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FOREWORD

On behalf of the IBM Center for The Business of Government, we are pleased
to present this report, “Moving Toward Outcome-Oriented Performance
Measurement Systems,” by Kathe Callahan and Kathryn Kloby.

Public managers in communities across the country are under increasing
pressure by the public to report on the outcomes and results of their pro-
grams. With both internal and external demands for information, public man-
agers not only need to provide an accounting of resources expended and
services provided, but also report on performance and outcomes. The authors
note that “Implementing a results-oriented focus represents a fundamental
shift in the way the public sector does business—a fundamental shift in the
nature of thinking, acting, and managing that moves away from a focus on
process and regulation to a focus on outcomes and results.”

Albert Morales

The authors describe a shift taking place both within government and
through independent community indicator projects devoted to developing
broad, outcome-oriented indicators of how well a community is doing. They
also describe the challenges public managers face in making sense out of the
data they collect to inform their decision-making and also inform the public.

The report provides examples of outcome-oriented performance measure-
ment systems in place around the country, describes their findings from these
case studies, and offers practical recommendations on how to develop useful
outcome-oriented measurement systems that other communities—either
sponsored by government or community indicator projects—can act upon.

David Treworgy

We hope the case studies in this report, and the accompanying recommenda-
tions, inspire community leaders across the country to develop their own
outcome-oriented performance measurement systems.

Albert Morales David Treworgy

Managing Partner Partner

IBM Center for The Business of Government Public Sector Financial Management Services
albert.morales@us.ibm.com IBM Global Business Services

david.treworgy@us.ibm.com

IBM Center for The Business of Government



MOVING TOWARD OUTCOME-ORIENTED PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

Introduction

Trends in Public Sector Performance
Measurement

Managing and measuring for results presents many
challenges for public managers in communities across
the country. While they may be able to accurately
measure how many children are enrolled in school
or how many older adults receive Medicare, it is far
more difficult to measure the outcomes, or results,
of public education and public health programs.

In addition, the way in which many public sector ser-
vices are delivered today, in what many refer to as a
complex web of outsourced and networked service
delivery, further complicates the performance mea-
surement challenge. Governing through contracts and
networks has blurred the lines between public, pri-
vate and non-profit sectors and this blurring of lines
has literally changed the face of public sector service
delivery. In many instances public services designed
to provide affordable housing, stimulate economic
growth, and promote sustainable development are
delivered as a result of collaborations between pub-
lic, private and non-profit organizations. While public
sector services are often delivered through collabora-
tive arrangements, the performance measurement sys-
tems designed to measure the outcomes and results
of these programs, typically remain the responsibility
of the governmental partner.

One of the problems associated with managing for
results and measuring outcomes is determining what
the desired results and outcomes of government
look like. What are the desired results of specific
public sector programs and services and what
impact do these programs and services have on
improving community conditions and overall quality
of life? With the broad, and often vague, missions of

many public sector agencies and programs, deter-
mining the desired results can be difficult. And
though it may not always be appropriate to hold
public managers and public sector programs
accountable for higher-level outcomes like poverty
reduction and increased literacy, public managers
are held accountable for a results-orientation that
demonstrates how the outcomes of their specific
programs and activities contribute to the overall,
higher-level societal outcomes that people expect.
Implementing a results-oriented focus represents a
fundamental shift in the way the public sector does
business—a fundamental shift in the nature of think-
ing, acting, and managing that moves away from a
focus on process and regulations to a focus on out-
comes and results.

This shift is now taking place in both within govern-
ment and through independent organizations
devoted to measuring community conditions. This
report will focus on both approaches to outcome-
oriented performance measurement systems.

Government-Sponsored Performance
Measurement

Government-sponsored performance measurement
initiatives are generally designed to systematically
assess how much and how well government delivers
its services. Located within government, public
managers and their staff decide what to measure,
how to measure, and how to report on their perfor-
mance. Government-sponsored initiatives have an
internal focus with performance indicators designed
to measure agency or program performance.

