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	Tasks
	Components
	Responsible Party
	Due Date
	Due To

	Develop a 3-5 Year Enterprise Strategic Plan
	· Assessment

· Vision

· Mission 

· Goals with measures

· Strategies


	Department of Management and Enterprise Management Teams, with the Governor’s Office 
	October 1 - draft

December 31 - final
	Department of Management

	Develop a 3-5 Year Agency Strategic Plan
	· Assessment

· Vision

· Mission and Core Functions

· Goals with Measures

· Strategies


	Agency Leadership with Stakeholder Input
	October 1- draft

December 31-final

(3-5 year cycle with annual updates if warranted)


	Department of Management

	Develop an Annual Agency Performance Plan


	· Core Functions

· Outcomes

· Performance Measures (outcome) and Targets

· Services, Products  and/or Activities

· Performance Measures and Targets

· Strategies/Recommended Actions


	Agency Leadership with Stakeholder Input. 
	August 1 - submit final plan

August - enter performance information into I/3
	Department of Management

	Develop an Annual Agency

Performance Report


	· Introduction

· Agency Overview

· Strategic Plan Results

· Performance Plan Results
	Agency Leadership with Stakeholder Input.
	December 15
	Department of Management


INTRODUCTION

Under the Accountable Government Act (AGA), Iowa is implementing a comprehensive and integrated performance governance system.  The purpose of this system is to produce results valued by Iowans and do so in the most effective and efficient way we can.

There are five basic elements in our governance system.  First, we plan what results should we achieve and how will we achieve them.  Then, we use plans to allocate resources.  With our plans as guides and resources as fuel, we produce results for Iowans.  To know what we’re accomplishing and to guide improvement efforts, we measure and analyze our results.  Finally, we communicate results and other important messages to internal and external audiences.  

Performance measurement is not a new activity in Iowa.  We are fortunate that we can build on a strong record of measuring the productivity and activity of state programs.  During the 1990s, state agencies marked progress through a Progress Review system.  That system did a good job of providing month-to-month management information by tracking expenditures, program outputs and some outcome measures for state programs.  But input measures (number of employees and size of the budget) and output measures (volume of workload) did not paint a complete picture of state government’s successes and challenges, and it did little to gauge the impact government funded efforts have on Iowans.  The questions “What is government doing to make life better, and is it working?” were not being answered.  In answer to the demand for greater government accountability, Iowa state government began to report quarterly on a variety of indicators and goals related to six key policy areas:  education, new economy, health, safe communities, environment, and accountable government.  

With the AGA, there is increased emphasis on performance measures and the integration of performance measures into the basic elements of the governance system.  Performance measures are a common thread, supporting both planning and budgeting processes.  This guidebook was developed to aid your efforts to develop performance measures that are of value to your agency.

The first Chapter, Measurement Concepts, will help you: 

· understand the types of measures used in Iowa state government;

· use performance measures as a tool; and

· avoid misuse of measures.  

The Overview of the Measurement Process in Chapter 2 will help you:

· become familiar with one process that can be used to develop measures; and

· gain an understanding of the typical development of systems of measures.

In Chapter 3, Identifying, Locating, and Using Data, you will learn to:

· identify appropriate data for your measures;

· locate the data you have identified; and

· present the data once you have collected it.

Communicating Data is explained in Chapter 4 where you will learn how to: 

· communicate data effectively; and

· select audiences and methods for communication.

The last four chapters will help you understand how to identify which performance measures are appropriate for the various components of the governance system.  You will learn: 

· which performance measures to use in strategic plans;

· which performance measures to use in performance plans; 

· how your measures fit into the Iowa Excellence Self-assessment report; and

· which measures should be used in a service contract.

The Performance Measures Guidebook is a work in progress. This edition was designed to provide you with the basic information you will need to implement the measurement component of the AGA.  We anticipate refining and adding to the fundamentals found in this edition.  Your comments and suggestions will be welcome input into our improvement process. 

CHAPTER 1

Measurement Concepts
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INTRODUCTION

Why should we use performance measures?  We use performance measures to make better, more informed decisions in managing our agencies.  Measures are a tool used by managers as a means to run the agency.  Just as saws, hammers and levels are a carpenter’s tools; performance measures are tools in a manager’s toolbox.  Consequently, performance measures serve as a means to an end, not an end in itself.

When used effectively, measures help provide a powerful means of focus within the agency.  When leadership is focused on reaching goals set for the agency, measurement is a means to assure the leaders the agency is on course to reach those goals.  When leadership checks on the measures, the agency will pay attention to the measures.  Consequently, “what gets measured gets done.”  This helps to assure accountability in reaching agency or enterprise goals.

Family of Measures

Any master carpenter can tell you how to properly use a tool.  A carpenter may also warn you to avoid misuse of a tool.  The carpenter can also tell you when to use the tool to do the job.  Like any tool, a manager can use, misuse, or not use performance measures.  This chapter is designed to help you use performance measurement as a tool.  You will also be given advice on how to avoid misuse of measures.

There are five specific types of measures that have been identified, defined and will be applied throughout Iowa state government.  These types of measures are

(1) Input


(2) Output

(3) Efficiency

(4) Quality

(5) Outcome

The following pages provide a definition, description and examples of each of these five types of measures.

TYPES OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES

INPUT Measures
Input measures are used to monitor the amount of resources being used to develop, maintain, or deliver a product, activity or service.




OUTPUT Measures
Output measures are used to monitor “how much” was produced or provided.  They provide a number indicating how many items, 

referrals, actions, products, etc. were involved.  





Summary of Input and Output Measures

Inputs and outputs have sometimes been called “activity” or “process” measures.

