oregon state agencies are reluctant to align revenue or expenditures with their performance measures. 


	2.  Statement of major goals and objectives

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  This is a valuable criterion, as it helps people understand how the performance measures play a part in achieving higher level outcomes.
b.  This criterion was easy to apply in the APPR form, in which agencies were already asked to state their mission as well as the agency goal and high-level outcome (such as an Oregon Benchmark) to which each performance measure aligns. 


	3.  Involvement in establishing goals and objectives

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

             b.   Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  Inolvement of stakeholders is critical in any planning process. This criterion was valuable in the creation of the new APPR form.  A question already on the Using Performance Data section of the form was stratified to reflect the inclusion of staff, elected officials, stakeholders, and citizens.

 b.  This criterion is straightforward and probably more easy for agencies to answer on a form than to apply in real life.


	4.
Multiple levels of reporting

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  The Advisory Committee on Citizen-Friendly Reporting (citizen advisory committee to this grant) stressed this concept. Provide data at a higher level that people can relate to, and allow interested people drill down to greater detail if they want it. The APPR form is designed to include only “Key Performance Measures”, which are typically more outcome-based measures that are reported externally to the legislature and online. Many Oregon state agencies also have other performance measures, which are often more output-based and used internally.  

b.  For larger agencies with data that can be cascaded down to more detail, this criterion makes sense. Ease of application will vary by agency’s data and reporting capabilities.  The Progress Board models this criterion in its Benchmark Performance Reports, providing an online drill-down from “30,000 foot” Oregon Benchmark measures to linked “20,000 foot” agency performance measures. For example, see “State Agency Partners” for Benchmark #1, Employment in Rural Oregon. (See complete list of Oregon Benchmarks.) This criterion was reflected in a new question on the APPR form about how agencies communicate results to various groups.


	5.
Analysis of results and challenges

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):   

       b.   Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:         

	a.  This is an especially valuable criterion, as it provides the context behind the data that is reported.  
b.  Multiple questions in Part III the APPR form address this issue in order for readers to gain a more complete understanding of what data actually mean. The questions model an analytical thought process, to aid those not accustomed to data analysis, hopefully improving ease of application.  


	6.
Focus on key measures

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

       b.   Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. Again, this relates to question #4. Legislators and the general public can be boondoggled and agencies can be overwhelmed by an excessive number of measures. The performance measure trainings and guidance to Oregon state agencies stress the need to select the most outcome-oriented measures possible and that significantly reflect the scope of responsibility of the agency. Additional internal measures may exist for management purposes, especially for larger agencies. Reporting the appropriate level of information for the user is critical in ensuring that performance data can be used appropriately. The citizen advisory group stressed the need to keep reports simple (8th grade level). Fewer rather than more is an essential aspect of that.
b. Because outcome measures are more difficult to get data on and attribute responsibility for and because of confusion amongst legislators on budget committees, agencies occasionally end up with output-oriented measures as key performance measures in their APPR form. Oregon policy agrees with GASB concepts that output measures are acceptable in certain circumstances.


	7.
Statement on reliability of information

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This is critical. If performance data can’t stand the scrutiny of an audit, then trust in them goes away. 
b. Many agency staff preparing the APPR reports do not have an accountant’s mindset of explicitly stating certain details, particularly if the agency did not take steps to verify the data’s reliability. Auditing of performance is beginning to occur in Oregon, so hopefully over time this will improve.

	8.
Relevant measures of results

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This criterion affirms the performance measure trainings and guidance for Oregon state agencies, which stress the need to select the most outcome-oriented measures possible and that significantly reflect the scope of responsibility of the agency. Agencies are encouraged to start with a clear statement of goals, which are aligned with their agency mission and any pertinent high-level (societal) outcome measures, such as Oregon Benchmarks. 
b. This criterion was easy to apply in the APPR form, in which agencies should state their mission as well as the agency goal and high-level outcome to which each performance measure aligns. This is the “tail wags the dog” syndrome in Oregon, where performance measures essentially drove planning-like thinking, essential  to coming up with relevant measures of results.