Government-sponsored performance measurement
initiatives tend to be data rich. That is, they collect

www.businessofgovernment.org
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and report on an inordinate amount of indicators.
With hundreds of indicators to account for, it can be
overwhelming to figure out what the data actually
means. With so many indicators it is often difficult
to articulate the desired programmatic outcomes
and results, or to determine exactly what really mat-
ters. In addition, government-sponsored efforts typi-
cally have a vertical focus. That is they report
information up and down within an organization;
rarely is performance information shared across
departments or across agencies.

More often than not, the individuals responsible for
administering a program establish what they con-
sider to be appropriate performance targets. For the
most part government-sponsored efforts do not
attempt to measure the broad outcomes of collabor-
ative efforts or community conditions; instead they
measure program-specific outputs and outcomes.
Stated differently, public managers attempt to mea-
sure the outcomes and results they appear to have
control over.

While government-sponsored performance measure-
ment systems typically do not measure broader com-
munity outcomes, this report presents three profiles of
government organizations which do support outcome-
oriented performance measurement systems:

*  Washington State’s Government Management
Accountability and Performance (GMAP)
Program

e King County, Washington’s “AlMs High”
Program

e Oregon’s Progress Board

Community Indicator Performance
Measurement

Community indicator projects are often born from
community visioning processes or sustainable develop-
ment efforts. Typically, they are housed by independent
organizations outside of government, such as a com-
munity foundation, a university, or a grassroots organi-
zation and as such, are usually insulated from
traditional political interests. Because of their locus out-
side of government, they are more focused on broader
community conditions and quality of life, and are less
focused on the specific outputs of public sector pro-
grams. Community indicator projects use high level
aggregate data such as the environment, education and

IBM Center for The Business of Government

the arts to track trends in community conditions and to
alert people—policy makers and interested citizens—
when action needs to be taken. Ideally, they identify
and track community conditions, discover common
priorities among people and programs and measure
progress toward shared goals and values.

Usually an open and inclusive process that brings
together a wide-variety of stakeholders is used to
determine priorities and select the indicators and
conditions that matter most to the community.
Community indicator projects often rely on members
of the community, those with expertise in the various
sectors alongside average citizens who have the
personal and first-hand knowledge of experience to
meaningfully discuss the problems and opportunities
confronting the community. This open, inclusive
process can generate broad interest and support and
insures a diverse perspective on the shared goals,
values and desired community conditions.

Many community indicator projects report on broad
sectors such as health, housing, education, economy,
environment, public safety, cultural life and civic vital-
ity, rather than program specific functions. Through
interactions with a broad group of stakeholders, com-
munity indicator projects can develop and track prog-
ress on a shared civic agenda. Participants can bring
data to life when they ask themselves what is happen-
ing in each of the sectors and when they ask them-
selves how the progress or lack of progress, in one
sector affects the progress, or lack of progress, in the
other sectors. When an environmentalist sees connec-
tions between affordable housing and habitat preser-
vation and a business leader comprehends the public
health impacts of traffic patterns and parking
demands, common ground can emerge.

Community indicators can reveal the common goals
and shared values that foster alliances across tradi-
tional boundaries and provide citizens with a better
compass for understanding issues and the assets
available to solve them.

In contrast to traditional government-sponsored
performance measures, independent community
indicator projects tend to:

e Focus on “high-level” community conditions
that contribute overall quality of life, community
health, community well-being, or community
sustainability.
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e Indicators show trends in community conditions
to alert people to when and where there is a
need to improve conditions.

* Emphasize how the actions or inaction of the
broader community impact community indicators.

There are about 170 community indicator systems
across the country. These systems have varying lev-
els of sophistication in the collection and reporting
of performance information. They have recently cre-
ated a network, the Community Indicators
Consortium (www.communityindicators.net), which
is organized around the common belief that infor-
mation sharing across areas of interest is a key ele-
ment in bringing people together to solve problems.
Consortium members include both public and non-
profit sector members.