Input and output measures typically consist of a single numeric value for a given activity.  See the examples below:

· 76 clients served (output)

· 10,236 documents processed (output)

· $149,367 of operating expenditures (input)

· 153 full time employees (input)

· 257 pavement miles resurfaced (output)

· 3,791 licenses issued (output)

· 1,860 hours worked (input)

· 317 arrests (output)

· $ 6,852 of equipment costs (input) 

EFFICIENCY Measures
Efficiency measures are used to monitor the relationship between the amount produced and the resources used.  This means that efficiency measures are created by comparing 

input and output, and are often expressed as a fraction or ratio.

The comparison of input to output (resources used / number produced) is often used to create unit cost.  Measures generated by this method might look like:

-
Cost per license issued



- Cost per client served

-
Cost per employee taught


- Cost per document

-
Cost per lane-mile paved

The comparison of output to input (number produced / resources used) is often used to create measures of productivity.  The input considered for productivity measures is often time-related.  Measures generated by this method might look like:

-
Licenses processed per employee-hour

-
Units produced per week

-
Students taught per instructor

-
Cases resolved per agent

-
Calls handled per hour


QUALITY Measures














Quality measures are used to determine if we are meeting the expectations of our customers.  These expectations can take many forms, including: timeliness, accuracy, meeting regulatory 

requirements, courtesy, and meeting customer needs.  The expectations can be identified as a result of internal or external feedback.

The comparison of outputs is often used to create measures of quality.  It may be important to identify certain aspects (aspects / total outputs) about the services, products or activities produced by an organization that are important to its customers.  This comparison of specific outputs to total outputs is used to create measures of accuracy, timeliness and to determine the extent regulatory requirements are met.  


Evaluation of customer feedback data is used to build quality measures.  


OUTCOME Measures






Outcome measures are used to determine the extent to which a core function, goal, activity, product, or service has impacted its intended audience.  These measures are usually built around the specific purpose or result the function, goal,

service, product, or activity is intended to deliver or fulfill.  An outcome measure should show us if we are achieving our mission or goals.          



Summary of Efficiency, Quality and Outcome Measures

· Efficiency, quality and outcome measures consist of two or more variables.

· Efficiency, quality and outcome measures show a relationship or make a comparison.  It is typical for these measures to be expressed as proportions, percentages, rates or ratios.





An outcome measure can express a result.  It can be compared to actual outputs or to set targets.  It can be compared to past trends or measures.  An outcome could be compared to agency data with corresponding data from another agency. 

WHAT IS A FAMILY OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES?

It is quite common to use a group of measures to gauge the organization’s efforts in providing services, generating products, or conducting activities.  When evaluating core functions, it is normal to have a number of input and output measures.  It is also normal to develop a set of efficiency, quality and outcome measures for each of your core functions.  If you were to develop an inventory of your measures, and classify them by the five types of measures, you should find you have a family of measures.  
Taken together, a family of measures should help the organization understand what is happening in regards to its services, products, and activities.  These performance measures help the organization measure its processes.  This set of measures can help the organization gauge its efficiency, determine progress in reaching desired results, and determines how well it is meeting the needs of its customers.

Has your organization inventoried its performance measures?  Does your  agency have all five types of measures represented for each of your core functions?  If not, there may be some opportunities to improve your use of measurement tools. 

MEASURE SELECTION

This guide contains a large variety of terms and phrases associated with measurement and the Accountable Government Act.  The one clear message is that measurement will play a critical role in monitoring agency progress and performance.  Even with the support provided by this guide and the guides created for the various components of the Accountable Government Act, the question most often asked is, “What kind of measure should I use?”  

Ultimately, the selection of a measure depends on too many factors to offer the “perfect formula” for selecting measures.  The following general guidelines are offered to assist in the selection of the types of measures that should be used.  Guides developed for specific pieces of the Accountable Government Act should be used to fine-tune the measure selection process.

Levels of State Government
Measurement is important at all levels of government.  From the individual work activities of employees to efforts at the statewide enterprise level, information is needed to monitor and improve the function of government.

At the very top, efforts are constantly underway to shape and monitor the direction and 

policies that guide state government’s efforts to determine and meet the needs of Iowans.  Measures used to track progress in these broad policy areas are called indicators.  These policy areas are most likely associated with 

Governor- or legislature-initiated efforts and may be components of the enterprise strategic plan.  State agencies may contribute information for monitoring these policy areas, but according to this definition, measures developed for use by individual state agencies should not be called indicators. 


Below the enterprise level, agencies are responsible for developing and reporting on aspects of both their strategic and performance plans.  The results-based nature of monitoring the goals associated with these plans aligns with the use of outcome measures.  The guides developed for each type of planning provide specifics on reporting requirements.

To provide the information needed to both support the monitoring and reporting of planning efforts and deliver input to decision making in the day-to-day operations of state government, agencies rely on performance measures.  Discussed else where in this guide, these measures (input, output, efficiency, quality, and outcome) are used to provide feedback on the services, products, activities, processes and programs an agency must engage in.

The figure on the next page shows the types of measures often associated with various levels of state government.





Reporting Focus
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Statewide Policy Areas
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Strategic Plans
Outcomes

Performance Plans
Quality & Efficiency


Day-to-Day
Quality & Efficiency

  Operations
Inputs & Outputs



Measuring Work Performance

At the lower levels of government, there is a very real need to have useful information for making decisions.  The work flow is often thought to involve three components: resources, work, and products.  

The results-based focus present in government today provides for the addition of the desired purpose or outcome addressed by the work.  The figure below aligns this new “model” of work with the types of measures usually associated with each component.
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 & Quality

As stated earlier, there is no “magic wand” that allows for the picking of the perfect measure.  The ability to develop good performance measures is something that improves with knowledge and experience.

QUALITY OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Evaluating the quality of performance measures is an important step in the process.  As can be seen from the various types of measures available for use, it may be possible to generate many more measures than are necessary for an intended use.  Being able to identify which measures to use from a larger group of potential measures can help focus measurement efforts.

