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SUBJECT: 
A MOTION directing the county auditor to add a program to her 2005 work plan to continue facilitating a collaborative performance measurement workgroup and requesting elected officials to participate in the workgroup.  
BACKGROUND:
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 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 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.

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.  
· 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
· 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, the county auditor released a consultant report and her briefing memorandum on King County performance measurement. 
Performance Measurement Work Group

For over a decade, the Council has been interested in improving the effectiveness, accountability and transparency of county government through the use of performance measurement.  In an effort to move the County forward in implementing performance measurement, the Council created in 2003 a collaborative performance measurement work group to provide oversight of and an opportunity to review and comment on the Executive’s performance measurement program (Motion 11739).   The work group was managed by the county auditor’s office and was facilitated by an external consultant (SMG/Columbia Consulting Group).

The work group consisted of representatives from the Council, County Auditor, Office of Management and Budget and Executive Departments.  The group developed an analysis template that provided guidelines for how departments might demonstrate the linkages between policy, business plans, performance measures, and budgets.  The work group also tested and refined the analysis template by applying it to the business plans for the departments of natural resources and parks, transportation, executive services, and community and human services.
The major accomplishments of the work group were:

· Developed guidelines for reviewing business plans and performance measures at a high level.  These guidelines were published with the Executive’s 2005 budget instructions.

· Established a common vision among Council and Executive staff for how business plans and performance measures could be designed to meet the needs of policy-makers.

Work Group Recommendations
The performance measurement work group recommended that King County: 
1. Focus on performance measurement capacity building and support.  Departments need to acquire or gain access to individuals who understand performance measurement and can provide assistance;

2. Balance expectations for improvement with resource availability.  Performance measurement requires an investment in staff time, training and new technology all at a time when county budgets are being reduced; 
3. Develop a countywide framework for collaboration.  An example of countywide collaboration is the state of Washington’s or Snohomish County’s recent efforts to develop a list of their priorities for public services and then align and fund those priorities based upon available revenue.  If revenues are less than expected, lower priority services are not funded; and 
4. Manage the detail.  Use concise measures appropriate to each audience for the measures. The public and policy makers need to see a few key performance measures; too many measures can be distracting.  
Consultant Recommendations
In August 2004, the performance measurement work group consultant, SMG/Columbia Consulting, recommended in their King County Auditor’s Performance Measurement Program Final Report that King County: 
1. Reallocate resources to create a sustainable performance measurement process; 
2. Integrate business planning and performance measurement into daily management processes; and 
3. Build on the collaboration that was established by the performance measurement work group.
County Auditor Recommendations
In a September 14, 2004 memorandum from the county auditor to the chair of the Labor, Operations and Technology Committee the auditor recommended that Metropolitan King County Council: 
1. Continue the performance measurement work group and expand its membership to include representatives of agencies headed by separately elected county officials.
2. Empower the performance measurement work group to develop a work plan to determine feasible next steps.   Possible next steps may be to develop legislation revising county code provisions on performance measurement to promote a uniform, countywide performance measurement and reporting system.
3. Establish countywide goals for pursuing a countywide strategic performance measurement and reporting system.
SUMMARY:

Proposed Motion 2004-0451 would continue the collaborative performance measurement workgroup that Council created in 2003.  The proposed motion would also expand the work group to include representatives of the separately elected officials.  

The proposed motion would:

· Direct the county auditor to add a program to her 2005 work plan to continue facilitating a collaborative performance measurement workgroup;

· Request the executive to participate in the workgroup; and 

· 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. 
INVITED:

1. Steve Call, Performance Measurement Program Sponsor and Director, Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
2. Sid Bender, Acting Performance Measurement Program Manager and Budget Analyst, OMB
3. Michael Jacobson, Performance Measure Project Lead, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
4. Cheryle Broom, County Auditor
5. Ron Perry, Principal Management Auditor
6. Christine Veit, Principal, SMG/Columbia Consulting Group
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Motion 2004-0451
2. Department of Natural Resources and Parks Measuring for Results Executive Summary
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