Interestingly, there is a national-level effort to create
national-level outcome indicators. That effort, spon-
sored by the non-profit State of the USA, Inc. (www.
stateoftheusa.org), plans to report key indicators
starting in mid-2009.

Shifting Gears: From Outputs to
Outcomes

Focusing on those government programs that are
finding ways to make the connection between pro-
gram specific performance measures and broader
outcomes, we were able to highlight some of the
strategies that managers are using to shift the
emphasis to the big picture, or broader community
issues and indicators.

When reflecting on what is required to change the
resolution from program-specific performance mea-
sures to community indicators, Michael Jacobson,
Director of King County “AlMs High” performance
measurement initiative notes “There needs to be two
kinds of data that reflect what’s going on in the
world. We need to understand our relationship to
the bigger picture. Some of the staff immediately
understood the big picture relationship ... others are
more bureaucratically bound by what they are
responsible for.”

The challenge, highlighted by Jacobson and by
other program directors we interviewed, is getting
the staff to think about the big picture while at the
same time assuring them that while they are

More on the Community
Indicators Consortium

The Community Indicators Consortium (CIC) is a
learning network and community of practice for
people engaged or interested in the field of commu-
nity indicators and their application.

CIC is organized around the belief that information
sharing across areas of interest is a key element in
successful work to benefit people and their concerns
about their communities. CIC further believes that
collaboration and open dialogue across geography
and discipline is key to successful democratic deci-
sion making and action.

CIC also actively fosters collaboration between com-
munity indicators users and performance measure-
ment users. Bridging the gap that traditionally exists
between these two different approaches to measure-
ment and evaluation provides a way for community
groups and governments to learn how to coordinate
their efforts to better serve the people who live and
work in their communities. Fostering these growing
collaborations enhances the lives and well-being of
everyone.

Source: Community Indicators Consortium website
(WWW.Communityindicators.net)

expected to report on broad community outcomes,
they are not fully responsible for realizing those
outcomes. One program or one department can
influence an outcome but they cannot control it.
As King County Executive Fellow Marti Reinfeld
reflects, “We had to be clear that you [government
personnel] don’t have to have control over it [out-
comes] but you do have influence over it. We have
spent a lot of time talking about the control/influence
dichotomy with various departments.” In addition

to emphasizing the changing philosophy, programs
able to bridge the gap between program-specific
measures and broader community indicators empha-
size the importance of additional training for their
employees to build the confidence of their staff in
their performance measurement skills, to create
opportunities for face-to-face dialogue that allows
employees to raise questions, brainstorm new ideas
and approaches to measuring community conditions,
as well as strengthen their ability to refocus their
internal lens to more clearly visualize high level
indicators.

www.businessofgovernment.org
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Profiles in Outcome-Oriented
Performance Measurement Systems

Profile One: The Washington
State Government Management
Accountability and Performance
(GMAP) Program

Overview

Washington State’s GMAP, or Government
Management Accountability and Performance, is

a management approach at the leading edge of
government-sponsored performance measurement.
Sponsored by Governor Chris Gregoire and champi-
oned by Program Director Larisa Benson, GMAP is
designed to get better results from state programs
through a rigorous, disciplined focus on perfor-
mance. More importantly, GMAP works to docu-
ment and show results that matter to citizens
through citizen involvement and transparency with
meaningful performance reports. Public forums
serve as a mechanism through which the governor
and state managers gain feedback on issues related
to economic development, health care, public
safety, and transportation. As a result, government
performance is evaluated by many stakeholders, the
governor and state managers have an opportunity to
report on progress or deficiencies directly to the
public, and a specific plan of action with deadlines
and the promise of tangible results can be deter-
mined to address emerging problems. Receiving
accolades from the Council of State Governments,
Governing’s Public Official of the Year Award pro-
gram, and Grading the States, the State of
Washington is acknowledged for its transparency,
innovation, and responsiveness to citizens.

