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Certificate Of Excellence In Service Efforts and Accomplishments

Reporting Program – Recommendations for the Oregon Department of Human Services Annual Performance Report September 2003


NOTEWORTHY FEATURES

The reviewers found the following to be commendable aspects in the Annual Performance Report.

· The pictorial presentation of how the management information, intermediate-level outcomes, and program performance measures relate to the 28 key performance measures, and how both relate to the Department’s goals, Oregon Benchmarks, and high level outcomes.

· The question and answer format for each measure that presents the reasons for the measure, the condition revealed by the data, how the data were calculated, the activities undertaken in order for the target to be achieved, and the actions required as a result of analyzing the data.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The report is dated September 2003. It appears to present performance for fiscal year 2002.  Identifying the date of the fiscal year-end on the report would provide a better understanding of the timeliness of the report.  Also, publishing the report no more than six months after the end of the fiscal year to which the data pertain increases the likelihood that the information would be used for decision-making.

2. The introduction to the report states that the “Department has adopted 25 high-level outcomes, 14 of which are Oregon Benchmarks” (page 5).  Appendix A depicts the Oregon Benchmarks at the top of the DHS Performance Measurement Framework (page 87)  Explaining the significance of Oregon Benchmarks would help readers better understand the Department’s performance management and measurement system and why, for some measures, the “Department alone has only some influence.”
3. The answer to the Introduction question “How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?” presents how staff was involved, but not how citizens and similar stakeholders were involved (page 7).  Describing the extent to which the citizens for whom the services are provided were involved in the development of the measures would increase readers’ confidence in the relevance of the measures.
4. The answer to the Introduction question “How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?” states that the report will be communicated to a “broad audience” and “various audiences” (page 9).  Part of being accountable is identifying the specific audiences to whom the report will be communicated.
5. The report begins with five questions and answers pertaining to the development and implementation of performance measures reporting (pages 7-10) and a list of the 28 performance measures presented in the report (pages 13-14).  One answer states that there are DHS goals, high-level outcomes, the Oregon Benchmarks, key performance measures, etc. (pages 7-8) and refers the reader to Appendix A.  Appendix A indicates there are 4 goals (page 87), but does not identify them.  The goals are identified in Appendix B in a chart that depicts their relationship to the key performance measures (pages 89-92).  

The DHS goal and performance measure structure, the nature of the specific goals, and the manner in which the goals are supported by the key performance measures is critical information for understanding the Department’s performance measurement and reporting process.  Relegating that information to appendices, which are generally read last if at all, lessens the likelihood that readers will have the necessary understanding of the process prior to reading the substance of the materials.  This can be addressed by expanding the introductory materials to encompass a description of the goal and measures structure, a list of the specific goals, and a depiction of the relationships of the measures to the goals—in other words much of the information in Appendices A and B.
6. The introductory questions are followed immediately by performance information for the 28 performance measures.  Including an executive summary or management analysis that highlights the major and/or critical results, preferably in terms of outcomes, and discusses identified challenges would enable readers to readily determine DHS’ performance without having to read the entire report.

7. The report identifies several measures that have been changed (page 10).  They are also identified in Appendix B (page 89-92).  Describing the nature of the change and overlapping the data for both the old and the new measures for at least one year enables readers to obtain a better understanding of performance over time.  Also, identifying that a measure has been modified in the presentation of each measure, rather than in the appendix, would eliminate the need for readers to flip back and forth between two sections of the document to obtain the complete information about a measure.

8. The report provides comparisons of performance with targets and prior years.  Providing comparisons, where possible, with other states’ performance is another way for readers to evaluate the level of DHS’ performance.

9. There were no resources used, efficiency, or cost-effectiveness measures presented in the report.  These types of measures would be helpful for evaluating both the amounts of resources used to implement the various policies and the efficiency and cost-effectiveness with which the resources have been used.
10. The report presents the sources for the data presented for each measure.  Commenting on the reliability of the data or any limitations thereof and steps to be taken to address the limitations would increase readers’ confidence in the data.
11. The presentations for measure 10000-11 indicates that a survey is used to obtain the data (page 38).  Summarizing the survey process, e.g., who conducted the survey, what were the questions, how were the surveyed people selected, how many were there, and how many responded, etc., similar to what was presented for measure 10000-19 on page 56, enables readers to better evaluate the survey results.
12. The bar graphs for some measures present the data and the target for each year side by side (pages 15, 19, 23).  The bar graphs for other measures present the data for several years on one side of the graph and the targets for several years on the other side of the graph (pages 47, 49, 51).  Since the latter approach makes it more difficult to make the comparisons for a single year, consideration should be given to using a consistent presentation format—preferably the former. 
13. The report presents results for DHS as a whole.  Disaggregating the data, to the extent possible, either by demographic group or geographically, and either presenting them in an appendix or on the Internet with a reference to such availability, would enable interested persons to have a better understanding of the performance accomplished with different parts of the population and in different parts of the state. 
14. The report uses many acronyms.  Although many are defined the first time they are used, in other instances, acronyms are used but not defined until later in the report, if at all.  Examples are OMHAS (page 54) and SFMB (page 63).  Acronyms should be defined the first time used in the report in order to enhance reader understanding. 

15. The report is available on the Internet.  However, there is no notation of this availability in the report.  Citing the availability of an Internet version of the report and providing the specific Internet address in the printed version of the report would increase the report’s accessibility. 
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