	9.
Resources used and efficiency

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This criterion should be helpful to legislators and other users of the APPR report understand the cost of outcomes produced, but it is perceived as politically dangerous by many agencies and programs for obvious reasons. 
b.  In addition, many claim that with current accounting procedures in state government, calculating costs per output or outcome is difficult. As mentioned above, many hesitate to link budgetary information with their performance measures.  In the APPR form, the Progress Board asked agencies to report their bottom line budget for the fiscal year, as it was thought to be the most reasonable level of detail agencies could be asked to report without much pushback. In the previous biennium, agencies were asked to voluntarily assign an estimated cost figure to each performance measure; only 2 of about 80 agencies did so.


	10.
Citizen and customer perceptions

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This criterion is so valuable that the legislature adopted a customer service measure for all executive branch agencies.
b. This criterion was applied to all executive branch agencies through a standard, legislatively mandated customer performance measure. Agencies were instructed to measure six indicators of satisfaction among customers representing their major programs or services: overall service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, and availability of information.  This is the first year agencies are expected to report data on the new measure, so many are still learning how best to gather this data. 


	11.
Comparisons for assessing performance

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  The most valuable part of this criterion is the explanations of trends and of why the agency fell short of or exceeded its established targets. Oregon agencies are also asked to compare their performance to industry standards or to comparable agencies in other jurisdictions.
b.  Trend tracking and target setting is an entrenched part of Oregon’s system. Most people would agree upon the importance of having goals to work toward, although the issue of setting targets is approached with hesitation by some agencies.  Do targets highlight an agency’s ability to set (either good or too low) targets, rather than its ability to achieve reasonable goals? The art of target setting is a constant issue. It is even harder for many agencies to find external standards or appropriate data for comparing their performance to something outside of themselves. 


	12.
Factors affecting results

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a.  This is valuable in that it allows agencies to explain to readers the context behind the data.  This understanding makes the data more meaningful.
b.  Most agencies try to make the most of this opportunity to explain their performance in Part III the APPR form. 


	13.
Aggregation and disaggregation of information

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:



	a. This is related to answers given in questions #4 and #6. If viewers want more detailed information and it is available, they should definitely have access to it.
b.  Due to understaffing and resource limitations, many smaller agencies with staff who wear many “hats” have difficulty even preparing their required budget documents (including the APPR report).  Thus, looking for ways to break down information for other users is often unfeasible for them.   


	14.
Consistency

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:



	a.  This criterion is valuable in that it affirms the need for explanations to readers of any changes in the methodology over the course of a data stream.  Without an explanation of any changes, the appearance of a data trend could be incorrect. 
b. Most agency staff understand this concept. It is reinforced by the performance measure change process built in to Oregon’s budget system (see Proposed Key Performance Measure Form). If an agency wishes to change the data source or methodology (or wording) of a measure from one biennium to the next, it must be reviewed against the criteria in the guidelines and approved by the legislature.


	15.
Easy to find, access, and understand

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This is valuable because it assures that data are able to be used. Data are not worth much if they are not understandable or accessible. 
b. All agencies’ APPR reports are posted on the Progress Board’s website at: http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR.shtml.  Agencies are expected to report their data on simple bar graphs for easier understanding by readers. 


	16.
Regular and timely reporting

a.
Value (How and way it is of value):

b.
Ease or difficulty of application of the criterion and how to make it easier to apply:

	a. This is important in order to have data trends, which are more meaningful than single data points. 
b. As with some other criteria, many agencies face difficulty in reporting their data in a timely manner due to resource/staffing issues.  


	D.
What specifically have you heard about the effective communication of reported performance information prepared using the suggested criteria?  What suggestions do you have to improve the ability of reported performance information to effectively communicate with all or any of the listed groups?

