Final Meeting Notes
Advisory Committee on Citizen-Friendly Performance Reporting
National Center for Civic Innovation Grant

August 30, 2005
Salem, Oregon
Present: members Catherine Sessions (chair), Anita Blanchard, Shirley Kalkhoven, Randy Tripp; agency staff Greg Malkasian and Derek Reinke (DCBS), Cathy Iles and Pam McVay (DHS) and Scott Bassett and Noah Helenihi (ODOT); HSRI staff Mady Kimmich and Mike Nikolenko; Progress Board staff Rita Conrad.
1. Committee History
Rita welcomed members to their last meeting and presented a brief recap of advisory committee charge, NCCI grant requirements, anticipated product and timeline. See presentation (slides 1 – 6).
2. Findings - Evaluation of Agency Projects
Human Services Research Institute (HSRI) staff Mike Nikolenko & Mady Kimmich presented their evaluation findings on the three agency (DCBS, DHS and ODOT/DMV) web sites providing performance information to the public. See presentation and final report (submitted after the meeting). HSRI reported a disappointingly low response rate but were able to make a few key conclusions. From the final report:

“First, all agency websites performed well. Respondents were able to access and navigate the sites with relative ease. However, many commented that the use of PDF files dramatically slowed down the navigation of the sites. 

“Second, the text descriptions on the sites were helpful to respondents. Respondents also prefer to have information available in layers. The layered approach means that someone who is interested in detailed data has a way to find it, but someone who is only interested in general data is not inundated by too much information at first glance. 

“To give a summative view of how well the websites fared in terms of the six GASB reporting criteria, the chart below [next page] displays the results for all the areas together. It shows the percent of all survey respondents who answered “yes” to questions about whether a site met each of the criteria; responses for all three agencies are included
.

“The weakest areas for the sites were consistency and reliability. This result could reflect most people’s unfamiliarity with the critical examination of data.

“Additionally, comparability was not highly rated by respondents. This may show a need to educate citizens about the frame of reference for data. 

“Overall, it does seem viable to use websites to engage the public in the examination of performance measure data. However, it is likely that the size of the interested audience for performance information presented in a website format may be rather small and it is important to tailor this information to meet the needs of this audience.”
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Discussion
After reporting a disappointingly low response rate on the three surveys, Randy pointed out that citizens aren’t interested in performance data and that people want to see real tangible results, like new roads. “Randy: We’re producing answers. Who is asking the questions?” Greg responded that there is nothing more important that to get feedback from citizens and to make sure they know what agencies are doing for them.  We need to engage more citizens.  How much more can we do to get people engaged?  
3. Past Committee Work
Rita reviewed previous committee work - including feedback on agency annual performance reports. See presentation (slides 7 on). 
4. Committee Report to the Progress Board
Rita asked committee members to articulate what they felt should go into their final report to the Progress Board. There was some discussion on whether the 16 GASB should be addressed instead of the six criteria used in the HSRI report. For purposes of the Committee’s final report to the Progress Board, committee suggested using six GASB categories (in chart above) plus stakeholder/staff involvement.
The final report will have these final components:
· Background – NCCI Grant

· Project/Process – CAC—Agency Partners—HSRI evaluation

· Issues of the Advisory Committee
· Conclusions/recommendations
Rita will draft and circulate for committee review in September or October. It will then be submitted to the Progress Board for use in updating 2007-09 budget instructions.
The following recommendations and issues emerged during discussion:

a. Produce guidelines for agencies to produce a “citizen-friendly” page. Guidelines could include the remaining suggestions listed here.
b. Layer performance data so the initial exposure is to information that is simpler, allowing interested citizens to drill-down to more detail at will. For example, first page could provide a table of contents or other framework for the data such as the Data Summary Form (a budget form that is required in the Oregon budget cycle).
c. Use short titles in the data summary to label each measure in a citizen-friendly way. 
d. Aggregate measures into major categories because the sheer number of measures is daunting. Use topical categories instead—like transportation or child well being. Develop a broader report tying performance measures to Oregon Benchmarks. If we want people to look at them it makes sense to have the major goals out there for the public. (Anita and Randy agreed on this and the next two issues!) 
e. Identify 50 key accomplishments and measures that support them—what agencies are doing to reach them. You would be reporting on the accomplishments but the performance measures are a balanced view of the strength and weaknesses of state government 
f. Provide a summary guide of public programs and the role of government. Include an overview and then the summary guide.
g. Include comparisons where possible. How do we know, for example, if 85% approval is good? 
h. Accessibility for the unwired —the web is fine for the wired folks but we need to provide for different audiences. 

i. Improving government and citizen engagement are linked. Randy: getting our [government] house in order first will engender trust & interest in the public. He believes getting the agencies to accomplish what they say they will get done will make the public more receptive. 
j. Line workers, improving government and citizen engagement are linked.  A citizen’s positive or negative experience with one unit of government will color that person’s opinion of all units and levels of government. It is therefore critical to get to front-line workers that deal with the public and make performance measures relevant to them. That implies the need for logic models - “so what” chains – Randy: “so what” model. Example: janitor at NASA views his job as “helping to put a man on the moon.”
Rita thanked the group for their time and effort. The final meeting of this advisory committee adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 
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� No weighting has been applied, so the DHS respondents had more influence on the totals shown.