One approach to weeding out undesirable measures is to create a set of rules or criteria to use.  Based on the situation, criteria can be selected to evaluate the appropriateness of a set of measures.  For the most part, criteria fall into two categories: technical and functional.

Technical Criteria

Validity:  Does the measure accurately measure what it is supposed to?  

Reliability: Does the measure produce consistently accurate data?

Validity and reliability are extremely important issues to maintain public credibility with the state’s performance measurement system.  You need to ensure that the measures selected actually measure what they are intended to measure, do so in a manner that produces the same measurement year after year, and produces the measurement accurately.  

An example of invalid measure would be measuring the graduation rate of a local high school as the percentage of seniors who attend the graduation ceremony rather than the percentage of seniors who received their high school diploma.

A good working definition of reliability is systems that produce controlled and verifiable data.  An example of reliability would be multiple persons conducting a telephone survey coding open-ended responses in the same manner using standard criteria so similar responses are coded exactly the same way.  Another example would be the hanging chads problem in Florida.  Obviously, in this example, the voting results were not reliable since different polling places treated the hanging chads differently.

Development of a data dictionary (See Chapter 3 for the requirements of a data dictionary) will greatly assist agencies in ensuring validity and reliability by documenting exactly how the measure is defined and how it is calculated.  If another person or agency cannot reproduce the same measure and measure values using your data dictionary, the measure may not be valid or reliable.  When performance audits are performed, the agency performing the audit will test whether your measures are indeed valid and reliable.

Functional Criteria

Comparable: Is the measure defined, collected and calculated in such a way that it 

can be compared to similar measures used by others? 

Cost Effective:  Do the benefits of collecting the data outweigh the cost of collecting it?

Importance: Does the measure provide valuable information and/or focus on  
significant areas of interest or concern?  

Timeliness: Can performance information be made available to users before losing

 
its value in assessing accountability and/or for decision-making?  

Understandable: Is the measure easy to comprehend and use?

This set of criteria is offered as a minimum set to use in evaluating potential measures.  Additional criteria (availability, usefulness, etc.) may be added based on the effort, role and conditions the measures must support.

MISUSES OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES

We have all heard the phrase, “lies, damned lies and statistics!”  It is often used when someone has misused data and measures.  This section covers some of the pitfalls encountered in using performance measures.  Reading and reviewing this section may help you to avoid making some common mistakes in gathering data and generating performance measurements.

Beware of using a global measure as a measure for your services, products, or activities.  

What is a global measure?  A global measure is a measure that is used to gauge efficiency or outcomes in a large population or a whole population.  An example of a global measure would be a national or state employment rate.  Another example is the percentage of people at or below poverty level in the United States.  

An administrator of a job development program will probably track state and national employment rates.  However, the administrator should not use the national or state employment or unemployment rates as a measurement or gauge of the job development services the organization provides.  A job development program could be successful in placing a high percentage of its graduates.  If the national unemployment rate is increasing does that mean the jobs program is not successful?  If a jobs program has a low placement rate, and the unemployment rate is going down, does that mean the program is effective and successful?  If the job development program has a very minor impact on the state employment rate, then the state employment rate should not be a key measure of the services provided.  

Beware of using goals or strategies as measures.   

Organizations that are not experienced in developing measures can make the mistake of using goals or strategies in the place of measures.  It is important to be able to determine what a measure is and know what a measure is not.  The following example may help to clarify this.

Goal: We will provide timely responses to our customers

	Strategy
	Measure

	Increase the number of letters answered timely.
	Percentage of letters answered within 2 days

	Reduction in the number of customer who receive a busy signal when they call
	Busy signal rate


One of the goals for this agency is to provide timely responses to customers.  Managers or staff members developing measures for the first time may be tempted to define a measure for this goal as: reduction in the number of busy-signal calls.  This practice blends performance measurement with the setting of targets by which to gauge progress.

It may be important to reduce the number of busy signals given to customers.  The desire to accomplish this would result in a strategy or action steps to assure a higher rate of calls are answered without busy signals.  A measure for this strategy would be the number of busy signals given.  Another measure could be the busy signal rate for all calls received in a month.  A third measure could be the amount of the reduction of busy signals.  Which one applies? 

The fact an organization wants to increase or reduce activity points to the need for some kind of action needed to reach the goal.  This does not necessarily state exactly what the actual measure will be.  Beware of using terms like increase, decrease, raise or reduce to describe performance measures.  A measurement is implied but the actual measure may not be clear. 

Additional examples are provided below:

	Goal / Strategy
	Measure

	All projects are completed within budgeted costs.
	Percent of projects completed with expenditures at or below projections.

	Reduce the time necessary to resolve customer complaints
	Average complaint resolution time.

	Increase the number of streets that are rated in acceptable condition
	Percentage of streets rated as being in acceptable condition.

	Cost reduction in program
	Total program cost

	Increase the number of immunizations
	Percent of the population immunized 

	Decrease the number of Iowans living at or below poverty level
	Percent of Iowans living at or below poverty level.

	Reduce the number of students in Iowa schools that drop out of school.
	Dropout rate

	Decrease the number of Iowa vehicle crashes
	Iowa crash rate per thousand 

	Increase the number of clients rehabilitated
	Percent of clients that rate themselves as rehabilitated


Beware of using process measures to describe or assess results. 

