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CHAPTER 6




MANAGING FOR RESULTS IN OREGON 

“Oregon’s Option,” featuring intergovernmental agreements on benchmarks and performance measures, is being extolled by Gore’s reinvention adviser Elaine C. Kamarck as potentially “the model for the whole country” (Goshko 1995, p. A18).

Introduction and Summary


The Oregon Benchmarks have received much recognition.  The Oregon Progress Board received the Vanguard Award in 1992 for the benchmarks.  The Vanguard Award is given by the Corporation for Enterprise Development in recognition of impact and excellence in state development policy.  The award described Oregon Benchmarks as “the first workable system in the country that makes economic development and human investment strategic planning real in the public sector.”   In addition, Oregon’s use of benchmarks is viewed as bringing “public accountability out of mere politics and into day-to-day governance, by calculating progress towards actual defined development results, rather than simply counting the number of program inputs” (Duncan Wyse, Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board, Oregon Benchmarks: Standards for Measuring Statewide Progress and Government Performance, Report to the 1993 Legislature, December 1992, p. 4).  In 1994, the Oregon Benchmarks were selected as one of the ten winners of the Innovations in Government Awards presented by the Ford Foundation and the Kennedy School of Government.  More recently, Oregon has signed an agreement to design and test a new approach to delivering federally funded public services through state and local governments (Oregon Progress Board, “The New Oregon Trail,” http://opb/or-trail.opb).  


In spite of Oregon’s early successes, Oregon is enduring hardships as noted by Barrett and Greene:

“B+, a good grade for any other state is a step down for Oregon, which had been regarded as a model, but stalled in the last year and a half.  This grade is partially responsible for Oregon’s drop in <Financial World’s> rankings.  Oregon sets global goals for the state​​--like bringing teenage pregnancy rates from 19.7 out of 1,000 in 1990 to eight per 1,000 in 2010.  But tying the big goals to agency programs and results hasn’t received adequate focus recently.  Only 20% of agencies genuinely use measurement systems for better management and the legislature can’t seem to stir up much interest either.  Governor Kitzhaber is working on his own six-year strategic plan and is expected to ask agencies to tie their measurements to his shorter-range goals.  This will likely rejuvenate the process.  ‘Performance measurements will be used as a tool to evaluate how we’re progressing,’ says a budget analyst (Barrett and Greene 1995, p. 54-55).

Findings in this case study indicate that much progress has not been made at the agency level since 1995.


The case study is organized by the sections that comprise the managing-for-results efforts in Oregon and in the order consistent with the other states being studied. Highlights of the system in Oregon include a statewide strategic plan and highly acclaimed benchmarks.  Developments in Oregon will be analyzed through this case study by focusing on performance measures, sources and analyses of data, and use of information.  Implementation issues discussed include political, financial, bureaucratic costs, lessons learned, and steps to increase usefulness and participation in the state.  The case study ends by specifically addressing the preliminary findings for the questions of this dissertation: 1) to what extent is there a relationship between the goal of the program and the measurement model that surfaces? 2) what have been the uses and impact of the performance information? 3) where multiple measurement systems are in place, how are they aligned?  Finally, the data is compiled, for final analyses in Chapter 10, using the United States General Accounting Office’s strategies for successful implementation of managing for results (GAO/GGD 96-118).

Context


First attempts to implement performance measurements in Oregon were made by the Department of Transportation in 1988.  In 1991, the executive branch began  phasing in performance measurement in all large state agencies.  The remaining agencies were expected to implement the process in 1992.  However, by 1995 only 20% of the agencies were participating in the system (Barrett and Greene 1995).  Anomalous to other states, Oregon’s efforts involved very limited oversight assessment from the executive branch and little or no involvement from the legislative branch (see Broom, unpublished presentation at the 1997 American Society for Public Administration annual meeting, attachment 1).

Unlike the agency performance measures, the Oregon Benchmarks received much attention.  Oregon is “increasingly recognized as the leader in the development of strategic planning and benchmarking efforts” (Luke 1994, p. 3).  Oregon’s efforts were also referred to as “path breaking” and offering the opportunity to achieve two difficult objectives: “social learning and integrated action in fragmented systems” by those who studied the process (see Kirlin 1994, p. 1).

Oregon Benchmarks


The process that led to Oregon Benchmarks began in 1989 when hundreds of citizens produced Oregon Shines, a 20 year vision for Oregon’s strategic development.  

