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SUBJECT: 
MOTION 2005-0307 directing the county auditor to add a program to her 2006 work plan to continue facilitating a collaborative performance measurement workgroup and requesting elected officials to participate in the workgroup.  
SUBJECT: 
ORDINANCE 2005-0308 relating to performance audits of King County government and updating provisions pertaining to the administration of the county audit office.
BACKGROUND:
What Are Performance Measures?
Performance measures may be used as a yardstick to judge whether departments and the county as a whole meet their mission and goals.  Ultimately, these performance measures may be used by decision makers and the public to determine what services a department performs and that quality services are provided at the least possible cost.  Another reason to measure performance is to help obtain the big picture or purpose of county government.  During the current county budget challenges, performance measurement may assist in prioritizing which programs and services the county should or should not continue to provide.

Performance measures are used as a means to judge whether a department’s mission and goals are being met.  Often when departments begin developing performance measures, it becomes apparent that the mission and goals of a department are not clearly articulated and may need to be refined.  A department must have its mission and goals firmly established before embarking on developing measures.

Once a department’s mission and goals have been established, a department may begin developing performance measures.  Generally, there are three types of performance measures:

· Outcome measures.  These measures describe the quantified impact of a governmental action.  Outcome measures may be used to judge the effectiveness of a particular program.

· Process measures.  These measures describe the amount of work accomplished or the activities undertaken in providing a service.  Process measures may be used to judge the efficiency of a particular program.  These measures are also known as output measures.

· Quality measures.  These measures illustrate the level of customer satisfaction with a service, or how accurately or timely a service was provided.  Often these measures are collected through customer satisfaction surveys or focus groups.

History of County Performance Measurement Efforts
Performance measurement has been used by the county for more than a decade.  The Council adopted a series of ordinances in the mid-1990s directing the Executive to develop and implement performance measurement government-wide.  As a result, there are varying degrees of management use of performance measurement across the county.  Some agencies and Executive departments, such as the Sheriff’s Office, Assessor’s Office and Department of Natural Resources and Parks, have incorporated performance measurement into their strategic planning efforts and are using outcome performance measures.  
Initial County Efforts
In the 1990s Council adopted legislation encouraging the executive to develop and implement performance measurement.  The County Auditor led an oversight performance measurement committee; however, this committee ended soon after the executive created a separate performance measurement initiative.  A 2002 Governing Magazine article found that there was little performance measurement at the county.
· County Auditor 1991 Survey.  The county auditor’s 1991 survey found that the use of performance measurement by county agencies could be improved.  The survey found that the linkage between agency mission, goals and objectives was not demonstrated, most measures were not performance measures, and the budget review process was oriented towards spending not performance.  

· Council 1995 Legislation.  The Council directed the Executive to develop and implement a performance measurement program in 1995 and also created a public oversight committee led by the County Auditor.  
· Executive Performance Initiative in 1999.  The Executive launched his own performance measurement initiative in 1999.  The initiative was separate from the Council’s initiative.

· County Auditor 2001 Finding.  The county auditor found that there was little Executive buy-in for the Council’s performance measurement process and recommended that the oversight committee sunset.  The Council and executive performance measurement efforts ended shortly after the recommendation.  
· Governing Magazine 2002 Score.  A February 2002 Governing Magazine article gave King County a C score on managing for results.   The article found that “budget pressures trumping measurement effort; no formal strategic plan; long-range planning doesn’t occur and isn’t pushed from the legislative side; more outputs than outcomes used for measurement.”

Revitalized County Efforts
In 2002, Council reinvigorated its interest in performance measurement by adopting legislation encouraging the executive to develop and implement performance measurement.  Council has adopted legislation every year since 2002 to continue encouraging the development of a countywide performance measurement system that is publicly reported and directly linked to resource allocation decisions.  The Council’s efforts have brought some success to the County as demonstrated by the Department of Natural Resources and Parks’ nationally recognized performance measurement program.