Let us presume we have a goal of preventing the spread of an infectious disease through a state sponsored immunization program.  Let us then say that in the last year 900,000 Iowans were immunized for this particular disease.  The 900,000 immunizations are an output measure.  Is that a good result?  Maybe, but maybe not.  If there are 2.9 million people living in Iowa are all these people protected from the disease?  Are some citizens at high risk for contracting the disease?  The fact that 900,000 people were immunized may indicate there may have been some success in conducting the immunization effort.  This immunization number needs to be compared to other data and other factors to determine if the immunization program has been successful in preventing the spread of the disease.  If the number of new cases occurring in the past year was 10, the effort might be deemed to be successful.  If the number of new cases was 90,000, then the effort to prevent the spread of the disease was not successful.

Beware of using an expedient measurement. 

Sometimes an organization may gather data for performance measurement and discover the data being gathered are limited or insufficient to assess the impact of services provided.  It may be easy to just use the existing data and avoid the additional time and expense of procuring and tabulating additional data.  This can lead to unsatisfactory consequences.  The following examples show how this can happen.




Beware of measuring the wrong thing      

This may seem obvious, but sometimes it is not.  Very often measuring the wrong thing can happen when we are not clear on our mission or goals.  For example, should an agency’s goal be to close cases?  Or, should the goal be to achieve a certain level of cases with successful rehabilitation?  The focus of the goal changes the focus for measuring the outcome.  An agency may have a high rate of closing cases, but not achieve a high level of rehabilitation.  What good does it do to measure the rate of case closures if there is little effort to impact rehabilitation?

If rehabilitation is not crucial in closing cases, then measuring rehabilitation is not crucial for the organization.  If rehabilitation is the focus of the organization’s efforts, then measuring case closure rates may not be the most appropriate outcome measure.  An outcome measure that shows the percent of successful rehabilitation cases may be more appropriate.

Beware of misrepresentation

Misrepresentation can cover a multitude of sins.  These may be called such things as fudging the numbers, cooking the books, half-truths, withholding information, or just plain lying.  When people are afraid of being totally accountable, human nature can lead them to misrepresentation.  When people want to make the organization look better or different, they may choose to misrepresent information.

Most people have read about or experienced some event where misrepresentation of measures or information has been uncovered.  There can be consequences for misrepresentation of measurements or data.  Sometimes those consequences are minor.  Sometimes there can be major consequences.  To counter the possibility of misrepresentation, the Accountable Government Act has a provision for conducting periodic performance audits to assure validity of reporting practices by state agencies.  While this may seem to be more of a nuisance to some, it is a requirement in the law to assure the integrity and validity of performance data.

Beware of using measures to rig the outcome              

This may be considered as another form of misrepresentation.  This is another one of those human faults.  If all else fails, let’s just misuse measurement to rig or skew the outcome.  It is a proactive misuse of measurement.  It is an intentional effort to have the data rigged to produce a desired result.  The desired result may be much different than the result would be if reliable measurement had taken place.  Such behavior and the resulting skewed measures can impact future agency decisions and policy making for many years.  It can result in poorly informed decision making and a less than optimum use of resources in an organization.   

Beware of using the wrong data sources

There is a separate chapter in this guide that presents information on data sources.  It discusses the difference between primary sources and secondary sources.  If you are not familiar with these terms, please take the time to read the chapter on data sources. Using the correct sources to gather information can be a critical part of your measurement and analysis efforts.  If you use an inappropriate data source, your measurement and analysis efforts could be inaccurate or skewed.  You might not be measuring what you think you are measuring.

A simple rule to follow is to always try to use a primary source for gathering data.  If that is not possible then use data from a secondary source.  

SETTING TARGETS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Using performance measures to manage, evaluate, plan or develop policies usually includes an assumption about desired performance.  In other words, we look at the measure’s value as needing to increase, decrease or stay the same.  We set “targets” by which to gauge the relative success of our strategies, processes, activities, etc.

Setting targets is not an exact science.  It is based upon logic, past performance, and an assessment of available resources.  In order to set meaningful targets, it is necessary to have a baseline value for your measure.  If the measure you are using is new, and you have not calculated values in the past, then you will not be able to set a target.  This is called “establishing a baseline.”

Once you have a current picture of your performance, you will be in a position to establish a target for the performance period.  Targets may be set for any measurement period, such as quarterly, semi-annually, or annually.  The Accountable Government Act requires annual targets be set in the agencies’ performance plans.  However, for management purposes, you may want to set incremental targets during the year in order to identify early any performance problems or successes.

Targets should be balanced between attainable and challenging.  Targets that are set too low will not challenge the agency or staff to look for improvements.  Targets that are set too high can result in poor morale and inappropriate conclusions about program effectiveness.  Targets may also be set at a “maintenance” level; if performance is judged to be at an optimal level given the current set of circumstances, then maintaining that value is acceptable.  Be careful of the trap of projecting target values of 100% or 0%.  For example, infant mortality will never be 0, nor will childhood immunization rates likely reach 100%. 

It may be necessary to reduce or increase a target from one year to the next.  If resources are reduced or significant program changes occur, you may not be able to achieve the same level of performance.  If resources significantly increase, a maintenance target would not be appropriate and should be raised.  This is realistic and an integral part of using performance measures and targets to manage and evaluate.

State of Iowa Definition
A target is the desired level of attainment of the identified performance measure.

CHAPTER 2

Overview of the Measurement Process


INTRODUCTION

With the passage of the Accountable Government Act, measurement has become an area of interest at all levels of state government.  The development of individual performance measures and collections of measures, or measurement systems, are things that improve over time.  This chapter outlines a general process for the development of performance measures as well as outlines the typical development of systems of measures.

DEVELOPING PERFORMANCE MEASURES

As is evident in a review of materials on how to develop performance measures, there is a general process for developing measures that may be modified for a specific instance (e.g., strategic plans, process improvement, etc.).  This section of the chapter outlines the series of general steps associated with the development of performance measures.  There are 

separate chapters in this guide that cover measurement issues on the various components of the Accountable Government Act (e.g., strategic plans, performance, plans, service contracting, etc.).