“Oregon Shines suggests that we have an opportunity to achieve sustained economic prosperity and to enhance our enviable quality of life.  To do that, it concluded, we must invest our resources in our people to produce a quality work force, and we must preserve our quality of life. 

Capable people and good living conditions are worthwhile ends in themselves, yet they also attract and nurture the industries of the 21st Century.  In its most important goal, the plan challenged Oregon to create a work force that is the most competent in America by the year 2000, and equal to any in the world by 2010” (Oregon Progress Board, “The New Oregon Trail,” http://opb/or-trail.opb).  
Oregon Shines recommended the creation of the Oregon Progress Board, a panel of leading citizens chaired by the governor.  The Legislature created the Board in the 1989 session.  The Board created the Benchmarks to translate the recommendations of Oregon Shines to specific objectives referred to as indicators of progress.   Oregon Shine was updated in 1997 with slight shift in emphasis as displayed below (Oregon Progress Board, 1997, p. 2):

In 1990, with the aid of several citizen steering committees and the involvement of organizations and individuals statewide, the Progress Board refined and adopted 160 benchmarks for recommendations to the 1991 Legislature.  The Board revisits the benchmarks every two years, and based on public input, refines and modifies the measures.  There are currently 92 benchmarks, a substantial decrease from the 259 found in the 1995 report.  The latest revision to the benchmarks was published in 1997 and is referred to as “Oregon Shines II.”


The benchmarks are divided into three categories:  the first group, is referred to as measure indicators of a highly capable, self-reliant people.  For example, pregnancy rate per 1,000 females ages 10-17.  The second group targets success in maintaining and improving the quality of life alongside a growing economy.  For example, percentage of Oregonians living where the air meets government ambient air quality standards is used as an indicator.  The third group measures attainment of a diversified, globally competitive economy that pays high wages.  An example of an indicator for this goal is the real per capita income as a percentage of U.S. real per capita income.



Ten benchmarks have been identified as urgent and have been continuously tracked.  These included:  1) increase per capita income relative to the U.S.;  2) insure job growth occurs statewide;  3) preserve forest, agricultural, and wetlands; 4) maintain air quality;  5) increase the share of Oregonians with health insurance; 6) improve student reading and math skills; 7) reduce teenage pregnancy; 8) provide affordable housing; 9) reduce alcohol, illicit drug and cigarette use by students; and 10) reduce crime (Jeff Tryens, Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board, “Oregon’s Benchmark Performance Report: Key Indicators of Progress from 1990 to 1995,” December 30, 1996). 


As in Florida, the benchmarks contain data sources.  Data sources include population surveys, agency records, economic statistics, and achievement test scores.  An example from Appendix A in the Oregon Shines II may be found as figure 6.1.


Oregon Progress Board released the first Benchmark Performance Report on December 30, 1996, measuring Oregon’s progress and performance in the areas of people, quality of life, and the economy from 1990 to 1995.  Approximately 50 benchmarks were evaluated, Oregon’s 10 highest priority Benchmarks were the focus of the report, however.   The formula used to assign an individual grade to each benchmark was actual 1995 data minus actual 1990 data divided by target 1995 minus actual 1990 data.  The formula reflects how much progress Oregon has made as a percentage of the progress Oregon needed to make in order to achieve the 1995 targets.  Benchmark grades were determined by using the following scale (Jeff Tryens, Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board, “Oregon’s Benchmarks Performance Report,” December 30, 1996):



A-- Met or exceeded targets (100%+)



B--Significant progress towards target (67%-99%)



C--Some progress towards target (34%-66%)



D--Little or no progress towards target (0%-33%)



F--Opposite direction from target (-%)

A sample page from the report may be found as figure 6.2.


Contradictions may be found on use of performance information as communicated through the Oregon web-site, telephone interviews with employees, and other documents.   For instance, the web-site states that “as of 1991, the Legislature has used the benchmarks as a yardstick for legislative proposals, passing important bills for education reform, work force preparation, and economic development in support of the benchmarks”(Oregon Progress Board, http://opb/or-trail.opb).  Also as of 1991, state agencies with the governor’s encouragement, have crafted strategies for critical benchmarks.  These strategies are reflected in the agencies’ planning and budgeting process.  Employees view the use of the performance information differently, and linkages to agency programs are limited.  Both of these points are later expanded upon.  

The web-site also states that the benchmarks have been used by community organizations.  For example, in 1992, a broad-based group of organizations formed the Oregon Preschool Immunization Consortium, which has found grant support and launched programs to increase immunization of children entering kindergarten. This effort resulted in part from the benchmark data showing that only 47 percent of Oregon children entering kindergarten were immunized.


