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INTRODUCTION 

In January 2004, Department of Administrative Services Director Gary Weeks and Deputy Director Cindy Becker initiated an effort to expand the state of Oregon’s use of performance measures. The goal was to develop state-wide performance measures focused on administrative functions common to all agencies. Four functions were chosen for the first round of development: procurement; human resources; financial; and information technology. 

THE PROJECT

The objective of the project was to develop a set of state government-wide performance measures in key administrative areas using multi-agency workgroups. 

An agency administrative services directors’ group, organized by Deputy Director Becker to address enterprise-wide administrative issues, was asked to oversee the effort. The Oregon Progress Board was asked to provide staff support for the multi-agency workgroups.

Workgroups were encouraged to identify measures requiring data that could be collected at reasonable cost but did not necessarily need to be readily available.

The administrative services directors’ group agreed that five additional areas of interest would be addressed if time allowed.  Those were: facilities; budget; asset management; internal audit; and communication.

THE PROCESS

Each workgroup identified four primary functional areas under its general administrative function.  For example under Information Technology, the primary functional areas that were identified are: Central Computing; Network Administration; Desktop Support; and Application Development. 

Once the functional areas were developed, each workgroup identified a performance goal or goals for the functional areas.  For example under Information Technology/Central Computing, the performance goal is “reduce average cost of desktop support while improving effectiveness of resolutions.”

 Workgroups were then asked to develop performance measures for each of the four “key areas”:  
· Cost; 
· Quality; 
· Timeliness; and 
· Customer Satisfaction.

While each workgroup’s approach was unique, two common activities occurred. Workgroups conducted surveys of measures currently in use elsewhere, both public and private sector and they consulted with stakeholders and customers on needs and requirements. 

THE PRODUCT

Each group developed a matrix proposing performance measures for each primary function in each of the key areas.  When submitting their performance measure recommendations, some workgroups included descriptions of longer-term visions, possible legislation and other suggestions for implementation.
Four matrices summarizing each workgroup’s performance measure recommendations are included in the body of this report.  (See pages 5 – 8.) The complete submission from each group is also attached. No work was done on the other five administrative functions identified at the beginning of the process.
At this point no further work is planned for this project.  Agencies wishing to experiment with the measures proposed by the different workgroups are encouraged to do so. As resources allow, the administrative directors’ group may decide to revisit the issue for further development.

Resources 

Below are a series of Internet links to presentations that were used to kick-off and sustain the state government-wide performance measurement initiative: 

· Project Launch Presentation
· Performance Measurement 101 Presentation
· Performance and Accountability Forum Presentation
· Performance Measurement Training Presentation
WORK GROUP CONTRIBUTORS 
Financial - 





Mike Marsh, Department of Transportation (Chair); Scott Bassett, Department of Transportation;  Clayton Flowers, Department of Transportation; Jean Gabriel, Department of Administrative Services; Douglas Kleeb, Department of Transportation; Joy Sebastian, Department of Administrative Services; Jacqueline Sewart, Department of Administrative Services; Debra Tennant, Department of Transportation; David Tyler, Department of Transportation; and Tracy Wroblewski, Department of Transportation. Also many state agency representatives on respective State Controller’s Division customer workgroups provided valuable input.
Human Resources 
-
Sheryl Warren, Employment Department (Chair);
Donna Archumbault, Department of Energy; Adele Edwards, Department of Consumer and Business Services; Stephanie Gillette, Public Employees Retirement System; Blair Johnson, Department of Transportation; Mary Lenz, Youth Authority; Gary Martin, Judicial Department; Sandra McLernan, Department of Revenue; and Belinda Teague, Department of Consumer and Business Services
Information Technology -
Dan Christensen, Department of Forestry & Stanley McClain, Department of Revenue (Co-chairs) 

Scott Bassett, Department of Transportation; Clint Branam, Department of Corrections; Jim Jost, Public Employees Retirement System; Nancy McIntyre, Department of Human Services; Bill Norfleet Department of Revenue; Lloyd Thorpe, Department of Corrections; Dennis Wells, Department of Human Services. Scott Riordan, Department of Administrative Services (staff); and Christine Ladd, Department of Corrections (scribe)

Procurement -




Jeremy Emerson, Department of Human Services (Chair); Priscilla Cuddy, Department of Human Services; 
Stephanie Holmes, Department of Human Services; Wynette Gentemann, Department of Transportation; Linda Gesler, Youth Authority; Cathy Iles, Department of Human Services; Kyle Knoll, Department of Transportation;  Dianne Lancaster, Department of Administrative Services; Marscy Stone, Department of Administrative Services; and Larry Wright, Department of Administrative Services.  Designated Procurement Officers from various state agencies reviewed multiple drafts and participated in a survey where results were considered for the final package. 
Workgroups were aided by Progress Board intern Andrew Lawdermilk and Department of Human Services facilitators Priscilla Cuddy and Stephanie Holmes. Stephanie also assisted in compiling this summary report.

Financial Services • Performance Measures

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Payroll

(All payroll related activities within an agency, centralized and decentralized)
	Accounts Payable

(All accounts payable related activities within an agency)
	Accounts Receivable

(All revenue and receivables related activities within an agency)
	Compliance

(All reporting activities within an agency)

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal - Provide excellent customer service, while accurately and efficiently processing payroll services to the State of Oregon employees
	Goal - Optimize accounts payable services in Oregon State Government
	Goal - Reduce the overall statewide accounts receivable
	Goal 1 - Ensure accounting records are accurate and in compliance with generally accepted accounting principles 

Goal 2 - Allotment plans are useful tools for monitoring and controlling the budget

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.
(Population:  Employees)
	See customer service guidance.
(Population: Vendors paid within the last six months of survey date)
	See customer service guidance.
(Population: Agency managers [or other  agency staff] responsible for referring accounts to the collection units within the past year)
	None 

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 - Avg. cost of producing & handling the payroll:
a.  Salaries of employees involved in the production of payroll, mailing & distribution cost divided by the number of paychecks issued
b. Number of agency employees divided by number of payroll staff
	PM 1 - number of lines of code processed per accounts payable FTE 

	PM 1 – Cost of collection per dollars received.
.

	None 

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - Number of overpayments per month

PM 2 - Percent of overpayments in month/year for agency

PM 3 - Amount of dollars overpaid by agency
	PM 1 - Percent duplicate payments out of total payment transactions
PM 2 – Percent corrective entries out of total entries


	PM 1 - Collections as a percent of total receivables (beginning balance + additions during current reporting period) 

	PM 1 - Number of years out of last five that the agency earned the State Controller’s Division Gold Star Certificate

	Timeliness
	PM 1 – Percent of termination checks ordered and delivered to employees within Bureau of Labor and Industries required dates
PM 2 – Percent of termination checks done within time frames set for circumstance


	PM 1 - Percent of the time payments are made timely according to statute, policy or contract
	PM 1 - Percent of total receivables collected by state agency staff within (unstated time period).
PM 2 –Accounts receivable balance.

	PM 1 - Percent of allotment plan reports submitted to BAM on time during the year


Human Resources • Performance Measures
Updated 1/2005

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Recruitment & Selection
	Administration and Compliance
	Workforce Management
	Training

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal 1 - Attract and hire a qualified workforce to support agencies in meeting their respective missions

Goal 2 - Recruit a collective workforce that reflects the diversity of the State
	Goal - Manage human resource systems and processes to comply with collective bargaining agreements (CBA’s), laws, rules, and policies
	Goal - Manage the state workforce to support effective job performance, appropriate conduct, and the capacity to meet evolving organizational needs in order to fulfill respective agency mission
	Goal - Develop and train state employees to meet the needs of their positions and prepare them for increasing contribution to state government

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population:  Agency managers responsible for hiring within the past 12 months)
	None
	See customer service guidance.