STEPS IN DEVELOPING PERFORMANCE MEASURES

STEP 1 - Review types of measures

Different categories or types of measures have been identified for use with Iowa state government.  Each type of measure offers a different perspective, thus familiarization with the various types of measures will make the development of appropriate measures easier.  A review of Chapter 1 of this guide will outline the types of measures available for use as well as provide examples of each.

STEP 2 - Understand the purpose 

This step involves gaining a better understanding of the reason for generating performance measures.  Discussion should address: what is it be measured, why it is being measured, and how the information collected will be used.  The answers to these questions will vary greatly depending on which component of the Accountable Government Act you are generating measures for.  The goal in this step is to develop a solid understanding of what is to be measured so the next step can be accomplished successfully.

STEP 3 - Generate potential measures

In this step, the work turns to matching the types of measures with the intended purpose, or reason, for developing the measures.  The discussion surrounding the generation of potential measures should be structured to create a wide range of useful measures.  To do this, the discussion should touch on all of the identified needs, interests, and purposes identified in step 2, as well as cover the various types of measures that are available (e.g., input, output, efficiency, quality, and outcome).

Often, after a performance measure is created, data collected, and results reported, the question is asked, “Now what do I do with it?”  To avoid this, it is important that a use for each measure be identified.  This will greatly assist in the fine-tuning of the measures to match the specific information need.  

There are generally three possible uses for a performance measure: to create a baseline; to monitor progress toward a target; or to compare to an established benchmark.  

Baseline – Monitoring Performance.  At first, many performance measures are used to identify a beginning level or trend.  This measure is examined over time to compare performance.  Reviewers look to determine how much the value of the performance measure changes over time.  This use of a performance measure is often referred to as establishing a baseline.

Target – Monitoring Progress.  After time, or because of an established need, some performance measures are tracked and compared to a specific goal or value.  This value can be set internally or externally.  This use of a performance measure to compare against a specific value is usually referred to as comparison to a target.

Benchmarking – Comparing to the Best.  The third accepted use of a performance measure is an off-shoot of comparison to a target.  The use of a performance measure to compare current performance against the best performance of comparable organizations is usually referred to as benchmarking.


STEP 4 - Evaluate and select measures

Evaluating the quality of performance measures is an important step in the process.  As can be seen from the various types of measures available for use, it may be possible to generate many more measures than are necessary for any intended use.  Being able to identify which measures to use from a larger group of potential measures can help focus measurement efforts.

One approach to ensure desirable measures have been created is to establish a set of rules or criteria to guide you in the selection of measures.  Based on the situation, criteria can be selected to evaluate the appropriateness of a set of measures.  For the most part, criteria fall into two categories: technical and functional.


This set of criteria is offered as a minimum set to use in evaluating potential measures.  Additional criteria (availability, usefulness, etc.) may be added based on the effort, role and conditions the measures must support.

KEEPING THINGS ORGANIZED

The information generated for measures created in this process should be recorded and maintained.  The data dictionary mentioned in Chapter 3 of this guide provides an example of how information concerning measures can be organized and maintained.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS
When looked at as a whole, efforts to generate performance measures will lead to a collection of multiple measures.  The creation of a framework in which these measures are identified, collected, analyzed and acted on can take a great deal of effort.  The following is offered as a series of steps that can be used to develop and maintain a 

performance measurement system.  

STEPS IN DEVELOPING A PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM

STEP 1 - Organize the Measurement Effort

This step of the process involves pulling together the support and resources necessary to be successful in developing, implementing, monitoring and reporting on a measures system.  This can include:

· determining the scope of work involved;

· acquiring the necessary support from management and employees; and/or

· identifying individuals responsible for development and oversight.

STEP 2 - Identify the Purpose

This step lays the groundwork for future decisions made in the development, maintenance, and improvement of performance measures and systems.  The purpose will vary from situation to situation, and may be very clear in some instances and require some thought-provoking work in others.  

Potential reasons for a performance measures system include:

· laws and regulations impacting priorities;

· policies and procedures set forth by an agency;

· expectations of external and internal customers;

· information needed by decision-makers; and/or

· reporting requirements.

STEP 3 - Select Performance Measures

The third step involves the selection of performance measures that provide needed information.  A process for developing performance measures is offered earlier in this chapter.

When the selection process is complete, an effort must be made to organize the efforts to collect, analyze and report information.  The organization of these efforts must include the identification of an individual or group with these responsibilities.  This “tracking” information should be kept for every measure.  The data dictionary discussed later in this guide is an example of a tool designed to perform this role.

STEP 4 - Identify Data Sources

This step involves identifying the sources for the data and information used in the selected performance measures.  A later chapter in this guide discusses types of data sources and some of the issues surrounding their use.  To identify data sources, focus on questions like:

· What data/information meets our needs?

· Does this information already exist?

· If so, where?  If not, where or how could we get it?

STEP 5 - Collect Data

The fifth step of the process involves all aspects of collecting necessary data and information.  Discussions in this step can include addressing questions such as:

· Who will collect the data?

· What is the best way to collect the data?

· Can efforts to collect “new” data be blended into current collection methods?

· What support, technology or staff, is available?

· What resources will be needed to collect all of the necessary data?

· How frequently will data need to be collected?

STEP 6 - Analyze and Report

This step involves the analysis and reporting of data and information collected.  Analysis should focus on what is needed to make the collected information useful for decision-making and on the quality of the data collected.  The results of this analysis must then be reported to those expecting it.  Discussions in this step may focus on questions like:

· What analysis is needed?

· How often does the information need to be reported?

· What format is most useful?

· What support is available to conduct the analysis?

· How do we distribute the reports?  

· What format should be used?