To elected officials

      To management 

      To media

      To citizens (including citizen groups and members of advisory boards and    

      commissions)



	Through its Citizen Advisory Group, the Progress Board gained much helpful insight about effective communication of performance information to citizens.  They specifically noted the need to simplify information that is presented to the public.  They indicated that citizens would likely feel overwhelmed by the vast amount of information agencies include in their performance reports, so it is best to provide very basic information and the ability to drill down to more detailed information if they so choose.  The full report, including all the group’s recommendations can be found here. 


	E.
In reported performance information prepared using the suggested criteria, is there information that you believe is unnecessary? 



	No.


	F.
In reported performance information prepared using the suggested criteria, is there any important information that you believe is missing?



	No. 


	G.
From what you have heard, how well do you believe a reader can understand the relevance and reliability (quality) of the reported performance information?

	See question D, above.  Members of the Citizen Advisory Group indicated that citizens may not understand the contents of the reports simply because they feel overwhelmed by the amount of information reported.  


	H.
Are citizens involved in establishing or selecting the following for your organization? Can you tell by reading the report the degree of involvement and in what way?


Goals and objectives


Measures of performance


Feedback on results

	The Progress Board tried to incorporate as many recommendations from its Citizen Advisory Group into the APPR template as possible.  The Using Performance Data section of the APPR asks agencies to indicate how citizens were involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures and how performance information is reported to citizens.  


	I.
As an NCCI grantee, you were required to discuss the performance report with citizens. Tell us how the citizen input was used in developing the next report?  Do you believe that input improved the report?  Please note any major changes made after consulting with citizens.




	The Progress Board’s Citizen Advisory Group reviewed three agencies’ most recent Annual Performance Progress Reports.  Many recommendations from the group were included in the modification of the report template for the next budget cycle, including the addition of a table of contents, information about how data are collected, providing a frame of reference for the data, using short titles for key performance measures and goals, and including links to more detailed information, if available.  These group’s recommendations certainly helped the Progress Board make the reports easier to read and understand.  


	J.
Do you believe that reported performance information prepared according to the suggested criteria possesses the following six qualitative characteristics?  If not, how could the suggested criteria be revised so that reported performance information will possess the six qualitative characteristics? (1) relevance, (2) understandability, (3) comparability, (4) timeliness, (5) consistency, (6) reliability

	Yes. We actually evaluated three agency websites against these characteristics, not the 16 criteria. The difference between these characteristics and the criteria seem a bit like splitting hairs. For example, relevancy seems to be essentially the same as criteria #8. Why not use this list at least as an organizing factor for the criteria?


	K.
Do you believe that reported performance information should contain information on financial performance such as the government-wide or organizational statements of net assets and activities?

	I think cost data should be attached to individual outcome/output measures, where possible. If not, to the programs producing those outcomes/outputs. It boils down to this: taxpayers give government money. Government says it is delivering these outputs and outcomes in return. Unless there is a cost attached to those deliverables, how can policy makers judge whether what taxpayers are getting is worth the cost? I have no opinion on whether to report the broader financial performance of a government or organization.


	L.
Do you believe that reported performance information should include a description of how performance information is being used within the organization?

	Yes.


	M.
Would it help encourage quality reporting of performance information for the GASB to undertake a project to establish guidance for reporting performance information?  

	It would be particularly helpful if the GASB guidance reinforced Progress Board guidance to state agencies.


	N.
If a project is undertaken, should that project:

1.
Establish standards

a.
Separate from basic financial statements in annual report

b.
As required supplementary information (RSI)

2.
Establish non-authoritative guidance

a.
Guidelines

b.
Recommended practice

3.
Continue research but do not add to active agenda

4.
Other

	I am not sure how to answer this question. Non-authoritative guidance, if it reinforced Progress Board guidance to Oregon state agencies would be great.
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