The Progress Board itself has supported initiatives that complement the benchmarks.  One of these was the 1991 report “Human Investment Partnership,” that described strategies for investing in people incorporating legislative reforms of school curriculum and work force training.  Also in 1991, the Board sponsored a statewide survey of adult literacy.  The baseline data gathered in this survey enabled the Progress Board to set adult literacy benchmarks for the next two decades (Oregon Progress Board, “The New Oregon Trail,” http://opb/or-trail.opb).  

The next section of this case study examines the other efforts used in the 

state to manage-for-results.  Those found in other states include agency-wide strategic planning efforts, performance-based budgets, and performance evaluations.  Limited applications were found in Oregon through pilot studies.  Pilot studies and information on other efforts will be discussed further.


Agency Strategic Plan and Performance Measures


Oregon does not require agencies to submit strategic plans or performance measures.  According to Freels, the Budget Analyst responsible for the performance measurement initiative, Oregon made the mistake in 1991 of assuming that all agencies were engaging in strategic planning (telephone interview 8-6-97).  Statewide agency performance measurement efforts were also unsuccessful and have been suspended.

The Oregon Progress Board identified benchmarks related to the Governor’s ‘investment budget initiatives’ and worked with the agencies to develop program/performance measures for these initiatives.  The Governor’s recommended budget document states that “this attempt to link performance measures directly to Benchmarks will provide better information for decision makers to evaluate the impact of the individual initiatives, and establish a framework to expand links between performance measures and Benchmarks in other state programs” (1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget, p. 3).   The three initiatives included in a pilot study linking agency efforts with benchmarks are:  1) Oregon health care expansion, 2) Oregon head start pre-kindergarten expansion, and 3) coastal salmon recovery/healthy streams partnership.  These are referred to in the Governor’s Budget as ‘investment budgets’ supporting the key strategic initiatives in the Oregon Shines report.  As may be found as figures 6.3-6.5, the initiatives include a goal with the related benchmark(s), a description of the overall program with targets, agency/role, interim indicators, and performance measures.  The performance measures appear to be input and output measures, while the interim indicators monitor outputs and outcomes.  For example in figure 6.5, the performance measure “number of stream basins monitored for adequate vegetative buffers and exposed banks” has as the interim indicator “percentage of stream miles along agriculture lands with adequate vegetative buffers.” 


Agencies have done their own performance measurement pilot programs as illustrated through the case studies submitted to the American Society for Public Administration.  Summaries of the efforts in the Oregon Department of Transportation, and the Adult and Family Services Division have been compiled by Cheryl Broom from the State of Washington Legislative Audit and Review Committee and may be found as figures 6.6 and 6.7.

Performance-Based Budgets
There is currently a modified zero-based budgeting system in place that includes some performance measures, but without any linkages existing between the measures and the budget (Kelly Freels, Budget Analyst, telephone interview, 8-6-97).  
Agency Operations--Agency Audit, Evaluating Performance


Oregon does not conduct performance evaluations.  According to Greg Parker, of the Oregon Audit Division, the division conducts only traditional compliance audits.  The  Oregon Progress Board is responsible for maintaining progress on the benchmarks (Greg Parker, Oregon Audit Division, telephone interview, 7-31-97).  John Lattimer is the new Secretary of the Audit Division, and changes are expected to include performance evaluations (Kelly Freels, Budget Analyst, telephone interview, 8-6-97). 

Political Costs


The political costs in Oregon may result from differing  views on the definition of performance.  According to officials there, for agencies to be successful in communicating to Legislators, program managers had to be able to integrate success of intended outcomes without ever mentioning measures. Legislators have not used any of the performance information and their interest lies in results not measurement (Kelly Freels, Budget Analyst, telephone interview 8-6-97).


Financial Costs


Financial costs for implementing the benchmarks or pilot studies have not been calculated in Oregon.

Bureaucratic Costs


The statewide efforts to implement performance measures were not useful; agencies feared that their budget would depend on the outcomes.  The effort has not been abandoned in Oregon but will take more time to implement than originally perceived.  Attempts to implement performance evaluations were also unsuccessful and caused more problems in the agencies than the value added, according to Freels. (Kelly Freels, Budget Analyst, telephone interview, 8-6-97).  He explained that there is a need for greater knowledge of performance evaluations by the audit division, which has backed away from doing the performance evaluations, but hopes to resume these in the future.   