STEP 7 - Review

Individual measures and measurement systems need to be reviewed on a regular basis.  This should include an examination of the accuracy and usefulness of the measures.  A review of measures may result in modification of existing measures, elimination of existing measures, or the creation of new measures.  This is to be expected.  The process of performance measurement is an on-going effort of fine-tuning and adjustment! 

With time, the focus of attention will shift from measurement development and modification to performance analysis and improvement.  Regular review will bring a higher level of comfort in the measures.  The process involved will also be better understood.  As time goes on, performance measures will provide ever-improving information about the implementation and impact of actions taken by state agencies.    

Monitoring a System of Performance Measures

Having invested innumerable hours working to develop measures, collection procedures, reports, etc. it is important that a periodic review of a system of performance measures be done to ensure it is still providing useful information.  Given the number of Accountable Government components requiring measurement, the areas of interest to agencies that may require monitoring, and the wide array of measures available, it is easy to see how a system of measures can quickly get out of control.

Keeping a system of measures focused and useful will maintain the value such a system delivers.  The following descriptors outline the desirable aspects of a measurement system:


FACTORS THAT CAN IMPACT SUCCESS

There are many factors that can impact the development of performance measures and the systems designed to organize their collection and use.  Several factors to consider as you work through the process are listed below.  

Measurement costs time and money.  Make certain your measures are useful.  Get rid of measures you don’t need.  This includes removing so called, “nice to know measures.” If your resources are limited, make certain your key measurements get done first.  Don’t waste time on measures that just satisfy your curiosity.  

Constraints can hinder data gathering.  You may identify a good measure and then determine you don’t have the data needed to do the measuring.  This can force you to make a critical decision about your use of resources.  If the measure is very important, can you put the resources together to gather and store the data?  If so, put the measure into use and gather data for future measurement.  

If you cannot spare the resources, look for indirect measures or indicators that may help you gauge your efforts.  As noted in the Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation, “It is better to be roughly right than precisely ignorant.”    

In some instances, it may prudent to wait and develop a new measure when the resources can be made available.  

It may be that there are no indirect indicators available and no resources to implement a new measure.  So be it.  However, make certain your stakeholders know why you cannot do the measurement.

Beware of perverse incentives and unintended consequences.  It is possible to encourage human behavior that may be contrary to our mission or stated goals.  This can happen when you have vague goals where results and expectations are not clear.  This can also happen when employees or staff are evaluated on, or focused on, the wrong measures.


Where necessary, develop a new system or revise an existing system for collecting new data.  Usually, when new measures are implemented, changes in data collection and data storage can occur.  It may be necessary to collect and store new data that was previously unavailable.  It may be necessary to extract additional information from existing data sources.  Provision for additional data storage capacity may be required.  New data extraction tools may be needed.  One or all of these possibilities may occur.  All of these possibilities require the use of time and resources to build the capacity to conduct the measurement.  Make certain you plan for the time and resources needed to do the measurement.    

Make certain the personnel in the organization that are accountable for a goal are responsible for doing the measurement, or, have the ability to get the measurement information.  While the prior statement may seem obvious, you need to make certain it actually occurs.  A unit within an organization can avoid accountability if the staff does not measure the efforts or results for the activities or services performed.  An organization can fail to meet the needs of its customers if it does not find effective methods to obtain and measure customer feedback.

Be certain you can perform the measurement in a timely manner.  Performance measures are helpful to decision-makers at all levels.  To make an informed decision, the information is needed in a timely fashion, not after the decision is made.  If the activities or processes of an organization are cyclical in nature, it helps to be able to measure one cycle before the next cycle begins.  

As noted in the beginning of Chapter 2, we use performance measures to make better or more informed decisions in managing our organizations.  Information and knowledge gained from timely measurements helps managers make informed decisions.  

Pay attention to reporting needs.  Format and report measurement information so the recipient can understand what is being reported.

Don’t report extra or unnecessary data.  Make it easy for the recipient to find the information they need.  Don’t make them sift through volumes of data to find the information they need.

When possible, use easy to interpret charts or graphs.  To borrow a phrase, “A picture is worth a thousand words.”  You need the recipient to quickly comprehend the information you are presenting.

CHAPTER 3

Identifying, Locating, and Using Data



INTRODUCTION

The implementation of a performance measurement system requires the use of data to assess agency performance.  This chapter introduces the issues of identifying data appropriate to your measures and of locating the data you have identified.

First Things First:  A Few Words of Caution

Eventually you will need to establish the availability of data to implement the use of the performance measures you have formulated.  However, it is generally wise not to start with the data when constructing a performance measurement system.  The temptation to choose inappropriate measures because data to fit them are readily available (and therefore inexpensive) can be very strong and should be resisted.

Do not to presume that the most readily available data is what is needed to shed light on an agency’s work.  Existing data may be useful and may also be incomplete for your measurement requirements.

Break Down the Logical Structure of Your Measure

When a performance measure is complete and well formulated, identifying the data needed to implement the measure should be straightforward.  If it remains a mystery as to what data are needed, it is likely that the measures should be revisited and recast in a clearer form.  


One issue that frequently arises at this point is the adoption of assumptions or jargon that may be common to a particular discipline, but may not be generally understood.

A common practice in some disciplines is to phrase measures in terms of a rate of occurrence, but without specifying the basis (denominator) of the rate.  


There are similar terms in many fields that describe units of the service, product, or activity represented by a measure that appear clear to persons accustomed to the jargon of a particular discipline, but may be interpreted in a variety of ways by a wider audience.  


Consider how much additional information is assumed by someone familiar with the common usage of the term within the criminal justice system, and how confusing this might end up being for someone without that familiarity.  

So, what does this have to do with identifying and locating the necessary data?  The point is that clarity of the measure’s elements is a prelude to reliable identification of needed data.

