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SUBJECT: 
A MOTION approving the work plan and schedule for the King County Executive’s performance measurement program.

SUMMARY:

Proposed Motion 2003-0206 would approve the work plan and schedule for the Executive’s performance measurement program.  This proposed motion is in response to a proviso placed in the adopted 2003 King County budget that required the Executive to submit by motion a work plan and schedule for implementing a performance measurement system.  The proviso also required that the Executive submit a report that identifies departments selected for early emphasis, identifies selection criteria, and rates department mission and goals statements.  The proviso withholds $100,000 from the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) budget until Council approves the work plan and schedule by motion; the proviso does not require the Council to approve the report.
The Executive has transmitted a work plan and schedule to Council by the date required in the proviso and has, therefore, met the technical requirements of the proviso.  However, the intent of the proviso has not been fully met.  The required report did not identify departments selected for early emphasis and it did not provide a rating of department mission and goals statements.  The program is delayed by about four months.  

BACKGROUND:
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.  
· 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.

· 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.

· 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.”

· Council 2002 Legislation.  The Council requested by motion that the Executive implement a performance measurement program.  The Council also approved performance measurement criteria to be used for development of performance measures to evaluate the effectiveness of the Executive’s reorganization of the Department of Executive Services and the Department of Natural Resources and Parks.  The Council also required, per budget proviso, that the Executive submit, by motion, a work plan and schedule for program implementation.  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.

What Are Performance Measures?
Performance measures may be used as a yardstick to judge whether departments meet their mission and goals.  Ultimately, these performance measures may be used by decision makers and citizens 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 crisis, 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.
ANALYSIS:

Proviso Requirements

The King County Adopted 2003 Budget contained a proviso related to the Executive’s Performance Measurement Program (Ordinance 14517).  The proviso had the following requirements:

· Program work plan, schedule and progress report was due by April 30, 2003.
· Proviso withholds $100,000 from OMB’s budget until Council approves the work plan and schedule by motion.
· Proviso does not require Council to approve the report.  
· The report was required to:

· Identify departments selected for early emphasis;

· Identify criteria used to select departments; and

· Rate departmental mission and goal statements.

Proviso Analysis

The Executive has transmitted a work plan and schedule to Council by the date required in the proviso and has, therefore, met the technical requirements of the proviso.  However, the intent of the proviso has not been fully met.  The required report did not identify departments selected for early emphasis and it did not provide a rating of department mission and goals statements.  
The program is delayed by about four months.  As reported to Council during the 2003 budget process, the Executive stated that the first phase of the program was to be implemented in January 2003.  The first phase of the program is now scheduled for implementation in May 2003.
Mission and goals statements provided in the report have not been updated since they were submitted to Council previously during the 2003 budget process.  Some departments have improved and updated their mission and goal statements and Council may have found it useful to have a progress report as part of this proviso response.  While the report provided some proposed performance measures for five departments, the report did not provide a full range of performance measures nor were any performance measures provided for two departments.
The report did not rate department mission and goals statements as required by the proviso.  The report states that “On balance, departments rank equally in meeting the criteria for mission statements.”  However, a ranking analysis was not provided to justify this statement.  The report did provide a general evaluation for two departments, but no evaluation was provided for the remaining five departments.
It is unclear how the Council will be involved in review and oversight of the Executive’s performance measurement program.  The Council’s adopted legislation last year that called for a collaborative partnership in developing a performance measurement program.  However, while the Council receives department missions, goals, and performance measures during the annual budget process, the Council does not have an opportunity to review or change them.  In addition, the Executive does not plan on reporting performance measures to the public for all departments in the near-term.

ISSUES:
1. Does the council support formation of a performance measurement work group? 
Creation of a collaborative work group would provide the Council with oversight of and an opportunity to review and comment on the Executive’s performance measurement program.  The work group would also publicly demonstrate that the county is taking steps to improve the management, operations and performance of its Executive departments.  The work group could also recommend a communications strategy to improve public visibility of county performance accountability. 