GMAP offers extensive documentation on the pro-

gram’s measurement philosophy and process.
Community forum reports, logic models, perfor-

IBM Center for The Business of Government

mance reporting templates, and other resources are
readily available for adoption or replication. These
resources offer strategies for designing performance
measurement efforts with the intention of stimulat-
ing learning and informed decision making, for
aligning state-level department performance mea-
surement initiatives to address the preferences of cit-
izens, and provide guidance for selecting indicators
and evaluating the validity and reliability of those
indicators

Examples of GMAP Indicators

Using a logic model, Figure 1 illustrates how the
activities of the Washington State Department of
Corrections maps agency activities (output mea-
sures) to high-level outcomes (reducing recidivism).
While an agency may not have complete control
over high-level outcomes, the logic model summa-
rizes the theory behind how the agency can influ-
ence the outcomes. For example, the ultimate
outcome for the Department of Corrections Logic
Model is to reduce recidivism—the rate at which
offenders return to prison after release. The recidi-
vism rate is measured annually and is strongly influ-
enced by factors outside the Department’s control.
Accepting the premise that inmates with marketable
skills are more likely to get jobs and that inmates
with jobs are less likely to re-offend, then it makes
sense for Corrections to focus measurement on edu-
cation and certification rates which can be mea-
sured frequently and which the Department can
influence. As a result, GMAP focuses attention on
how the agency executes the activities and strate-
gies that it can influence. If agencies are executing
well, but intermediate and ultimate outcomes aren’t
changing, the assumptions in the logic model are
revisited.
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Figure 1: GMAP: Connecting Program Outputs to Outcomes

;M@  Department of Corrections Logic Model

Recidivism rate
...so that.. S declines.

% of inmates who
commit crimes after
release

Inmates choose
gainful employment
-..so that... over crime...

Ultimate Outcome

% of inmates finding
a job after release

Inmates will have a -
...so0 that... marketable skill Intermediate Outcome

“|  when they leave
prison...

# of inmates certified
in the skill

Activity: We train .
inmates in work Immediate Outcome

skills
# of classes taught 00

Output

Source: GMAP Cuidelines 2008: www.accountability.wa.gov/guidelines/principles.asp

Figure 2: GMAP Performance Reporting Template

Agency
Logo

C.VM@&P  Agency Title/Header Area

Focusing Question (What the data shown is trying to answer)

Graph or table area Analysis
« Ideally, the graph shows progress + Be specific, analyze the issue and the data.
toward the target, inc. most recent » Share info that isn’t obvious from the graph_
history and projected progress for What is being learned? What story is being
next biennium told?
+ Follow the graphing guidelines — keep + Why is this meaningful in guiding
it simple, no 3-D bars, etc. management decisions that will improve
+ Be sure to give your graph a TITLE performance?
and note the time period for data * Note trends and unusual data points as
shown e
+ Avoid acronyms + Anticipate questions the leadership team
* Sometimes two graphs are necessary; mlght have and try to answer them.
sometimes two or more line graphs + Share information that isn’t obvious from the
can be combined into one graph.
- ]
Data Notes: Source of data, methodology, data caveats, efc. (Times New Roman or Arial 10 or 12) Slide Number # 2

Source: GMAP Cuidelines 2008: http://www.accountability.wa.gov/guidelines/principles.asp

www.businessofgovernment.org



MOVING TOWARD OUTCOME-ORIENTED PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS

10

Questions to Ask When Reviewing
GMAP Reports

Analyzing gaps, trends and differences

e Why are we above or below target?

¢ What explains the difference between last quar-
ter’s performance and this quarter?

¢ How do we compare? (to other jurisdictions; to
other agencies; to private sector)

¢ Have you engaged or surveyed citizens/stake-
holders? What do they think?

Improving Results

e What concerns do you have, or problems do
you anticipate for the future?

e Can it get any better? Why or why not?

e What's your primary focus for innovation? What
risks are you taking?

¢ What have you learned?

Checking for Unintended Consequences

e What are the opportunity costs if we invest more
resources here?