(Population:  Agency managers with performance management responsibilities)
	See customer service guidance for PM 1 – 5.

PM 6 - Cost of training services
PM 7 - Overall satisfaction with training services
(Population: Agency managers)

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 - Average cost of advertising per recruitment (State contractor, TMP, can provide worldwide comparative data.)
PM 2 - % of jobs filled through first recruitment
	PM 1 - # and % of claims resolved/settled before adjudication (BOLI, EEOC, Tort, ERB) 
PM 2 - # and % of adjudicated claims upheld
	PM 1 - % of employee turnover through voluntary separations (excluding layoffs; retirements; promotions; disciplinary; trial service removals; transfers to other agencies; deaths).
	PM 1 - % of employees trained with 20 hours or more per year
(Source: State Policy 50.045.01)

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - % of new hires that successfully complete trial service
PM 2 - % of employees in the workforce who are:  a. women; b. persons of color; c. disabled
(In accordance with Affirmative Action Plan)
	PM 1 -  # and % of findings in compliance with established state policies and CBA’s, based on audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, and others
	PM 1 - # and % of disciplinary actions preserved as issued
PM 2 - % of managers that have received annual management training
	PM 1 - Customer satisfaction with training services with regard to application to individual position

(Population: Agency managers)

	Timeliness
	PM 1 - # of calendar days from the date HR receives an approved recruitment request to the date the first job offer is extended.
	PM 1 -  % of successful timeframe compliance in accordance with CBA’s, state policies, and federal and state laws; based on any audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, and others.
	Measured by customer survey results. (See Customer Satisfaction section above).


Assumptions:  All performance measure data to be collected annually on a statewide basis.  References to “employees” means all FTE (managers and staff).
Information Technology • Performance Measures

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Desktop Support
	Application Development
	Central Computing
	Network Administration

	Performance 

Goals
	Goal - Reduce average cost of desktop support while improving effectiveness of resolutions.
	Create and maintain custom applications for current and emerging business needs
	The Central Computing Group enables data processing and ensures system stability.
	Ensure network security and provide for timely and reliable network system response.



	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users)

	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users)

	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users 


	See customer service guidance.

(Population: 0wners and users) 



	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	PM 1 – Desktop support budget as a percent of agency operations budget

	PM 1 - Custom application development and maintenance cost as a percent of agency operations budget
PM 2 - Dollars expended as a percent of dollars budgeted for completed application development projects (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).
	MIPS (millions of instructions processed per second) that are actually used. 

	PM Topic - Measure customer needs compared to service delivered. (Actual measure is undefined.)

(Population: 0wners and users)
 

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	PM 1 - Percent of calls/tickets re-opened

	PM 1 - Number of customer reported problems in the first 90 days of an application deployment (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted)
	PM 1 - number of records lost or accessed without authorization.

 PM 2 – Percent of service level agreement complied with (measured monthly)
PM Topic - Tested disaster recovery plans. (Actual measure is undefined.)


	PM 1 - Network administration expenditures as a percent of total agency operations expenditures.
PM 2 – Network administration expenditures per node.


	Timeliness
	PM 1 – Percent of calls for desktop assistance that fall outside the target for response time.

	PM 1- -% of application development projects completed on time as per the "approved" project plans (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).

         
	PM 1 - Average response time for questions and other requests:

a. peak hours

b. off-peak hours 

PM 2 – Percent of time the system is fully functional
	PM 1 -  # of network intrusions or viruses


Procurement • Performance Measures

Updated 11/23/2005

	
	Performance Areas



	
	Participant Knowledge/Training
	Stewardship
	Contract Management
	Compliance

	Performance 

Goals
	Knowledgeable, accountable, responsive individuals involved in procurement cycle.
	Goal 1 - Cost effective contract management processes that attract qualified providers in the provisions of procurement 
Goal 2 - Cost effective goods and services that achieve stated organizational performance objectives


	Clearly defined consistent contract process (solicitation & award and contract administration).
	Clear & legally compliant (documentation internal/external).

	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users) 
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)
	See customer service guidance.

(Population  - Owners and Users)

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)
	Measure: 4 (see next page)
	Measures: 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measure: 1 (see next page)

	Quality

(Effectiveness)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)
	Measures: 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2 (see next page)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)

	Timeliness
	Measures: 1,2, 5  (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2, 3 (see next page)
	Measures: 1, 2 (see next page)
	Measures: 4, 5 (see next page)


Statewide Procurement Performance Measures:

Number 1:
Average number of days for contract staff to develop contracts. 

Measured from the date the contract development begins to the date approved for execution.


Target = 30 days

Number 2:
Average number of days to execute purchase orders.  


Measured from the date the request is received by procurement staff to the date the purchase order is sent to the contractor.  This is only for those purchase orders which leverage price agreements.


Target = 5 days

Number 3:
Average number of bidders per solicitation.  

Measures all interested vendors per solicitation.


Target = 5 interested vendors/providers

Number 4:
Percentage of managers who attended procurement-related training. 


Compares the number of mangers with expenditure authority who have attended procurement-related training against the total number of managers with expenditure authority who have not attended training.


Target = 50%

Number 5:
Percentage of procurement staff holding a state and/or national procurement certification.  


Compares the number of staff classified within the Contract Specialist series that hold a Procurement Certification, (e.g. CPPB, CPPO, CPM, or OPBC) against the total number of staff in the classification with no certificate.


Target = 100%

(Recommendation for Procurement Measures Tracked/Reported by Regulatory Agencies Only:

· Percentage of contracts awarded to OMWESB registered vendors.

This measure was excluded from the package because it is to be tracked and reported by the Governor’s Advocate, Office for Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses.  Due to the unique services contracted by each agency, a statewide target is not recommended.  However, all agencies will want to set internal targets for this measure.

· Average cost per contract for DOJ review. 

This measure was excluded from the package due to the unique services contracted by each agency.  A statewide target is not recommended.  However, some agencies will want to set internal targets for this measure.

Appendix:

Workgroup Submissions

 Statewide Performance Measures for Financial Services
	
	Performance Areas

Assumption:  All performance measure data will be collected annually from agencies and compiled on a statewide basis.

 

	Area and Definition
	1. Payroll -- All payroll related activities within an agency, centralized and decentralized


	2. Accounts Payable -- All accounts payable related activities within an agency
	3. Accounts Receivable -- All revenue and receivables related activities within an agency

  
	4. Reporting -- All reporting activities within an agency



	Performance 

Goals

(
	To provide excellent customer service, while accurately and efficiently processing payroll services to the State of Oregon employees


	To optimize accounts payable services in Oregon State Government
	To reduce the overall Statewide Accounts Receivable
	To ensure accounting records are accurate and in compliance with generally accepted accounting principles and allotment plans are useful tools for monitoring and controlling the budget 

	Customer

Satisfaction

(Annual Surveys)


	Survey of employees—how well does the Payroll Office:

· Provide services in a timely manner

· Perform services correct the first time

· Demonstrate a willingness to help customers

· Demonstrate knowledge and expertise

· Make information easily accessible

Customer survey population:  

Sample of employees 
	For A/P staff to learn the following:   

· Type of good or service supplied

· Payment(s) received timely

· Receive Direct Deposit check/warrant

· Sufficient information included

· If a call was made, were you treated courteous and professional, was your question answered timely

Customer survey population:  

Sample of vendors paid within the last six months of the survey
	For Accounts Receivable collection units within state agencies

· Provide services in a timely manner

· Perform services correct the first time

· Demonstrate a willingness to help customers

· Knowledge and expertise

· Make information easily accessible 

Customer survey population:  

Agency managers (or other  agency staff) responsible for referring accounts to the collection units within the past year
	None 

	
	NOTE: The Financial Services customer satisfaction measurements above reflect the survey guidelines and instrument being developed by the Statewide Customer Service Performance Measure Committee.