· Council 2002 Legislation
· Encourages performance measurement.  In October 2002, the Council encouraged the Executive broaden and deepen the use of performance measurement throughout county government as a way of enhancing management of scarce resources and demonstrating accountability.  The Council also requested the Executive to submit to the Council during the annual budget process the business plans for each department that shall include mission, goals, objectives, outcome measures and core business outcome and efficiency measures.  Council also stated its intent to review submitted performance measures to determine how well county departments are meeting their goals and objectives and whether services are being provided that strike an appropriate balance of quality, level of service and cost (Motion 11561). 
· Requires program work plan and schedule.  In November 2002, the Council required, per budget proviso that the Executive submit, by motion, a work plan and schedule for program implementation (Ordinance 14517).  The proviso also required the Executive to submit a report identifying departments selected for early emphasis, identifying the criteria used for selecting departments, and rating departments’ mission and goal statements.  
· Approves funding for program staff.  Council also approved a term-limited temporary position in the office of management and budget to staff the executive’s performance measurement program full-time (Ordinance 14517).
· In June 2003, Council creates performance measurement work group.  The Council requested the Executive to participate in a collaborative performance measurement work group (Motion 11739).  The Executive was also requested to submit missions, goals, objectives, core business outcome and efficiency measures, performance targets, and historical data on each performance measure for the 2004 reporting period by August 15, 2003.   The Executive was also requested to submit a mission statement, goals, objectives, core business outcome and efficiency measures, performance targets, and a plan for making this information accessible to the public for the elections section by November 1, 2003.
· In January 2004, the performance measurement work group was formed.  The work group reviewed and commented on business plans and their performance measures for the departments of natural resources and parks, transportation, executive services and community and human services.  The work group also reviewed and commented on the executive’s guidelines for preparing business cases and performance measures that were distributed as part of budget preparation.

· In June 2004, limited performance measurement found by consultant. Dye Management found in their countywide finance, human resource, payroll and budget system quantifiable business case that there was limited performance measurement in use at the county. 
· In September 2004, Council expanded the collaborative performance measurement work group to include county agencies (Motion 12005).   The work group was expanded to include representatives from the county assessor, the King County Sheriff, the King County prosecutor, the presiding judge of district court and the presiding judge of superior court.  The work group is reviewing and commenting on agency performance measures.  In addition, the county auditor released a consultant report and her briefing memorandum on the status of King County performance measurement. 
· In June 2005, Council recognized the Department of Natural Resources and Parks for creating a strong and visible document that meets the highest national standards for performance measurement reporting.  The department’s “Measuring for Results” report was assessed against national guidelines and awarded a Certificate of Excellence in Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting by the Association of Government Accountants earlier in the year.
SUMMARY:

Proposed Motion 2005-0307 would continue the collaborative performance measurement workgroup that Council created in 2003.  
The proposed motion would:

· Direct the county auditor to add a program to her 2006 work plan to continue facilitating a collaborative performance measurement workgroup;

· Request the executive to participate in the workgroup; 

· Request the County Assessor, the King County Sheriff, the King County Prosecuting Attorney, the Presiding Judge of District Court and the Presiding Judge of Superior Court to participate in the workgroup; 
· Request the work group to develop a work plan to determine feasible next steps to establish a countywide system of strategic performance measurement and reporting that is directly linked to resource allocation decisions and is publicly reported; 

· Request the work group to review how county performance measurement programs such as the KingStat and Accountable Business Transformation Program performance measurement systems report policy-level and other information to county elected officials and the public, how they are coordinated with each other, and how reporting systems are directly linked to resource allocation decisions; and
· Request the work group to develop legislation revising the county code provisions on performance measurement to promote a uniform, countywide performance measurement and reporting system if the work is not completed by the work group in 2005.

Proposed Ordinance 2005-0308 would update legislation that authorizes the King County Auditor’s Office to conduct performance, effectiveness and efficiency audits of county agencies and programs.  This legislation would further emphasize performance audits as a vehicle for strengthening the accountability of county operations.  This legislation would also give a greater priority to countywide efforts to establish regular reporting to the public on the performance of county programs and services.  

The proposed ordinance would:
· Clarify the auditor screening committee process (Section Two);
· State that the auditor shall be a person able to analyze problems of performance, program operations, financial management and administration, internal controls and public policy and shall not be actively involved in partisan affairs (Section Three);

· Strengthen the auditor’s responsibilities to conduct performance audits (Section Four through Seven);

· Further describe how audits are reviewed, communicated and comments incorporated into audits (Section Eight); and
· State that the county auditor may provide oversight, including technical assistance, to county departments, agencies and programs in the development and reporting of strategic plans, business plans, performance measures and other performance improvement efforts as directed by the council (Section Nine).

ATTENDEES:

1. Cheryle Broom, County Auditor
2. Ron Perry, Principal Lead Auditor
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Motion 2005-0307
2. Proposed Ordinance 2005-0308
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