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Benchmark Target Setting
Proposal Analysis 


Benchmark Target Setting Proposals

The Progress Board Assessment Committee requested an analysis of target setting approaches at the April 2008 meeting.   This paper offers three possible approaches to target setting: 1) the status quo with minor changes to the target setting protocol, 2) the Oregon Shines II equation method, and 3) creating benchmark advisory committees.  
The appendix of this paper offers a review of lessons learned and information critical to informing the ongoing debate over targeting benchmarks.
1 – Status Quo 




This option is a continuation of the current method defined in the target setting protocol, with a minor adjustment.
   
Benchmark contacts continue to be the principle agent in proposing targets guided by the ambiguous ‘ambitious but realistic’ criteria. Targets for 2015 and changes to the 2010 target are constructed by the contacts using their expertise and their internal agency deliberations.  Benchmark contacts explain their proposed target changes to the next Assessment Committee meeting.  The Assessment Committee approves, changes, or rejects the proposed targets.  Assessment Committee approved targets are recommended to the Progress Board for board approval.
Proposed protocol changes

The proposed protocol change requests that agency contacts support their targets with comparator data – such as national average, comparator states, and state distribution/dispersion, if available.  Comparator states would be defined by the Assessment Committee and consistent across benchmarks.  This change would codify Oregon’s national context in the targeting process. Comparator data was included for some benchmarks in the Oregon Shines II target setting process
 but is not explicitly included in the target setting protocol.
Benchmark contacts

Benchmark contacts continue to be primarily from state agencies with a few from the non-profit sector.  Benchmark contacts vary in their internal process toward benchmark target setting.  These include: proposed benchmark targets deliberated by other state boards (Oregon State Library); internal deliberations by policy and program experts (DHS); and contacts using their best judgment with little deliberation outside of discussion with Progress Board staff (Employment).
Where benchmarks do not have contacts Progress Board staff constructs benchmark targets using trend data and best available background information.

Implementation/maintenance costs – low/medium
Benefits include:

· Progress Board retains control over the entire process, from the protocol through approving the targets.

· Familiarity with the process, currently ongoing
· Expertise, most benchmark contacts are experts in the benchmark field 

· Progress Board requests contact involvement if and when new targets are set.
Costs include:

· Protocol tries to fundamentally achieve a balance via the purposefully fuzzy ‘realistic, yet ambitious’ phrase.  This allows for diminishing targets, given that contacts (agency employees) favor steady state forecasting over ambitious.

· Benchmark contacts have internal department processes where target is deliberated prior to reaching the Assessment Committee, drawing out the process timeline and once again favoring the realistic as opposed to the ambitious.
2 – Reverting to Oregon Shines II process



This approach proposes reverting to the formulaic four phased approach set up in Oregon Shines II.

Targets are constructed by the Progress Board staff using the following process.
Standard-Positive (for positive trending Benchmarks)

Establish the percentage change
 using the longest data time series available (starting with either 1980 or 1990). Apply percentage change to the most recent data to set the 2015 target. Assume a straight line between 2015 and most recent data to set interim target. If 2015 target is better than the current value for the best state in the nation, the value for the best state is substituted. This method is applied to Benchmarks that have shown satisfactory progress. 

Standard-Negative (for negative trending Benchmarks)
Return to best level in time series by 2000. Improve by 0% between 2000 and 2015.

Aggressive-Positive (for positive trending Benchmarks)

Establish the percentage change using the longest data time series available (starting with either 1980 or 1990). To set the 2015 target, apply this percentage change to the most recent data, then double that value and add it to the most recent data. Assume a straight line between 2015 and most recent data to set interim target. This method is applied to Benchmarks that have shown unsatisfactory progress or Benchmarks that have been targeted for special attention by state government.

Aggressive-Negative (for negative trending Benchmarks)

Return to best level in time series (either 1980 or 1990) by 2000. Improve by 20% between 2005 and 2015.

Comparators (state or national) are included in the benchmark targeting process for the standard-positive approach only.  However, comparator data continues to be displayed in the comparator section of online benchmark analysis.
Proposed protocol changes

The protocol would be rewritten according to the four pronged approach above.  The protocol would serve as an internal Progress Board document, since target setting would revert to a process driven by Progress Board staff.
Benchmark Contacts

Benchmark contacts offer insight and suggest changes to the benchmark target established through the formula above.  However, benchmark contacts do not have a direct role in constructing the targets.
Implementation/maintenance Costs – Low
Benefits include:

· Progress Board retains full control over the targeting process.

· Formulaic approach limits target subjectivity.  Entire process is governed by data trends.