	(Continued)
	1.

Payroll


	2.

Accounts Payable
	3.

Accounts Receivable

  
	4.

Reporting



	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	Avg. cost of producing & handling the payroll

· Payroll-related employee salaries for the month divided by the number of paychecks issued

· Number of agency employees divided by number of payroll staff


	Agency A/P units will be measuring the number of staff accounts payable hours compared to volume:

Volume is defined as number of lines of code


	Cost to Collect:  

Ratio of dollars received divided by the cost to collect


	None 

	Quality

(Effective-

ness)
	Overpayments to employees and time to correct

· Amount of dollars overpaid by agency

· Number of overpayments per month

· Percent of overpayments in month/year for agency

· Dollars spent on corrections by payroll staff


	Percent of Duplicate Payments: 

· Number of duplicate payments out of number of payment transactions

· Number of corrective entries out of total entries


	Collection Rate:

Collection divided by (beginning balance + additions)
	Number of years out of last five that the agency earned the State Controller’s Division Gold Star Certificate

	Timeliness
	Termination checks ordered and delivered to employees within BOLI required dates:

Percent done within time frames set for circumstance


	Percent of the time payments are made timely according to statute, policy or contract


	Percentage of Revenues collected timely in-house:

Revenues collected in a timely fashion by state agency staff, decrease the overall Accounts Receivable balance
	Percent of allotment plan reports submitted to BAM on time during the year




Statewide Performance Measures for Human Resources

Updated 8/30/2004

	
	Performance Areas

Assumptions:  All performance measure data to be collected annually on a statewide basis.  References to “employees” means all FTE (managers and staff).



	
	Recruitment/Selection
	Administration and Compliance
	Workforce Management
	Training

	Performance 

Goals

(
	To attract and hire a qualified workforce to support agencies in meeting their respective missions; HR shall endeavor to recruit a collective workforce that reflects the diversity of the State.
	To manage Human Resource systems and processes to comply with CBA’s, laws, rules, and policies.


	To manage the State workforce to support effective job performance, appropriate conduct, and the capacity to meet evolving organizational needs in order to fulfill respective agency missions.
	To develop and train State employees to meet the needs of their positions and prepare them for increasing contribution to State government.



	Customer

Satisfaction

      NOTE:
	For recruitment and selection services, how well does HR:

· Provide services in a timely manner (timeliness).

· Perform services correctly the first time (accuracy).

· Demonstrate a willingness to help customers (helpfulness/attitude).

· Demonstrate knowledge and expertise (expertise).

· Make information easily accessible (accessibility).

Customer survey population:  

Agency managers responsible for hiring within the past year


	(Measured by customer satisfaction in the other performance goal areas.)


	For HR workforce management services (counsel, guidance, and assistance), how well does HR/agency:

· Provide services in a timely manner (timeliness).

· Perform services correctly the first time (accuracy).

· Demonstrate a willingness to help customers (helpfulness/attitude).

· Demonstrate knowledge and expertise (expertise).

· Make information easily accessible (accessibility).

Customer survey population:  

Agency managers and supervisors with performance management responsibilities


	For training services, how well does HR/agency:

· Provide services in a timely manner (timeliness).

· Perform services correctly the first time (accuracy).

· Demonstrate a willingness to help customers (helpfulness/attitude).

· Demonstrate knowledge and expertise (expertise).

· Make information easily accessible (accessibility).

Customer survey population:  

Agency managers

(Additional training survey questions)

Customer satisfaction with training services with regard to: 

· Cost

· Overall satisfaction



	
	The HR customer satisfaction measurements above reflect the survey guidelines and instrument developed by the Statewide Customer Satisfaction Workgroup.


	(Continued)
	1.

Recruitment/Selection
	2.

Administration and Compliance
	3.

Workforce Management
	4.

Training

	Cost 

(Efficiency)
	Avg. cost of advertising per recruitment (compiled by TMP).

% of jobs filled through first recruitment.


	# and % of claims resolved/settled before adjudication (BOLI/EEOC; tort; ERB; CBA).

# and % of adjudicated claims that were upheld.


	% of employee turnover through voluntary separations.*
* Excluding: layoffs; retirements; promotions; disciplinary; trial service removals; transfers to other agencies; deaths.
	% of employees trained with 20 hours or more per year.

Source: State Policy 50.045.01



	Quality

(Effective-

ness)
	% of new hires that successfully complete trial service.

% of employees in the workforce who are:

· Women.

· People of color.

· Disabled.

In accordance with the State’s Affirmative Action Plan


	# and % of findings in compliance with established state policies and CBA’s, based on audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, others.


	# and % of disciplinary actions preserved as issued.

% of managers that have received annual management training.


	Customer satisfaction with training services with regard to: 

· Application to individual position

Customer survey population:  

Agency managers



	Timeliness
	# of calendar days from the date HR receives an approved recruitment request to the date the first job offer is extended.


	% of successful timeframe compliance in accordance with CBA’s, state policies, and Federal and State laws; based on any audits conducted by self, DAS, SOS, others.
	Measured by customer survey results (see Customer Satisfaction section above).
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Chief information Officers Council

IT Performance Measurers Domain Team

Date:
    October 19, 2004

To:
    CIO Council

From:
    Stan McClain and Dan Christensen, Co-Sponsors

Re:
    REPORT - STATE GOVERNMENT-WIDE IT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Situation

The State of Oregon has developed an award-winning government performance record through the efforts of the Progress Board and its Oregon Benchmarks and Oregon Shines initiatives.  In early 2004, a decision was made by state executive staff to further refine the concept by setting administrative and business performance objectives across Oregon State government.  The Chief Information Officer Council (CIOC) received an assignment from then DAS Director Gary Weeks and Deputy Director Cindy Becker to develop recommendations for state government-wide performance measures in the realm of information technology (IT).  Below are a series of Internet links to presentations designed to kick-off and sustain the state government-wide performance measurement initiative: 

· Performance Measurement Project - Project Launch Presentation;

· Progress Board Initiative - Performance Measurement 101 Presentation;

· Performance and Accountability Forum - Forum Presentation;
· Agency Performance Measure Training - Performance Measurement Presentation.

Development Team

Under the auspice of the CIO Council, an IT Performance Measurers Domain Team was formed to undertake the task of developing state IT performance measures.  Membership represented a broad cross section of contributors including:  Stan McClain (Revenue) and Dan Christensen (Forestry) – Team Co-Sponsors; Bill Norfleet (Revenue); Chris Hanson (Revenue); Christine Ladd (Corrections); Scott Bassett (Transportation); Jim Jost (PERS); Reese Lord (DAS); Nancy McIntyre (DHS); Clint Branum (Corrections); Lloyd Thorpe (Corrections); Andrew Lawdermilk (DAS); Claudia Light (Transportation); and Scott Riordan (DAS IRMD).  Other contributors included: Pricilla Cuddy (DHS) and Stephanie Holmes (DHS), experts in organizational development.

Team Charge

The primary team charge was to develop a common set of enterprise administrative and business performance measures that gauge information technology’s ability to strategically and operationally accomplish the mission and business objectives of state government, and business objectives of each agency.  (See Appendix “A” - CIOC IT Performance Measurers Domain Team Charter)

 

Team Assumptions

· The concept of IT performance measurement on a state government-wide basis is immature.  This report represents only a starting point.  The Team anticipates that each wave of IT performance data gathering will cause the concept to evolve, and likely lead to changes or additions to these recommendations.  