Every performance measure will include at least one element, while many measures, especially outcome, efficiency, and quality measures, will usually include two elements.  When there are two elements, one of them (generally the numerator) will be related to a goal in a substantive way.  These data are often, although by no means always, collected directly by the agency developing the measure.  The second element (often the denominator) is likely to be descriptive of the population, universe, base, or environment in which the behavior or results occur.

Once the elements of a measure have been analyzed to determine what data are needed to implement the measure, these questions follow logically:

· Do the data currently exist?

· Where are the data located?

· Are the data available to us?

Much of the data we need for performance measurement in state government are actually quite readily available to us, if we know where to look.

LOCATING AND EVALUATING EXISTING DATA SOURCES

Basic Demographic Data

For many of those measures with multiple elements, one of the elements is some sort of basic demographic data about the residents of Iowa or a subset of them. A primary and official source for demographic information of all sorts is the United States Census Bureau.  

And there is a resource to help sort out the vast array of data available from the Census Bureau:  the State Data Center of Iowa, a unit of the State Library of Iowa that focuses on delivering Iowa census information and is available to Iowans to assist with identifying and obtaining census data.  

For those who are more familiar with census data, or start with a clear idea of what census data is needed, 

it may be appropriate to go directly to

 the Census Bureau’s Web site.  The Census Bureau site and its companion American Factfinder site are sources for data comparable to the Iowa data you may be using for other states and the nation as a whole.  But, if you are at all unsure of what census data you need or how to find it (or whether what you seek is actually census data), do not hesitate to seek expert advice from the State Data Center.


Subject Matter Specific Data

There is no “one size fits all” or cookie cutter approach to finding data needed for performance measurement that will fit data from various disciplines.  There are some procedures that may prove generally useful, however.  

Always be willing to “ask the experts.”  The “expert” may be someone familiar with data working in the area from which the information you need might come.  In some arenas, there are units of state government whose labels identify them as likely 

resources (e.g., Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning Division, the Iowa Center for Health Statistics), in others there may be individuals who are able to help (the roster of the state’s Performance Measures Group is a reasonable starting point).  In more basic terms, the Information Services unit of the State Library of Iowa is a good starting point for access to information.  Members of the reference staff in that unit are often able either to locate needed information or to point the way to an expert who can help.  Colleges and universities may also sometimes have resources for finding expert help in locating existing, relevant, usable data.

Sometimes the data you need are available from a more than one source.  Given a choice, primary sources are preferable to secondary sources.  That is, if possible, you will want to obtain your data from the original source.  

For example, reported crime data for Iowa are collected and published by the Iowa Department of Public Safety.  Some of these data are republished by Census Services of Iowa State University.  If you need reported crime data, you probably will want to 

obtain it from printed or online publications from the Department of Public Safety.  Note that the reference to original sources describes the organization that produces the data, not the data itself.  

For most purposes in the performance measurement arena, published data from the original source are appropriate; it will be unusual that you will need to work directly with the original raw data.

Much of the data used in performance measurement is generated either by state or federal agencies or, if produced privately, may have been commissioned by a public agency or by well-known private organizations.  In many fields, the sorts of data useful in performance measurement may be accessible on a Web site.  There are some sites that are specifically designed to help one get started finding data, especially at the national level.  The box below highlights some of the most useful Web sites to commence your search.


KEY CONCEPT – Practical Data Collection and Use

Data collection for performance measurement purposes is very practically oriented.  There are two key questions that must be answered affirmatively for us to be able to say that our data collection efforts have succeeded:

· Did the data we collected realistically reflect the performance measures we have created?

· Are we collecting the data in a consistent, reliable, and timely fashion?

DATA NOT FOUND

You will want to determine as certainly as possible whether or not the data you need already exist.  And often they will.  However, it is entirely possible that you will find that one or more data elements of a measure are not readily available to you.  In this case, a strategy and procedure for producing the needed data will be needed.  Developing such a procedure is beyond the scope of this discussion, for several reasons: 

1) the approach is likely to vary considerably from one subject matter to another;

2) the approach is likely to be strongly affected by potential costs of data collection; and

3) this is a point at which, if you are not yourself an expert on data, you will need one.

DATA DICTIONARY

Clear and consistent definitions of the data elements and consistent application of those definitions is essential to the successful implementation of a performance measurement scheme.  A tool for ensuring consistency over time is a data dictionary that contains meta data (or data about data).  The Data Dictionary identifies each data element of a performance measurement framework, its source, and how frequently and when it is updated.  The following box contains a sample page from a data dictionary for one measure.


The point of a data dictionary is not the collection of information for its own sake.  It is to facilitate the consistent replication of the data collection procedure for particular data over time.

DATA COLLECTION PLAN

Once you have identified the elements of data needed for your performance measures, you will need a data collection plan or protocol, identifying sources and individual responsibility for gathering the data at appropriate intervals.  Reporting of results by the state’s enterprise planning teams to the governor and lieutenant governor takes place at quarterly intervals, so each quarter any data for which more current figures are available are updated.  

Other reporting schemes will result in different intervals.  Successful implementation of a performance measurement framework requires the 

reliable and timely collection of data.  The data collection plan should be clear regarding responsibility for collection of each identified data element.

DATA USE

While there are times when performance measurement data should be subjected to rigorous statistical analysis, much of the use and presentation of performance data is appropriately fairly straightforward, even simple.  The key word is comparison: 

comparison of how we are doing now to how we were doing in the past, comparison of how Iowa is doing compared to other states and the national as a whole, comparisons among geographical subunits and demographic subgroups within Iowa, and comparison of how we are doing compared to an established performance target.  

It is the importance of comparison that leads to the conclusion that many of our key measures should be stated in compound terms, specifically in terms of rates, percentages, and ratios.  This is why so many of our measures consist of more than one data element, and it is also the basis for the emphasis on consistency of measurement.