Lessons Learned


Michael Marsh representing Oregon at the 1993 Managing-for-Results Conference in Austin, Texas, spoke of performance measurement as a part of major organizational, behavioral, and cultural change and presented the following lessons learned (October 28, 1995):
· Performance measurement requires extensive training.

· A successful process requires a clear mission at the agency level, and the establishment of a vision and priorities by top management.

· Top management must continually champion, reinforce, and promote the purpose and elements of performance measurement.

· All agency employees should participate in the performance measurement process.

Mison Bowden from the Oregon Department of Transportation, Program Manager for Performance Measurement Program, presented the following lessons learned in the case study submitted to the American Society for Public Administration (1996):

· entire organization needs to be involved;

· management must actively lead;

· unions must be involved and informed;

· resource planning must include technology and people;

· integrate performance measures into other organization processes;

· review and assess with independent party; and make corrections when necessary.

Susan Blanche-Kappler, from the Oregon Adult and Family Services Division, presented the following lessons learned in the case study submitted to the American Society for Public Administration (1996):

· additional resources are not needed to implement performance measures;

· commitment from partners, stakeholders, and staff at all levels should be obtained;

· performance measures may be used as a tool to clarify internally and externally, the vision and mission;

· use performance measures as a tool , not the final and only answer; assess other causes and impacts;

· implement using best data available, then improve collection and reporting over time;

· persevere as change does not happen quickly or easily;

· and finally training and incorporation of performance measures should be incorporated into “normal” business discussions.


Steps to Increase Usefulness and Participation

As mentioned earlier, Oregon made the critical mistake of believing that all agencies were engaging in strategic planning in 1991 (Kelly Freels, Budget Analyst, 8-6-97).  This was not the case.  All agencies need to go through the strategic planning process with the commitment from the leadership of the organization that the information will be used as a key to communication within the agency.    

Preliminary Findings


While the Oregon Benchmarks receive strong support from the Governor, the support received from the legislative branch is questionable.  Nonetheless, the Oregon Benchmarks are described as path breaking and continue to be used by others as a model.  These efforts are undergoing continuous improvement through the recommendations of the progress board and external reviews such as the one conducted by Hatry and Kirlin in 1994.  Concentrated efforts include evolving the process from one of development and promotion of Benchmarks to one with an emphasis on results.  There is also great interest from the Governor in linking agency programs to the benchmarks.  Progress at the agency level has encountered many road-blocks and failures, and although it is assured that the efforts have not been abandoned, the progress is minimal and limited to a few pilot studies.


How does Oregon fare in relation to the questions posed in this dissertation: 1) to what extent is there a relationship between the goal of the program and the measurement model that surfaces? 2) what have been the uses and impact of the performance information? 3)where multiple measurement systems are in place, how are they aligned?  Each of these questions will be handled separately and may be found summarized as figure 6.8.


Goal of the Program and Measurement Model


The goal of the Oregon Benchmarks is to define and measure progress toward strategic priorities (Oregon Progress Board, “Governing for Results,” March 1996).  By this definition, the Oregon Benchmarks are to serve as a management tool.  The citizen involvement in the process and dissemination of information, allow for their use of accountability to the citizenry.   However, Hatry (1994) found that citizens were not well informed that the benchmarks existed. 


Use and Impact of Performance Information


The use of performance indicators for decision making by the legislators, and for accountability to the citizenry in Oregon is questionable (see earlier comments made by Kelly Freels during telephone interview 8-6-97, Hatry 1994, and Kirlin 1994).  Community organizations such as the Oregon Preschool Immunization Consortium, are 

said to utilize the benchmarks to implement programs to assist in their accomplishments (Oregon Progress Board, “The New Oregon Trail,” http://opb/or-trail.opb).  The few agencies that are using performance measures claim that the information is used as a management tool (see figure 6.7) and has had substantial impact:   

“Oregon’s DOT <Department of Transportation> realized about $4 million in savings from its first pilots,  and its pavement condition ratings went from just over 50% to over 80% or better.  Oregon’s A&FS <Adult and Family Services> has seen its percentage of teenage parents finishing high school rise to 90% and a child support collections increase by more than 30%.  <Another significant> outgrowth of the division’s success is that Oregon is the first state to receive “outcome-based” funding from the federal government for implementation of its welfare reform program” (Broom 1997, p. 4).

Alignment and Linking of Systems


With the exceptions of the pilot studies and limited agency efforts found in figures 5, 6, and 7, there is no integration of benchmarks with agency performance measures.  The performance data is not integrated with the budget and there is no automated information system for performance data in Oregon.  The state is currently not conducting performance evaluations and there are no incentives in place for those using performance measures. 