¢ Are there any negative potential consequences
of increasing results in this area?

e Have we verified our data sources?

Telling the Story
e So what?

¢ How does this activity contribute to higher level
outcomes?

e How do you define success in this area?

e Why do we track this information? Who uses it
for what kind of decisions?

e How is this information shared with staff or
stakeholders?

Making Decisions
e What do these numbers tell us?

¢ What would it take to get to (name the goal:
reduce the backlog to zero; cut the red tape;
improve collections by 10%, etc)?

e What amount (or type) of resources would
you need to improve this picture? How much
improvement can we expect?

e What do you need from me or other members of
the management team to improve this picture?

Source: Adapted from GMAP Guidelines 2008. For the full list of
questions: http://www.accountability.wa.gov/guidelines/
principles.asp

IBM Center for The Business of Government

Within the GMAP infrastructure, the result of con-
necting the dots vertically, from a specific activity to
the immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcomes,
has motivated staff as they see the concrete results
and meaning of their work. Addressing the notion
that government cannot control or influence every-
thing, the logic model in Figure 1 clearly depicts
that agencies are more likely to be in control of out-
put and immediate outcomes than the ultimate out-
come. This reinforces that leadership understands
that government is not the sole problem solver of
large-scale community needs or desired outcomes.
However, within the culture of GMAP, daring to
take on the broader issues and big picture policy
goals is considered a necessary risk that has the
potential of making a positive and widespread
impact on the broader community.

Ensuring consistent performance reporting across
large scale public organizations can present a num-
ber of challenges. To add clarity and minimize con-
fusion with regard to performance reporting
expectations, GMAP guidelines include templates
for performance reporting. Figure 2 presents rule-of-
thumb techniques for data presentation (see “Graph
or table area”), while prompting department heads
to think about the meaning of the data and to dis-
cuss possible explanations and other important ele-
ments (see “Analysis”).

GMARP recognizes the role performance reporting
can play in measuring results. A GMAP slogan, for
example, is “GMAP= Analyze—Respond—
Improve.” Performance reports are not considered
compliance tools, but rather vital management tools
that should generate thoughtful reflection that leads
to strategic decisions and action. Agency personnel
are expected to ask a series of questions for each
performance report in relation to the data, the
results, the factors that influence results, what the
data means for a program or agency, and how it
should impact decisions. “Questions to Ask When
Reviewing GMAP Reports” is an excerpt from
GMARP guidelines, illustrating a number of questions
that should be considered when analyzing perfor-
mance reports. It is also suggested that questions
should be assigned to different players, should be
discussed openly, and should be on the agenda of
frequent meetings.
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Profile Two: King County,
Washington, Annual Indicators and
Measures (AIMs) High Program

Overview

King County Executive Ron Sims’ guiding philoso-
phy is that measuring performance is a hallmark of
good governance. Through his vision and leadership
King County managers and staff have developed
performance measurement initiatives to improve
performance and show results. In particular, the
King County AIMs (Annual Indicators and Measures)
High Program works to improve the quality of life
for county residents by identifying, assessing, evalu-
ating and improving the effectiveness and efficiency
of government performance through community-
level indicators and county government perfor-
mance measures. Directed by Michael Jacobson,
this program is used as an accountability vehicle to
inform citizens of county government efforts and
conditions. Key indicators are organized under nine
areas: natural resources, land use and transportation,
health, safety and infrastructure, housing and home-
lessness, economy, education, equity, and gover-
nance. A key objective of Director Michael Jacobson
is to increase the relevance of performance mea-
surement as he diligently emphasizes the connec-
tion of government action to tangible outcomes that
impact the broader community. He also strives to
show how county divisions and departments can
coordinate their actions to address broad commu-
nity concerns. Among the project indicators, the
Web site offers useful illustrations of how county
departments and divisions can work collectively to
address broad indicator areas such as safety and
infrastructure.