· Performance measures generally strive to fulfill high-level business and strategic objectives

· IT performance measures serve as a stimulus to use technology to increase state government efficiency and effectiveness

· Performance measures must - 

· Be relevant to agencies

· Be common across state agencies

· Be relevant and add additional value when rolled up to an enterprise composite

· Create a greater understanding about IT performance throughout state government

· Be subject to external comparison (benchmarking)

· This report informs any subsequent conversation regarding the development of Service Level Agreement criteria

Team Objectives

· Determine which of the state’s overarching strategic and business objectives drive IT within Oregon state government and upon which IT performance measures should be developed
· Create an inventory of IT performance metrics in use now by agencies
· Determine the IT stakeholders and what performance information would be most valuable to them from each of their perspectives
· Develop measures of the effectiveness of the state’s IT strategies in support of  the business strategies of state government as supported through the implementation of IT

· Design a series of enterprise IT performance metrics that assess progress towards predefined goals and objectives, offer meaningful benchmarks that allow for comparison to other states, and meet the needs of each of the identified stakeholder groups

· Focus on the measures that support both strategic and operational objectives

 

Team Methodology

· Surveying

· Surveyed agencies for performance metrics currently in use (context and format)

· Surveyed state IT leaders

· Research

· Researched other state’s and industry IT performance metrics

· Consulted with Gartner Group and Accenture, LLP (available external resources)

· Gartner data research

· Reviewed Oregon law for general direction on performance measurement (See Appendix “B” - Statutory Framework for Performance Measurement / Law Text)

· Reviewed relevant documents that inform performance measurement:

· “Making Government Work for Oregonians:  A Plan for Achieving Results-Based Government,” Governor’s Advisory Committee on Government Performance and Accountability (Link)
· Oregon’s Enterprise Information Resource Management Strategy (Link)
· Reviewed and prioritized state government-wide business and strategic objectives that might be applied to IT (See Appendix “C” - State Government Business Objectives & Strategic Direction For Enterprise Information Technology Resource Management)

· Analysis / Conclusions

· Determined the business and strategic objectives applied to a state government-wide IT performance initiative

· Determined and defined the core categories of IT performance measurement (strategic / operational – central computing, network administration, desktop support, application development) (See Appendix “D” - IT Performance Measurement Category Definitions)

· Determined IT performance measure criteria (crosscutting, provides value when rolled up to a state government-wide composite, can be cross-referenced to available performance benchmarks)

· Determined what other data would be needed to provide a comparative context for agency IT performance results

· Determined success factors for an eventual IT performance measurement program including the mechanism for collecting, analyzing and evaluating performance data (See also Appendix “E” – IT Performance Measures, Key Success Factors)

· Development of Performance Measures 

· Based on preliminary work, the Team developed key performance measures in each of the four functional areas (central computing, network administration, desktop support, application development), and four subject areas (cost, quality, timeliness, customer satisfaction), noting the business objective of each measure.

· The Team also developed a list of calculations that must be conducted by each agency and reported along with performance results in order to provide a comparative context (See Core Agency Data Requirements below) 

Computing and Networking Infrastructure Consolidation (CNIC)

During the Team’s general IT performance metric development effort, an accelerated effort was required in support of the CNIC project.  In particular, metrics in the area of computing and networks had to be developed quickly and presented to the CNIC Project Team.  Subsequently, those computing and networking-related metrics have been reported to Cindy Becker as Chair of the Statewide Administrative Measures Oversight Committee, and to the CNIC Project Team.  Though the computing and network-related performance measures are reported here, the Team anticipates both categories will be further developed and modified by the CNIC Project Team and other workgroups over time.

Strategic Performance Measures
The initial focus of the Team was to create both strategic and operational IT performance measures.  However, the State CIO, in concert with the CIO Council is currently engaged in a fast-track IT strategic planning process.  It appears to the Team that the strategic performance measures should be develop by, and in fulfillment of, revised state strategic objectives.  This includes completion of the enterprise initiatives adopted by the CIO Council: CNIC, Cyber Security; Business Continuity Planning; E-Government; and asset management.  Therefore, the Team did not develop strategic performance measures expecting that the strategic planning groups will include those performance metrics as they set state government-wide strategies.

That said, the kinds of strategic performance measures that have been considered are generally citizen and business centric (i.e., the move to electronic transactions, easy availability to government services and information, etc.).  This follows the business objectives established by the Governor (i.e., regulatory streamlining, “no more business as usual,” etc.). 

Efficiency

For the purposes of this report, the concept of “efficiency” imbedded in each category is defined as - 
· Measure of the relative amount of resources used in performing a given unit of work.  Sometimes characterized as doing things right.  Can involve unit costing, work measurement (standard time for a task), labor productivity (ratio of outputs to labor inputs), and cycle time. (National Academy of Public Information)
· Efficiency is doing things by employing the BEST use of available resources (to impact favorably) quality of work, cost of work, and timeliness of delivery (schedule).  (DoD Guide for Managing IT as an Investment and Measuring Performance)

Benchmarks

The objective of the Team was to develop IT performance measures.  This report provides recommendations for those measures. Internal and external benchmarking is also required to complete the spectrum of performance-related actions.  Internal performance benchmarks (comparative performance objectives across state government) will evolve based on the results of the initial and subsequent waves of data.  Internal benchmarking will be valuable in many areas including guidance in future IT investments.  The Team anticipates that subsequent efforts will be required to evaluate the results of IT performance measurement across agencies and set internal (state government-wide) benchmarks.  The Team also believes there is a substantive body of work yet to be undertaken to relate these measures to meaningful external benchmarks, including those of the private sector and other states.  The Team does not believe it has the technical ability to acquire and select external benchmarks with which to evaluate state IT performance within the time frame established for group deliverables.  An external benchmarking effort may require an investment in the services of an external consultant who, by the nature of their expertise and facts base, can provide authoritative, comparative benchmarks.

The work done by the Team in the area of benchmarking has produced a spectrum of reference material which is available to stakeholders.

CIOC Role in the Evaluation and Reporting Process

The Team believes that the CIO Council should play a significant role in collaboratively evaluating the results of agency performance measures.  It is imperative that the agencies trust the performance measurement process and that their unique circumstances be considered (apples to apples comparisons).  The CIO Council is positioned to perform that role.  The team anticipates that the CIO Council will then periodically issue a report providing a meaningful context for agency performance results and a collaborative plan for improving strategic and operational performance.

Recommendations
The Team recommends the CIO Council receive and accept this report.

This report represents only the first step in setting and implementing an IT performance measurement program across state government.  The Team also recommends -

1. The State of Oregon secure consulting services to -

a. Assist in further development and definition of IT performance measures and the IT measurement process

b. Assist in the identification and selection of appropriate strategic performance measures and internal and external benchmarks

c. Assist in the creation or selection of performance collection and reporting tools, including a performance dashboard

2. Develop and implement pilot or proof-of-concept IT performance measurement efforts in select agencies

3. Roll-out the IT performance measurement program on a state government-wide basis

Recommended Desktop Support Performance Measures

Assumptions
· The Team assumes that agencies will have different business needs.  Therefore, direct agency-to-agency performance comparisons based solely on these recommended performance measures may not be valid.  Subsequent use of Core Agency Data (below) should provide some basis for such a comparison.

· Agencies traditionally develop Service Level Agreements to establish Desktop Support performance requirements.  Performance in this area can be measured based on the degree to which Desktop Support meets the conditions and expectations of those agreements.  

· There is an opportunity to pursue a state-wide solution or tool for helpdesk management (i.e., help desk software) to facilitate the standardized collection of Desktop Support performance data.