   Conclusion


In conclusion, the State of Oregon has served as the model for other states and local government implementing benchmarks.  The Progress Board has remained active in updating the benchmarks.  However, with few pilot study exceptions mentioned in this case study, the benchmarks have not been linked to the agency programs.   Some of the  agencies using performance measures have documented their impact on improving performance.  Overall, Oregon’s progress has been slow, training is not emphasized as in other states,  and the efforts have not been broadly supported by the legislative branch.  

Figure 6.9 outlines how the findings compare with the U.S. General Accounting Office’s strategies for successful implementation.  

Figure 6.1: Oregon Benchmarks: Explanation, Rationale, and Data Source.
Source:  Jeff Tryens, Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board, Oregon Benchmarks; Standards for Measuring Statewide Progress and Institutional Performance.  Report to the 1997 Legislature, January 21, 1997, p. 88. 
 Figure 6.2: Oregon’s Benchmarks Performance Report

Source:  Jeff Tryens, Executive Director, Oregon Progress Board, “Oregon’s Benchmark Performance Report: Key Indicators of Progress from 1990 to 1995,” December 30, 1996, p. 3.

Figure 6.3: Linking Agency Performance Measures with Benchmarks—Oregon Health Plan Expansion

Source:  State of Oregon, “1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget,” p. 4.

Figure 6.4: Linking Agency Performance Measures with Benchmarks—Oregon Head Start Pre-Kindergarten Expansion

Source:  State of Oregon, “1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget,” p. 5.

Figure 6.5: Linking Agency Performance Measures with Benchmarks—Coastal Salmon Recovery/Healthy Streams Partnership

Source:  State of Oregon, “1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget,” p. 6.

Figure 6.5 Continues: Linking Agency Performance Measures with Benchmarks—

Coastal Salmon Recovery/Healthy Streams Partnership

Source:  State of Oregon, “1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget,” p. 7.

Figure 6.5 Continues: Linking Agency Performance Measures with Benchmarks—Coastal Salmon Recovery/Healthy Streams Partnership

Source:  State of Oregon, “1997-99 Governor’s Recommended Budget,” p. 8.

Figure 6.6: Oregon Department of Transportation

Source:  Cheryl Broom, Washington State Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee, unpublished, presentation made at the American Society for Public Administration annual meeting, 1997, attachment 2.

Figure 6.7:  Oregon Adult and Family Services Division

Source:  Cheryl Broom, Washington State Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee, unpublished, presentation made at the American Society for Public Administration annual meeting, 1997, attachment 3.

Figure 6.8: Overview of Dissertation Questions by State

Oregon
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Key:  some—refers to pilot studies   
Figure 6.9: Oregon—Key Steps and Critical Practices for Successful Implementation
	
	
	
	Benchmarks
	Inter-Agency Performance Measures
	Agency Performance Measures*

	Define Mission Outcomes


	1. Involve Stakeholders
	
	Yes
	
	No evidence

	
	2. Assess Environment
	
	No
	
	No

	
	3. Align Activities
	
	No
	
	No

	Measure Performance


	4. Measure at Each Organizational  Level
	A. Demonstrate Results
	Yes
	
	Yes

	
	
	B. Limited to Vital Few per Goal
	Progress is being made 
	
	Yes

	
	
	C. Respond to Multiple Priorities
	Yes
	
	Yes

	
	
	D. Link to responsible programs
	On a limited basis-pilot studies
	
	Yes

	
	5. Collect Data
	
	Yes
	
	Yes

	Use Performance Information


	6. Identify Performance Gaps
	
	Yes
	
	Yes

	
	7. Report Information
	
	Yes
	
	Yes

	
	8. Use Information
	A. Policy Decision Making
	No
	
	No evidence

	
	
	B. Management
	No evidence, although goal of program
	
	Some

	
	
	C. Accountability to Public
	Yes
	
	Some

	
	
	D. Community Projects
	Some


	
	No

	
	
	E. Improve Effectiveness
	Some


	
	Some

	Reinforce Implementation


	9. Devolve Decision Making
	
	No
	
	No—evidence

	
	10. Create Incentives
	
	No
	
	No

	
	11. Build Expertise
	
	No
	
	No

	
	12. Integrate Management Reforms
	
	No
	
	No


Source:  Key steps and critical practices adapted from the United States General Accounting Office, GAO/GGD-96-118.
*Agency performance measures used in pilot studies.
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