· Transparent, easy to understand 

Costs include:

· Minimizes collaboration to benchmark targeting.  Only role for benchmark contacts is advisory.
· Process is rigid, minimizes nuance

3 – Benchmark Target Setting Committees




This approach reformulates the process to include greater public involvement in benchmark targeting through establishing individual benchmark advisory committees.  These committees have the responsibility of maintaining and advocating for each benchmark.  
Advisory Committee responsibilities could include:

· Suggesting benchmark changes/improvements
· Setting the benchmark targets (number, type, and level)

· Monitor source data for changes that may affect the benchmark
Committees would not grade the benchmark, as this is the responsibility of the Progress Board, nor would the committee gather benchmark data or do the day to day upkeep of the benchmark reporting system.
Benchmark Contacts/Committee Construction 
The Assessment Committee would have general oversight of the advisory committees.  Each Assessment Committee member would be responsible for a number of benchmark advisory committees.  Advisory committees would report to the Assessment Committee any recommendations; target setting could be orientated in a five year cycle – with roughly 20 benchmark targets set per year (continuing to use the five year incrimination.)
Advisory committees include benchmark subject stakeholders with multiple perspectives, including but not limited to: academics, policy professionals, advocates, subject visionaries (dreamers), and local representation.

Protocol changes

The current protocol would be eliminated.  Committees would have the responsibility to set targets using their expertise at a level of their choosing.  This grounds the benchmark in the ‘on the ground’ reality and experienced by those intimately involved.  Targets would be proposed to the assessment committee for approval.
Implementation/maintenance Costs - High

Benefits include:

· Increase the benchmark connection with those involved in the issue
· Collaborative approach would assure benchmark responsiveness, accuracy, and integrity. Targets would be an accurate representation of the best available thinking regarding the measure and what can be achieved.
· Target setting would include a multiplicity of voices.  The Assessment Committee would review/approve all targets recommended by the advisory committee.  
· Targets would be an accurate representation of the best available thinking 

Costs include:

· Managing/staffing of the committees would be difficult and time consuming.
· Multiplicity of voices could delay reaching of consensus on targets.
· Transparency at the advisory committee would be difficult to guarantee

· Increased burden on the Assessment Committee members

Appendix A: Additional Considerations

The targets setting proposals in the previous sections offer a few of the myriad of approaches available toward setting benchmark targets.  This addendum offers information gathered to help contextualize and generally elaborate on the proposals.
I) Multiple Targeting
The number of targets and the timeframe has evolved as the Progress Board has changed.  As the target setting primer describes, prior the 1997 report, targets were set at ten year increments and not the current five year increments.  Additionally, benchmark targets have changed from intentionally ambitious (Oregon Shines) to realistic and managerial (Oregon Shines II).  This changing nature of the measures point to an important duality – the benchmarks are at once visionary and a visioning instrument as well as a reflective ‘performance’ instrument.

One proposed change is to capture this duality by having two targets each five year increment, with both ambitious (visionary) and realistic (incremental) targets as opposed to trying to capture both roles into one goal (target).  Benchmark grading could reflect each of these equally or reflect an unequal equation.
II) Three Performance Indicator Systems
The Assessment Committee has been debating the merits of different indicators (Ranks/Rates).  Given this context it is useful to review three different indicator systems and the strengths and weaknesses of each. The following analysis is a summary of Christopher Hood’s paper evaluating multiple performance measurement systems. 

1) Target Systems

Target based system have achievement measured toward a definable target.

Strengths

· Concentrate – Create focus and importance around a measure and propose what is positive and acceptable achievement.
· Comfort – A long history regarding targeted measure has built a standard of trust with users.
· Long term – outside of the political cycles
Limitations

· Data Certainty – Data are spoken in concrete terms without revealing the inherent uncertainty (significance, etc.)  Targeting including such uncertainty becomes difficult to assess.
· Lack of Context – the information graphically displayed is the trending data and the targets, with little outside context.  There may be a lack of connection with what is happening on the ground.
· Incentivize – At the social level its difficult to create incentives – currently we use reporting (praise/shame) to draw attention.  Thresholds expressed as numeric improvement concentrate the focus of decision makers; however it is susceptible to gaming.  However, In the case of the benchmarks it is difficult to assess incentives associated with reaching benchmark targets.
· Output Distortions – May cause a myopic concentration on that which is being ranked at the expenses of other concerns.
2) Ranking Systems
Using indicators to compare across jurisdictions/boundaries (state vs. state)
Strengths:

· Attention grabbing – Rankings grab the attention of the media and the public. 
· Easy to understand – Little knowledge of the indicator is needed. First is better than last.
· Comfort – Once again there is a long history of ranking and comparing similar entities, this is readily accepted by most users.
· *Regarding benchmarks specifically national trends (outside of state-level control) are held constant.  An example is the Hunger Benchmark (OBM58b) – currently Oregon is 33rd national in food insecurity with hunger at 4.4percent. While four reports ago Oregon was 43rd nationally with a rate of 4.3percnet.  Revealing that hunger is rising nationally yet has been held constant in Oregon.  The inverse of this argument can also be made. 
Limitations:

· Indeterminacy – this validity problem arise when measurement tools cannot meaningfully distinguish among the entities.  It is common once statistical significance is added that cases are indistinguishable from one another.