· The effectiveness of Desktop Support is directly related to appropriate preventative maintenance and training.  This includes: increased customer knowledge; developed staff skills; staying within equipment lifecycle standards; and common, updated workstation configurations. 

· The usefulness of a state-wide aggregation of Desktop Support performance results may be minimal because the circumstance of agencies varies so dramatically.  Emphasis in this category should be placed on measurement and improvement at the agency level.

Desktop Support Performance Goal

Reduce average cost of desktop support while improving effectiveness of resolutions.

Desktop Support Performance Measures

	Subject
	Objective
	Measure

	Cost
	Cost Comparison
	Desktop Support budget / Agency Operations budget

(NOTE: With further definition, Desktop Support cost comparisons can be made on a “workstation” basis.)

	Quality
	Effectiveness
	Percent of calls/tickets re-opened.

(NOTE:  “Re-opened” is defined as an instance where the customer has to call back, either because the help desk staff has not followed through or because the solution did not resolve the issue.)

	Timeliness
	Response Time
	Percent compliance with agency’s desktop support SLA or established target (percentage of calls that fell outside the target for response time).

(NOTE:  Agencies should provide their SLAs or documented target as a context for this measure.)

	Customer Satisfaction
	Measure customer needs compared to service delivered.
	Survey application Owners and Users.


Recommended Application Development Performance Measures
Assumptions

· Measures are relatively easy to collect.

· Measured elements are common to all agencies.

Application Development Performance Goal

Create and maintain custom applications for current and emerging business needs.
Application Development Performance Measures

	Subject
	Objective
	Measure

	Cost
	Measure cost and cost efficiency.
	· Custom application development and maintenance cost as a percentage of agency operations budget.

· Dollars expended v. dollars budgeted for completed application development projects (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).

(NOTE – It is likely that further work will be required to demarcate the difference between application development and maintenance.)

	Quality
	Fewer fixes on application deployments over time (% reduction).
	The number of customer reported problems in the first 90 days of an application deployment (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).

(NOTE – “customer reported problems” refers to “bug reports” or deficiencies rather than enhancements.)

(NOTE – Measuring “customer reported problems” is a difficult process using the processes and tools available to most agencies at this time.  The Team believes it is worthwhile to measure the number of “bugs” during the initial 90 day period as a means to increase initial quality.  Call tracking software may aid agencies in the acquisition of this performance data.)  

	Timeliness
	Assess project progress, measure time efficiency, manage scope and schedule.
	% of application development projects completed on time as per the "approved" project plans (i.e., any application development effort for which a project plan has been crafted).

	Customer Satisfaction
	Measure customer needs compared to service delivered.
	Survey application Owners and Users.


Recommended Central Computing Performance Measures

Assumptions

The major issues in establishing performance measures for data centers that may be considered is that cost saving alternatives will impact quality, timeliness, and customer satisfaction.  Recommended measures are grouped into these four categories.

Central Computing Performance Goal

The Central Computing Group enables data processing and ensures system stability.

Central Computing Performance Measures

	Subject
	Objective
	Measure

	Cost
	Satisfy business needs at minimal cost
	Cost for Data Center Services measured in terms of the millions of instructions processed per second (MIPS) that are actually used.

	Timeliness
	Availability of the central computing hardware to fulfill business performance requirements
	Support Response Time measured in terms of time to respond to questions and other requests that might be grouped by peak-time and off-peak-time.

Computer Hardware Uptime measured in terms of the percent of time that the system is fully functional.

	Quality
	Ensure central computing hardware availability and security for business processes
	Security of Information measured in terms of number of records lost or accessed without authorization.

 

Tested disaster recovery plans.
Service Level Performance measured in terms of monthly compliance with service level agreements. 

	Customer Satisfaction
	Measure customer needs compared to service delivered.
	Survey application Owners and Users


Recommended Network Administration Performance Measures
Assumptions

“Network,” for the purposes of this document, include: cables, routers, switches, and hubs; state services (E-mail ISP); and servers (profile servers, web severs, and local application servers).  “Network” does not include workstations.

Network Administration Performance Goal

Ensure network security and provide for timely and reliable network system response.

Network Administration Performance Measures

	Subject
	Objective
	Measure

	Cost
	Satisfy business needs at minimal cost
	· Network $ / Total agency operations $

· Network $ / nodes

	Timeliness
	Availability of the network to fulfill business performance requirements
	% uptime of connectivity/infrastructure to the network services

	Quality
	Ensure network availability and security for business processes
	# of successful incidents (i.e. the sum of successful intrusions + viruses/Trojans)

	Customer Satisfaction
	Measure customer needs compared to service delivered.
	Survey application Owners and Users

(NOTE - The evaluation of customer satisfaction from an exclusively network-centric frame of reference may difficult or impossible.)


Recommended Core Agency Data Requirements
The gathering of certain Core Agency Data, or agency profile, is essential to provide:

· The basis for state government-wide comparisons; and

· A comparative frame of reference for evaluating agency performance.

Core Agency Data

Core agency data includes:

· Agency Operating Budget

· Agency IT Budget

· Total Number of Agency Employees

· Total Number of Agency System Users

· Total Number of IT Workstations

· Total Number of IT Staff

· Hours of Business Operation

· Number of Remote Locations (i.e., Field Offices, etc.)
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Appendix “A” – CIOC IT Performance Measurers Domain Team Charter

Charter Statement







	Business Problem
	· BACKGROUND – The State of Oregon is a nationally recognized leader in performance measurement through its Oregon Benchmarks program which consistently tracks 90 high-level quality of life indicators.  Following that trend, the State of Oregon is sponsoring a fast-track performance measure development initiative regarding many areas of state government performance.  The state’s CIO Council is responsible for developing IT-related performance measurers for all of Oregon State government.  The CIO Council has established the IT Performance Measurement Domain Team to undertake this development effort on their behalf.
· BUSINESS PROBLEM - Information technology (IT) provides the underpinning of virtually all business processes within Oregon State government.  Yet the value, efficiency, effectiveness and economy of IT within Oregon State government is not well understood.  Without hard facts about IT use throughout Oregon State government, citizens, legislators and executive decision-makers cannot be assured that the investment in IT is being prudently managed on both an enterprise and agency-by-agency basis.  Enterprise IT performance must be measured and compared to other organizations and industry benchmarks to be fully understood and validated.  State government-wide IT performance measures do not now exist.

	Team Charge
	· Develop a common set of enterprise administrative performance measurers that gauge Information Technology’s ability to strategically and operationally accomplish the mission of state government and achieve the State’s business objectives.

	Definitions
	“Enterprise Administrative Performance Measurers”:

· Focus on internal support.

· Are consistent across state government.

· Flow from the administrative planning process.

· Focus on how well the enterprise (state) is running; i.e. allows us to tell the story of IT performance in state government as a whole; efficiency; e. g. staffing ratios, effectiveness; e. g.  return on investment & customer satisfaction.

“Strategic Performance Measurers” – High level measures designed to help determine if the appropriate amount of resource is invested in IT within each of the IT functions.  

“Operational Performance Measurers” – A set of subsequent measures designed to help identify areas of operational improvement at the enterprise, agency or IT function level.     

	Business Objectives
	· Determine which of the state’s overarching strategic and business objectives drive IT within Oregon State government and upon which IT performance measures should be developed
· Create an inventory of IT performance measurers in use now by agencies
· Determine the IT stakeholders and what performance information would be most valuable to them from each of their perspectives
· Develop measures of the effectiveness of the state’s IT strategies in support of  the business strategies of  state government as supported through the implementation of IT
· Design a series of enterprise IT performance measures that  assess progress towards predefined goals and objectives, offer meaningful benchmarks that allow for comparison to other states and meet the needs of each of the identified stakeholder groups

	Sponsorship
	· The IT Performance Domain Team is sponsored and promoted hierarchically and jointly by the DAS Director, State Performance Initiative leaders DHS Director Gary Weeks and DHS Deputy Director Cindy Becker, the State CIO and the Chair of the CIO Council.