As part of the adopted 2003 King County auditor’s work program, the auditor is conducting a review of performance measurements in the Department of Executive Services.  The auditor has agreed that this review could be expanded to review additional departments participating in the Executive’s performance measurement program through creation of a work group.  The work group would provide assistance in reviewing and assessing business plans, mission and goals statements and performance measures for Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Department of Transportation and two other departments to be selected by the work group.  The work group would be managed by the auditor’s office, facilitated by an outside consultant, and would consist of representatives from Executive departments, OMB, and Council staff.  This work group would be advisory and is likely to meet on a monthly basis except during the budget process.  
In addition, as part of this effort the consultant would conduct three Council staff working sessions on performance measurement and develop guidelines for Council staff in reviewing department missions, goals, and performance measures submitted during the budget process.  Total cost of the consulting engagement would be $23,000.  If the council agrees with formation of the workgroup, council staff would work to identify available resources.  
2. Would the council like to receive Executive department missions, goals and performance measures by August 15, 2003 in advance of the budget?
The Executive was requested to submit missions, goals, objectives, core business outcome and efficiency measures, performance targets, and historical data on each performance measure during the annual budget process (Motion 11561).  The council may find it useful to have this information submitted in advance of the budget process so that Council staff has the opportunity to analyze this information.   
3. Is the council interested in having performance measures developed and made accessible to the public for the elections section?

The proper administration of elections is an essential function of King County government and public confidence in the prompt and accurate counting of ballots is part of the foundation to a democratic government.  Unfortunately, public confidence in the management and operation of the elections office has been shaken through a series of problems.  Develop of performance measures that are accessible to the public would assist in restoring public confidence in county elections.  Performance measures would set clear, measurable goals on what is expected of election officials, and by letting those officials know there will be oversight and help in achieving these goals.

4. Should the Executive’s Reorganization Ordinance Be Amended to Focus Efforts on Improving Current Performance Measures and Not Conducting Another Reevaluation of the Executive’s Reorganization from 2001?

The 2001 Executive reorganization ordinance (Ordinance 14199) requires that the Executive submit a post-implementation evaluation of the effectiveness of the Executive reorganization of the departments of Executive Services (DES) and Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) by August 1, 2003.  The ordinance also requires the county auditor to conduct a post-implementation audit as part of its 2004 work program.  

The Council received results of an evaluation of the impact of the 2001 reorganization in October 2002 (Motion 11558).  The report provided a financial analysis of the reorganization, an analysis of overtime and temporary personnel and a general description of performance measures to be developed.  In addition, the Council adopted the criteria to be used in development of performance measures for the departments of Executive services and natural resources and parks.  
Since the council received the post-implementation evaluation last year, it may be more useful for the council to focus on development of performance measures prospectively to monitor how well the departments deliver services internally and to the public.  The council received a financial analysis of the reorganization last year, but has not received an analysis of the impact of the reorganization on performance.  
Retrospective analysis of performance will be very difficult for DNRP due to additional organizational changes within this department after the reorganization.  Due to the significant revision of the mission and scope of the county parks function as a result of the current expense fiscal crisis, completing the programmatic performance evaluation is more difficult from a methodological point of view.  The baseline performance expectations of parks pre merger were significantly different from the revised parks mission of today.  For example, the parks division no longer provides recreation services as it did pre-merger so if that was used as a performance measure, the division would show a poor performance despite the fact there was a specific policy decision redefining the mission of the parks.  The value of this type of retrospective evaluation originally envisioned may be diminished given the changed circumstance of the division.
It will also be very difficult to assess performance level changes in DES since the department is still working on developing performance measures.  If the council is interested in assessing performance issues within a specific area, then a performance audit of a specific area could be conducted.  
AMENDMENTS:

There is a substantive amendment and a title amendment in your packet.  

1. The substantive amendment (Attachment 3) would:

a. Request Executive participation in the collaborative work group.

b. Request that the executive submit performance measurement information by August 15, 2003 to the Labor, Operations and Technology committee.

c. Replace Exhibit B to the Executive’s proviso response that was transmitted to Council.  Exhibit B needs to be replaced because the exhibit, as transmitted by the executive, was missing several pages.

d. Request the executive to develop performance measures for elections.

2. The title amendment may be found as Attachment 4.
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Motion 2003-0206 (with proposed revised Exhibit B)

2. Transmittal Letter dated April 29, 2003

3. Substantive Amendment

4. Title Amendment
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