Examples of AIMs High Indicators

In the case of Safety and Infrastructure, the county
strives to promote the health, safety and well-being of
its communities. Figure 3 illustrates how this initiative
uses both agency-level performance measures and
broader community indicators. The community indi-
cators are used to demonstrate whether King County
residents are safe from threats of crime and injury,
and whether they are prepared for an emergency. The
performance measures reflect King County govern-
ment’s role in keeping residents safe, including prepa-
ration and response plans for emergencies and
maintaining county infrastructure. Available on the

Figure 3: King County AIMs High: Safety and

Infrastructure
Safety &
Infrastructure
imi Emergenc Injun
Criminal gency jury Infrastructure
Justice Preparedness Prevention
$ Violent Crime Awareness of Motor Vehicle
9 Rates 3 Days, 3 Ways Death Rates
<
=)
@]
Z4 Motor Vehicle Motor Vehicle
= Theft Rates Hospitalization
z
2
2 ) )
>3 Incarceration Injury Death
8 Rates Trends
Juvenile Preparedness Correct Routing Bridge
Detention Exercises of 911 Calls Condition
Adult Flood ATimeIY Pavement
wn Detention Safet M iti
o v of 911 Calls Conliiom
2
2 Emergency Plans Wireless
| t .
§ SSiTi?i:s for Vulnerable Accidental Pothole
I Populations 911 Calls Repair
z
<
g Alternative Non-emergency Flood
e} Sentencing 911 Calls Safety
&
W
o
Juvenile Vehicle-related Sewer Line
Interventions Fatalities Condition
Adult Cardiac Arrest

Interventions Survival Rates

Firearms in
Households

Category
Subcategory
Community Indicator

Performance Measure

Source: www.metrokc.gov/aimshigh/safety-infrastructure.asp

King County AlMs High Web site, each of the shapes
in Figure 3 (Safety and Infrastructure and the perfor-
mance and community indicators) interactively link
to an explanation of county efforts. For example, for
each performance measure a narrative addresses the
following questions:

e Why is this measure important?

e How is our performance?

*  What else influences this measure?

e What are our strategies for moving forward?
e How is King County doing?

e What else influences these indicators?

What role does King County play?

www.businessofgovernment.org
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With this type of framework, it is possible to “bridge
the gap” between the program level outputs and the
desired community outcomes. For example, Figure 3
illustrates that Emergency Preparedness is identified
as one of four crucial elements that promotes
“Safety and Infrastructure.” The community indica-
tors and performance measures are listed under
Emergency Preparedness. For the performance mea-
sure “Emergency Plans for Vulnerable Populations,”
the county highlights that local capacity is critical
for responding to emergencies. Community-based
organizations are identified as a vital part of the
community that often have access to populations in
need and should be strengthened with county funds
and other activities. Providing a narrative on the
progress and strategies for this performance mea-
sure, the text describes how the county established
the Vulnerable Populations Action Team to ensure
better access to public health preparedness,
response, and recovery services for the most vulner-
able and hardest-to-reach residents in King County.

The community indicators and performance mea-
sures illustrated in Figure 3 take on a different focus
to achieve the goal of “Safety and Infrastructure.”
Community indicators, for example, address the
relationships and information sharing between the
county government, local organizations, and the
broader public. Performance measures address the
efforts of government agencies and programs such
as Road Services Division, the Department of Adult
and Juvenile Detention, 911 Call Centers, the
Vulnerable Population Action Team, and Flood and
Hazard Management. Having a measurement sys-
tem with externally and internally focused indicators
results in a coordinated strategy between govern-
ment and community-based organizations to work
collectively toward a common goal.