· The CIO Council Management Domain Team will act as the Steering Committee for the IT Performance Domain Team

· The full CIO Council will ratify the work of the IT Performance Domain Team

	Stakeholders
	· Citizens, Governor, Legislature, state executive decision-makers, State CIO, CIO Council, state employees, all state agencies

	Outcomes
	· Well-crafted, well-understood IT Performance Metrics

	Key Benefits
	· Validated understandings about IT efficiency, effectiveness and economy across Oregon State government

· Information available for IT-related decision-making at both the state and agency levels

	Measures of Success
	· IT Performance Metrics and practices that quantitatively and qualitatively improve efficiency, effectiveness and economy of IT throughout Oregon State government

	Time Commitment / Duration
	· The initial work of the IT Performance Domain Team is projected to take 16 weeks

· IT Performance Domain Team members can expect their work to take 2 to 3 hours every other week (2 hour meetings / 1 hour homework)

· It is expected that a subset  of the IT Performance Domain Team will be established for a brief periods requiring an additional commitment of time for those choosing to serve in that capacity

	Methodology / Process
	PRIMARY TASKS









           Due Date
· Submit a proposed charter to the CIOC Management Domain team……………….….April 21st
· Finalize the IT sub-function categories for which administrative performance measurers will be developed………………………………………………………………………………May 10th

· Inventory existing IT performance measurers & strategies……………………………May 10th

· Solicit recommended IT performance measurers/drivers/strategies………………..….May 24th

· Identify mission and business goals/objectives that will set the direction for the Strategic & Operational IT performance measures to be developed by the project team…….…....May 31st

· Submit proposed mission-goals-objectives & PM categories to CIO Management Domain team for review…………………………………………………….…………......................June 14th  

· Identify 3-5 recommended Strategic and/or Operational IT performance measurers for each of the sub-function categories………………………...……………………………….....July 26th 

OPTIONAL TASK
· Develop recommendations for a program to implement a comprehensive IT Performance Measurers Program…….. …………………………………………………………….Sept. 3rd 

	Risks
	· IT Performance Measurement on a state government-wide basis is an emerging concept

· State government-wide business plans and strategy with which to synch IT Performance Measurement are not readily available

· The CIO Council may not choose to remain involved in the development and implementation of the state government-wide IT Performance initiative

· The results of IT Performance evaluations might be perceived as punitive and therefore not be implemented

· Changes in sponsorship and leadership at the highest level could result in a loss of momentum

	Reporting
	· The chair will periodically report progress to the CIO Council Management Domain Team and the full CIO Council

· Summary and supporting work-in-progress documentation will be developed on an iterative basis and will be available to interested members routinely

	Key Assumptions
	· DHS and ODOT provide experts in the field of performance to the effort

· IRMD provides staff to the effort

· State executive management continues to support the initiative

· There is a cross section of expertise that fairly represents the interests of IT stakeholders and the IT community

	CIOC Issues
	· Clarify the CIOC expectation regarding locating and resourcing the ongoing IT performance measure program.



	Sponsor/Chair
	Stan McClain
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	Date: 4-1-04

	Sponsor/Chair
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	Date: 4-1-04

	Staff
	Bill Norfleet
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	Date: 4-1-04

	Staff
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	Date: 4-1-04
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	Date: 4-1-04
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	Jim Jost
	Agency:
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	Phone: (503) 603-7670
	Date: 4-1-04

	Staff/Intern
	Reese Lord
	Agency: 
	DAS
	Phone: (503) 378-5465
	Date: 4-1-04

	Member
	Nancy McIntyre
	Agency: 
	DHS
	Phone: (503) 945-5978
	Date: 4- 1-04

	Member
	Clint Branum
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	Phone: (503) 378-3798 x22407
	Date: 4- 1-04
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	Lloyd Thorpe
	Agency: 
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	Date: 4- 1-04


Appendix “B” - Statutory Framework for Performance Measurement / Law Text

Highlights from the four primary statutes linking performance measurement, budgeting, and financial planning are summarized below.  The actual ORS text is attached.
Performance Measurement

· State agencies shall be responsible for developing measurable performance measures consistent with and aimed at achieving Oregon benchmarks.  [See ORS 291.110(2)]

· Each agency will develop written defined performance measures that quantify desired organization intermediate outcomes, outputs, responsibilities, results, products and services. [See ORS 291.110(2)(b)]

· Each agency will use performance measures to work to achieve identified missions, goals, objectives and any applicable benchmarks. [See ORS 291.110(2)(d)]

· Each agency will review performance measures with the Legislature. [See ORS 291.110(2)(e)]

Budgeting

· State government will allocate its resources for effective and efficient delivery of public services by: (a) Clearly identifying desired results; (b) Setting priorities; (c) Assigning accountability; and (d) Measuring, reporting, and evaluating outcomes to determine future allocation.  [See ORS 291.200(1)]

· It is the budget policy of this state to create and administer programs and services designed to attain societal outcomes such as the Oregon Benchmarks and to promote the efficient and measured use of resources.  [See ORS 291.200(2)]

· State government will: (a) Allocate resources to achieve desired outcomes; (b) Express program outcomes in measurable terms; (c) Measure progress toward desired outcomes…(g) Require accountability at all levels for meeting program outcomes.  [See ORS 291.200(3)]

 Financial Planning

· The Legislative Assembly hereby declares that the ability to make fiscally sound and effective spending decisions has been enhanced by requiring agencies and programs to develop performance measures and to evaluate all expenditures in accordance with these performance measures.  [See ORS 291.195(1)]
Relevant Oregon Revised Statutes Text

(References to performance measures, results, and outcomes are in bold and some text is underlined.)

184.305 Oregon Department of Administrative Services

The Oregon Department of Administrative Services is created. The purpose of the Oregon Department of Administrative Services is to improve the efficient and effective use of state resources through the provision of: 

(1) Government infrastructure services that can best be provided centrally, including but not limited to purchasing, risk management, facilities management, surplus property and motor fleet; 

(2) Rules and associated performance reviews of agency compliance with statewide policies; 

(3) Leadership in the implementation of a statewide performance measurement program; 

(4) State employee workforce development and training; 

(5) Personnel systems that promote fair, responsive and cost-effective human resource management; 

(6) Objective, credible management information for, and analysis of, statewide issues for policymakers; 

(7) Statewide financial administrative systems; and 

(8) Statewide information systems and networks to facilitate the reliable exchange of information and applied technology. 


291.110 Achieving Oregon benchmarks; monitoring agency progress

(1) The Oregon Department of Administrative Services shall be responsible for ensuring that state agency activities and programs are directed toward achieving the Oregon benchmarks.  The department shall:

(a) Monitor progress, identify barriers and generate alternative approaches for attaining the

benchmarks.

(b) Ensure the development of a statewide system of performance measures designed to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and services.

(c) Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS

285A.171, provide agencies with direction on the appropriate format for reporting performance measures to ensure consistency across agencies.

(d) Using the guidelines developed by the Oregon Progress Board as described in ORS

285A.171, consult with the Secretary of State and the Legislative Assembly to assist in devising a system of performance measures.

(e) Facilitate the development of performance measures in those instances where benchmarks involve more than one state agency.

(f) Prior to budget development, consult with the legislative review agency, as defined in ORS 291.371, or other appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, prior to the formal adoption of a performance measurement system.