· Volatility – often with rankings that incorporate multiple dimensions small changes in any of these dimensions can drastically alter the rankings. The national rank in ‘Cost of Doing Business’ (OMB 9) as been a victim of this Volatility.

· Output Distortions – May cause a myopic concentration on that which is being ranked at the expenses of other concerns.
3) Intelligence Systems

Data as background information (used in decision-making but not driving decision making)

Strengths:

· Minimizes Distortions – Avoids the measure gaming that the previous two approaches can be prone to.
· Stability – Less subject to ‘Goodhart’s law’ – ‘Any observed statistical regularity will tend to collapse once pressure is placed on it for control purposes.’  Meaning the measure retains credibility and value as that which it is – an indicator.  It does not presuppose value by contextualizing the measure in the pressure that rankings and targets carry.
Limitations:

· Lower Attention – Measures don’t garner the same media and public attention that rankings and targeting garners.
· Transparency issues – Measures are often created that include what is seen as arbitrary judgments without the clean comparisons or determinations of the previous two systems.

· Lack of a Carrot/Stick – Incentives for improvement may be minimized if the process isn’t ingrained in a management system that embraces such measurements. 
III) Construction of Progress
Progress has been defined differently at different times in Progress Board history.  Progress has been defined as incremental gains against a base value (year). Progress has also been defined in relationship to reaching a target.   While the current system incorporates a hybrid of both in the current ‘yes, yes but, no but, and no’ system; with targets and yearly data changes both included in the assessment of progress. 
An example is useful in expressing this clearly:
An Oregon wine is rated by Wine Spectator as an 82 in 1995, the first year the wine is evaluated.  The vintner decides to improve the wine and measure this improvement through the Wine Spectator grade.  In 2000 the wine is evaluated again and receives a grade of 87.  The goal was to be at 88 points (an increase of 6 points) by the next grade, which was not met.  Had her goal been to increase by 6 percent she would have met her goal.  The measurement of change from the baseline (82 in 1995) would have been met (the rate of change); the target measurement of 88 points was not.  

In the context of the Progress Board and our measurement of progress the example points out that we are trying to capture in our hybrid system is both – progress against the baseline (our trend data) and progress as measured by the target. 









� The Target Setting Protocol was adopted by the Progress Board in summer 2006:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/docs/Committees/Target_Setting_Protocol_v6.doc" ��http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/docs/Committees/Target_Setting_Protocol_v6.doc� 


� The Oregon Shines II target setting process used national data for establishing some benchmark targets.  This approach is described in the targeting history document.


� This was experienced in the June 2008 Assessment Committee Meeting regarding the revisions to OBM 40 and 41.  DHS benchmark contacts recommended revising downward (diminishing) the target to reflect current data trends while the Assessment Committee favored and approved the existing, more ambitious targets.  


� Oregon Shines II (1997) was the last time all the benchmark targets were revised.


� Percentage change calculated via: (Current year value – Base year value)/(((Target year value – Base year value)/Total year time span))(# of years of data between Current year and Base year)))


� Benchmark targets as to their type: rank, rate per, count would be the discretion of the advisory committee.  The committee could additional recommend multiple targets such as breaking out the ambitious from the realistic.  For more on this see the Apendix.


� Summary of: “Performance Measurement: Indicating the Way to Better Public Services”, Christopher Hood, 2008.  The paper is an analysis of performance measures although the topics have merit in discussing societal measures such as the benchmarks.


� One way to minimize the indeterminacy problem is to incorporate a visualization tool showing uncertainty in the graphics.  The census is exploring such approaches – an example is the ACS chart on high school completion: � HYPERLINK "http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/GRTTableSS?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-_box_head_nbr=R1501&-ds_name=ACS_2006_EST_G00_&-redoLog=false&-_useSS=Y&-format=US-30&-mt_name=ACS_2004_EST_G00_R1401_US30&-CONTEXT=grt" ��http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/GRTTableSS?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-_box_head_nbr=R1501&-ds_name=ACS_2006_EST_G00_&-redoLog=false&-_useSS=Y&-format=US-30&-mt_name=ACS_2004_EST_G00_R1401_US30&-CONTEXT=grt�.  Clicking on any of the state ranks will display the indeterminacy of the selected state.


� We receive OBM 9 data from Moody’s Economy.com, each iteration of the report they revise what is included in the matrix.  This caused a major swing between the 2005 report and the 2007 report, where Oregon went from 16th to 31st in 2003 (the last year of comparable data.)
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