Profile Three: The Oregon
Progress Board

Overview

Established by the State Legislature in 1989, the
Oregon Progress Board is an independent state plan-
ning and oversight agency that monitors state condi-
tions through a set of economic, environmental, and
community-related benchmarks. With direct over-
sight by the governor and a diverse board, the Board
works to achieve the goals of the state’s 20 year stra-
tegic plan Oregon Shines—a plan that was designed

IBM Center for The Business of Government

Figure 4: Benchmark Categories and Linkages to
Oregon Shines Strategic Goals

Oregon Shines Benchmark
Goals Cateqories

Quality Jobs for All Seskl
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Natural Environment

with citizen input. In addition to having an influ-
ence on key pieces of state legislation, the Oregon
Progress Board works to facilitate a performance-
based management strategy for state agencies. This
is no easy task as Board personnel work to decon-
struct the way state agency directors and staff think
about and measure performance, and reorient their
focus from agency-specific indicators to ones that
link to the broader concerns and goals identified in
Oregon Shines. Under the direction of Rita Conrad,
Progress Board leaders are now thinking about the
future and ways to make their new strategic plan
(Oregon Shines 1ll) even more successful and
sophisticated with new technologies and ways for
government and the broader public to interact,
share information, and problem solve. In addition to
a complete program history and a description of
their guiding philosophy and processes, the Progress
Board’s Web site offers a wealth of indicators and
report generating capabilities with graphics and
maps (http://benchmarks.oregon.gov).

Examples of Oregon Progress Board Indicators
The Oregon Progress Board offers a report-generating
function on its Web site. In many instances, mapping
or report generating capabilities are cumbersome,
with significantly long loading times. The Progress
Board’s report generator, on the other hand, presents
Web site users with the opportunity to generate
reports on any or all of the 91 Oregon Benchmarks.
Reports show raw data, bar charts, comparison data,
county data (if available), what other organizations
are doing to address the benchmark and information
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Figure 5. Oregon Progress Board Report, Excerpt Generated for the New Employers Benchmark

Module 1: OREGON'’S PROGRESS
3. NEW EMPLOYERS

Why this answer

Making Progress?
Yes, but

Oregon met its 2005 target ranking for new employers, but just barely. The decade-long
trend is worsening and Oregon’s rank dropped below target range in four of the last
seven years. The gap in rank for new employers between Oregon and Washington is

lessening.

1996 7th

1997 7th

1998 14th
1999 11th
2000 10th
2001

2002 11th
2003 10th
2004 12th
2005 10th
2005 TARGET | 5th-10th
2010 TARGET | 5th-10th

How Oregon Compares

Rank: National rank for new Employer Identification Numbers per 1,000 workers (1st = best)

10th

40th

3. NEW EMPLOYERS: Oregon's national rank for
new Employer Identification Numbers per 1,000
workers (1st = best)
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Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED)

OR RANK WA RANK
1999 11th 1st
2000 10th 1st
2002 11th Tst
2003 10th Tst
2004 12th 2nd
2005 10th 7th

County Data

County Data Not Available

Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED)

Source: OPB Report Generator, “Business Vitality” report for Benchmarks # 1-6 http://benchmarks.oregon.gov/Quan/BMReporting/
default.aspx#cae361b3-9309-481c-9056-781353b1cbfb
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on the data sources. Figure 4 illustrates how the
benchmark categories relate to the strategic goals
of Oregon Shines. (For the full list of benchmarks:
http://benchmarks.oregon.gov)

The reports also include options for users to see
whether Oregon is making progress, what govern-
ment agencies or other organizations are doing to
move each benchmark forward, and further informa-
tion on the benchmark, such as why it matters and
where the data comes from. All progress reports pro-
vide an honest assessment of whether or not Oregon
is making progress. The extent of progress for each
benchmark with a specified target, for example, may
be described as:

* Yes = met or on track to meet the target

* Yes, but = close, met or on track but with
concerns

e No, but = did not meet or off track but with
signs of progress

e No = did not meet or off track

Figure 5 presents an example of the Progress Board
report generator for “new employers,” which is one
of several benchmarks for business vitality that con-
tributes to the Oregon Shines goal of providing
quality jobs for all Oregonians. Focusing on prog-
ress, this benchmark measures the national rank for
the new firms that seek new account numbers from
the state employment services, per 1,000 workers
for that year. The “Making Progress” indicator is
as