(2) State agencies shall be responsible for developing measurable performance measures consistent with and aimed at achieving Oregon benchmarks. To that end, each state agency shall:

(a) Identify the mission, goals and objectives of the agency and any applicable benchmarks to which the goals are directed.

(b) Develop written defined performance measures that quantify desired organization intermediate outcomes, outputs, responsibilities, results, products and services, and, where possible, develop unit cost measures for evaluating the program efficiency.

(c) Involve agency managers, supervisors and employees in the development of statements of mission, goals, objectives and performance measures as provided in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection and establish teams composed of agency managers, supervisors and employees to implement agency goals, objectives and performance measures.  Where bargaining unit employees are affected, they shall have the right to select those employees of the agency, through their labor organization, to serve on any joint committees established to develop performance measures.

(d) Use performance measures to work toward achievement of identified missions, goals, objectives and any applicable benchmarks.

(e) In consultation with the Oregon Progress Board, review agency performance measures with the appropriate legislative committee, as determined by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, during the regular legislative session.

291.195 Policy for financial expenditure planning

(1) The Legislative Assembly hereby declares that the ability to make fiscally sound and effective spending decisions has been enhanced by requiring agencies and programs to develop performance measures and to evaluate all General Fund, State Lottery Fund and other expenditures in accordance with these performance measures. Fiscal pressure on this state requires even greater accountability and necessitates a review of the fairness and efficiency of all tax deductions, tax exclusions, tax subtractions, tax exemptions, tax deferrals, preferential tax rates and tax credits. These types of tax expenditures are similar to direct government expenditures because they provide special benefits to favored individuals or businesses, and thus result in higher tax rates for all individuals. 

(2) The Legislative Assembly further finds that 76 percent of property in this state is exempt from property taxation and that income tax expenditures total billions of dollars per biennium. An accurate and accountable state budget should reflect the true costs of tax expenditures and should fund only those tax expenditures that are effective and efficient uses of limited tax dollars. 

(3) The Legislative Assembly declares that it is in the best interest of this state to have prepared a biennial report of tax expenditures that will allow the public and policy makers to identify and analyze tax expenditures and to periodically make criteria-based decisions on whether the expenditures should be continued. The tax expenditure report will allow tax expenditures to be debated in conjunction with on-line budgets and will result in the elimination of inefficient and inappropriate tax expenditures, resulting in greater accountability by state government and a lowering of the tax burden on all taxpayers.

291.200 Budget policy

(1) It is the intent of the Legislative Assembly to require the Governor, in the preparation of the biennial budget, to state as precisely as possible what programs the Governor recommends be approved for funding under estimated revenues under ORS 291.342. If estimated revenues are inadequate, the Legislative Assembly intends that it be advised by the Governor as precisely as possible how the Legislative Assembly might proceed to raise the additional funds. It is also the intent of the Legislative Assembly, in the event that the additional funding is not possible, to be informed by the Governor precisely what programs or portions thereof the Governor recommends be reduced accordingly. Finally, if the Governor chooses to recommend additional new programs or program enhancements, the Legislative Assembly intends that the Governor specify how the additional funding might be achieved. The Legislative Assembly believes that the state government must allocate its resources for effective and efficient delivery of public services by: 

(a) Clearly identifying desired results; 

(b) Setting priorities; 

(c) Assigning accountability; and 

(d) Measuring, reporting and evaluating outcomes to determine future allocation. 

(2) To achieve the intentions of subsection (1) of this section, it is the budget policy of this state to create and administer programs and services designed to attain societal outcomes such as the Oregon benchmarks and to promote the efficient and measured use of resources. 

(3) To effect the policy stated in subsection (2) of this section, state government shall: 

(a) Allocate resources to achieve desired outcomes; 

(b) Express program outcomes in measurable terms; 

(c) Measure progress toward desired outcomes; 

(d) Encourage savings; 

(e) Promote investments that reduce or avoid future costs; 

(f) Plan for the short term and long term using consistent assumptions for major demographic and other trends; and 

(g) Require accountability at all levels for meeting program outcomes.

Appendix “C” - State Government Business Objectives & Strategic Direction For Enterprise Information Technology Resource Management

Legislative Mandate – ORS 292.037 & 184.477 describe the primary purpose and principal objectives for Enterprise Information Technology Resource Management are:

· Improve productivity of state workers.

· Provide better public access to public information.

· Increase effectiveness in the delivery of services provided by the various agencies and efficiency through minimizing total ownership costs.

· Create a plan and implement a state government-wide (enterprise) approach for managing distributed information technology assets.

Oregon’s Strategic Plan – Oregon Shines (referred to as Oregon’s Strategic Plan) endorses seven strategic business objectives categorized as follows:

1. Strengthen Families and Communities

2. Make Government User-Friendly and Customer-Focused

3. Create Economic Opportunity

4. Promote Lifetime Learning

5. Protect Our Homes and Communities

6. Build a New Environment Partnership

7. Establish and Maintain a First-Rate Infrastructure

Executive Branch Direction – The vision for how Enterprise IT Resource Management supports these state strategic business objectives, as described in the State of Oregon Enterprise Information Resource Management Strategic Plan (2002), focuses on improvement in three key areas:

IMPROVE CITIZEN PRODUCTIVITY (citizen to government)

a) Provide increased accessibility and availability of government information and services to our citizens to make their lives more productive.

b) Provide a focal point through which citizens interact with government.

ENHANCE BUSINESS INFRASTRUCTURE (business to government)

a) Easy access to valuable information.

b) Electronic transaction capability to comply with government operational requirements; e. g. licensing, registration, revenue collection & other transactions specified in statue or by rule.

INCREASE GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY (government to government)

a) Encourage collaboration among state agencies and local government in using technology to operate more efficiently and effectively.

Performance Measurers in State Government – In the spring of 2003, Governor Ted Kulongoski established the Advisory Committee on Government Performance and Accountability. The goals outlined for the advisory committee included:

· Delivery of services to citizens in an efficient & cost effective manner.

· Increased accountability for and demonstrated value of public resources.

In January of 2004 the advisory committee submitted their report titled “Making Government Work for Oregonians – A Plan for Achieving Results-Based Government”. The report contained several recommendations that more clearly define the priority, goals and desired results for performance measurement in state government.

Priorities - Among the six overarching priorities set forth by the committee for immediate consideration is the following:
Performance Measures: Deepen and broaden the process for applying performance measures across government with particular emphasis on cross-agency collaboration.

Goals & Desired Results –  Defined below are the high level goals, recommendations and desired results identified in the report that specifically relate to performance measurers.


Goal: Ensure agencies & programs are accountable for their performance.



Recommendation: Improve the process for developing & implementing 

performance measurers across state government.


Desired Results – Consistent performance measurers that are easily 

implemented, effectively linked to budgets, & used to inform decision 

makers.

Recommendation: Establish shared performance measurers to 

improve the effectiveness of core functions & programs that cut 

across multiple agencies.

Desired Results – Enhanced inter-agency cooperation based on 

Outcomes & alignment with core functions.


Goal: Improve the cost-effectiveness and efficiency of internal government operations.

Recommendation: Establish performance measurers & standards 

for internal business operations.

Desired Results – Internal government operations with clear 

performance measures and a continuous improvement process.

Appendix “D” - IT Performance Measurement Category Definitions

Desktop Support:

Summary Definition - The Desktop Support Group provides timely and courteous technical support to PC users.

Detailed Definition - PCs make up a major share of today’s IT assets.  In most offices, there is at least one PC per person.  The proper management of these assets is critical.  This is the responsibility of the desktop support personnel.

Current technologies make the PC seem like an interchangeable building block that can be mixed and matched at will.  This is definitely not true.  Internal software drivers, ROM-based software, design assumptions, and interactions with other software makers make introducing new components a tedious task.  The desktop support group must select hardware components that are compatible with the installed base to ensure they will work as envisioned.

Desktop support provides the first response interface with the user.  When the user is experiencing a problem with the computing resources, it is the responsibility of the desktop support personnel to determine if the problem is with the desktop hardware, software, network, or server.  While it is not required to be knowledgeable in all aspects of the organization’s network system, they are expected to make a “best effort” and know who to contact to resolve the problem.

The primary component of desktop support is to show the user their problem is a priority.  When the user cannot access their application, it negatively impacts their workload.  Timely response and good customer service skills are important.

The desktop support is limited to the installation and repair of the desktop hardware; installation and repair of peripherals such as printers, scanners, network printers; and installation of application and shrink-wrap software.  Software installation includes the client components of applications that are running on the organization’s servers.  Customizing of software is limited to changing configuration parameters so the software will work with the hardware and network.

Application Development:

Summary Definition: The Development Group creates and maintains custom applications for current and emerging business needs.

Detailed Definition:  The Development group is responsible for developing and maintaining all local custom applications, and responsible for customizing other applications to meet the business needs of the organization.  They have the responsibility of working with the business units to determine future computing needs.  They analyze the business needs and provide recommended solutions.  They work with the central computing, network, and desktop support groups to ensure system resources are available to support the business need.

The development group has the responsibility to analyze and correct user reported software problems – particularly when it relates to customized software applications.

Central Computing:

Summary Definition:  The Central Computing Group enables data processing and ensures system stability.    

Detailed Definition:  Central Computing is the enabling part of data processing.  It encompasses all the routine efforts, such as data backup, running a central print room, and ensuring system security by managing user IDs and system permissions.  This does not mean the equipment must be centrally located.

Central Computing provides system level support for the computers hosting the organization’s shared data.  They provide technical support for the operating system(s) and application servers. They are responsible for environmental and power conditioning along with physical security of the equipment and data.

Central Computing is responsibility for resource planning to ensure adequate data storage capacity to accommodate future growth.  They must plan for adequate central computing resources to support the projected application needs.  It is Central Computing’s responsible to develop the organization’s strategy regarding deployment of distributed computing resources.

Central Computing is responsible for developing the organization’s disaster recovery plan.

Central Computing provides resources that have become common to the workplace such as email.  This includes security to prevent virus attacks and minimize the impact of SPAM and other inappropriate email.

Central Computing is not responsible for the integrity of the data stored on the servers.  It does not evaluate the hosted applications to ensure they meet the business needs of the user.  It has no training responsibilities nor does it have any responsibility to the user’s desktop operation or applications running on the desktop.

The primary goal of Central Computing is to ensure system stability – not optimal processes.  Optimal is nice but a stable, predictable environment is more important than an optimal, but erratic service.

Network Administration:

Summary Definition:  The Network Group ensures network security and provides for timely and reliable network system response.
Detailed Definition:  The network is the infrastructure that connects the shared computing resources with the user’s desktop computer.  This includes the cabling and network equipment within the organization’s buildings plus network services provided by the state utilities.  They must design the network infrastructure to accommodate the computing resources and projected future growth.

The Network group is responsible for network security including Internet access and firewall protection.

The Network group performs analysis to determine network capacity, identify bottle-necks, network outages, etc.  They are focused on providing sufficient reliable bandwidth to ensure timely network system response to the business applications.  A poorly designed application may appear to be a network problem.  The Network group has the responsibility to determine the network infrastructure is providing adequate bandwidth.  Poor application performance is beyond the scope of the network group.

Appendix “E” - IT Performance Measures, Key Success Factors

The following items are critical to the success of performance based management system:

· Management support and involvement from all levels in the organization to counteract resistance to change associated with introduction to new policies.

· Appropriate measures that include defining the goals and objectives, identifying the measures to be used, evaluating the costs and benefits, and then implementing the cost-effective measures.

· All the IT activities must be included, even those that are outside the IT department in the program areas.

· Start small and measure the processes, not the people.  Fewer measures mean less initial cost; measures can be added.  Measure how things are done, and the result, not the people.

· Provide feedback by using the results and reporting where improvements are being made.

· Periodically review the measures to determine their usefulness and continued applicability.

· Be patient.  Performance measurement is a long-term process and may have no immediate pay-off because of the learning process involved.
Statewide Performance Measures for Procurement

Updated: November 23, 2004

	
	Performance Areas

Assumption:  All performance measure data will be collected annually on a statewide basis.

	
	Participant Knowledge/Training
	Stewardship
	Contract Management
	Compliance

	(Performance

 Goals)
	Knowledgeable, accountable, responsive individuals involved in procurement cycle.
	Cost effective contract management processes that attract qualified providers in the provisions of procurement and provide cost effective goods and services that achieve stated organizational performance objectives.

	Clearly defined consistent contract process (solicitation & award and contract administration).
	Clear & legally compliant  (documentation internal/external).

	Customer Satisfaction
	The procurement customer satisfaction measures will employ the instrument being developed by the Statewide Customer Service Performance Measure Committee.
	The procurement customer satisfaction measures will employ the instrument being developed by the Statewide Customer Service Performance Measure Committee.
	The procurement customer satisfaction measures will employ the instrument being developed by the Statewide Customer Service Performance Measure Committee.


	The procurement customer satisfaction measures will employ the instrument being developed by the Statewide Customer Service Performance Measure Committee.

	Cost (Efficiency)
	Measures: 4, 5

	Measure: 4

	Measures: 2, 3

	Measure: 1


	Quality (Effectiveness)
	Measures: 4, 5

	Measures: 2, 3
	Measures: 1, 2

	Measures: 4, 5


	Timeliness
	Measures: 1,2, 5  


	Measures: 1, 2, 3

	Measures: 1, 2

	Measures: 4, 5



Statewide Performance Measures:

Number 1:
Average number of days for contract staff to develop contracts. 

Measured from the date the contract development begins to the date approved for execution.


Target = 30 days

Number 2:
Average number of days to execute purchase orders.  


Measured from the date the request is received by procurement staff to the date the purchase order is sent to the contractor.  This is only for those purchase orders which leverage price agreements.


Target = 5 days

Number 3:
Average number of bidders per solicitation.  

Measures all interested vendors per solicitation.


Target = 5 interested vendors/providers

Number 4:
Percentage of managers who attended procurement-related training. 


Compares the number of mangers with expenditure authority who have attended procurement-related training against the total number of managers with expenditure authority who have not attended training.


Target = 50%

Number 5:
Percentage of procurement staff holding a state and/or national procurement certification.  


Compares the number of staff classified within the Contract Specialist series that hold a Procurement Certification, (e.g. CPPB, CPPO, CPM, or OPBC) against the total number of staff in the classification with no certificate.


Target = 100%

Measures Tracked/Reported by Regulatory Agencies:

· Percentage of contracts awarded to OMWESB registered vendors.

This measure was excluded from the package because it is to be tracked and reported by the Governor’s Advocate, Office for Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses.  Due to the unique services contracted by each agency, a statewide target is not recommended.  However, all agencies will want to set internal goals for this measure.

· Average cost per contract for DOJ review. 

This measure was excluded from the package due to the unique services contracted by each agency.  A statewide target is not recommended.  However, some agencies will want to set internal goals for this measure.

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor








� A fifth area, customer satisfaction, is dealt with in a separate report:  Measuring Customer Satisfaction in Oregon State Government – Final Report of the Customer Satisfaction Workgroup 
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