Most presentations of performance data will consist simply of a table or chart showing comparisons of the data across time periods, between Iowa and the nation or other states, among subdivisions of Iowa, or between measured performance and performance targets.  Two simple examples of the sort of presentation often appropriate for performance measurement data are shown in the following tables.

Purity of drugs seized in Iowa

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Cocaine
	74%
	71%
	69%
	84%
	64%
	61%
	62%

	Methamphetamine
	90%
	43%
	36%
	14%
	22%
	25%
	23%


Source:  Iowa Department of Public Safety

Note:  Average purity of drug samples analyzed by the Iowa Division of Criminal Investigation Criminalistics Laboratory from evidence seized and submitted by the Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforcement.

	Percentage of adults with health insurance

	Year 
	Iowa
	U.S.

	1995 
	90.8 
	88.0

	1996 
	90.8
	87.1

	1997 
	90.4 
	88.0

	1998
	91.3
	87.0

	1999
	91.2
	87.6

	2000
	91.1
	88.1


Source:  Iowa Department of Public Health, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey.

Further discussion of the effective presentation of performance data may be found in Chapter 4, Communicating Data.

CHAPTER 4

COMMUNICATING DATA
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INTRODUCTION

With the passage of the Accountable Government Act (AGA), Chapter 8E of the Iowa Code requires all agencies to prepare an annual performance report.  The report must include progress in meeting performance targets and achieving its goals consistent with the enterprise strategic plan, its agency strategic plan, and its performance plan. The annual performance report must also include a description of how the agency has allocated human and material resources in the previous fiscal year.  For most agencies, the annual performance plan will be a major vehicle to communicate data.

AUDIENCE IDENTIFICATION

The first step in communicating any data is to identify the audiences you want to receive the message.  Different audiences will receive different messages in different formats using the same data.

Stakeholders

Each state agency has different stakeholders to whom they should be communicating the results of their operations.  Stakeholders can include the general public, legislators, businesses, labor organizations, etc.  In general, stakeholders are interested in outcome measures that are explained in plain English, not jargon.  Graphics that paint a picture are extremely useful.

Customers

Each state agency also has a variety of customers.  Customers are interested in satisfaction levels, response times and activity levels.  Again, customer communications must be done in plain English, not jargon.  Also, graphics are very useful.

Internal staff

Agency staff are interested in how well they are performing, and how what they do helps accomplish the agency’s mission and vision.  While some managers may want raw data to analyze themselves, employees should be presented clear and concise information with specific conclusions about what the data means to them.

Mandatory audiences

For most agencies, annual reports have an audience defined by the Iowa Code that includes the governor and legislature or by federal code or regulations including an agency’s funding agency, such as the Department of Labor or Health and Human Services.  For the annual performance plan, the Department of Management is a mandatory audience.

METHODS OF COMMUNICATIONS

There are a variety of methods to tell your story.  Some of the most frequently used follow:

News Releases
Releases to various media outlets (newspapers, radio, TV).  When you present data in a news release, it is very important to tell why the data are important and what the data are telling us.  For example, Iowa Workforce Development sends out monthly news releases on unemployment data for Iowa.  While the release provides statewide and county data, it always includes an interpretation of what the data means for Iowa, including potential trends.  

Newsletters
Whether for internal or external audiences, newsletters are a good vehicle for doing an in-depth analysis about a core function, activity, product or service.  There are standard publications available that explain how to write, develop, and format newsletters to make them interesting and understandable to the audience.

Annual Reports and Annual Performance Reports – 

Most agencies are already required to submit an annual report to the governor and legislature and will most likely choose to incorporate the annual performance report with the annual report into a single document.    This is a chance to showcase performance and accomplishments.  While some individuals outside of state government may have some interest in the report, the primary audience is the governor, the Department of Management and legislative staff, so it needs to be written to these audiences.

Results Web site 

The Governor’s Office maintains a Web site that displays key results outcomes identified by the governor and enterprise planning teams as important to Iowans.  The data are presented in a graphical format.  Data spans multiple years to enable the viewer to see trends.  The data are taken from results documents produced by each enterprise planning team for the governor on a quarterly basis.  The URL for the Results Web site is http://www.resultsiowa.org. 

Agency Web sites
Most state agencies have extensive Web sites for customers to find information on services, answers to questions, etc.  It can also be used to tell customers how well you are performing.  Information should be graphical and easily understood in a quick glance.  Web surfers have short attention spans, so it must be interesting or they will move on.  Data should be updated frequently; an outdated Web site is of no value to customers.

The Information Technology Department (ITD) has developed standards for displaying graphics on Web sites that meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements.  To obtain a copy of the standards, contact ITD.

Presentations 

Most agency directors and other key staff make numerous presentations each year to stakeholders, staff, legislative committees, and the governor.   Don’t just present the data - tell what they mean.  If you don’t provide analysis, the audience is left to draw their own conclusions, and their conclusions may not be valid or the ones you want them to draw.  PowerPoint presentations can be very effective depending on the size of the group and the location of the meeting.  Again, there are many reference materials available for developing effective PowerPoint presentations.  

Some general hints:

· Use the same type and sized font throughout the presentation.

· Make sure text or graphics are aligned on each page in the same position to avoid text and graphs from jumping up or down from slide to slide.

· If you are using bulleted text, make sure the style of each bullet matches – do the statements all start with a verb, noun, etc.?

· Use a design template that enhances the readability of your material.  This means using a template with contrast that works well both for readers of a printed version and for viewers of our presentation when projected on a screen.

· Proofread your presentation! When you think it is done, have someone else proofread it for you.  Your audience will miss your message if they are mentally correcting errors in your presentation and not listening to what you are saying.

DISPLAYING DATA

When displaying any data there are two major concepts to remember:

· Data should be the most up-to-date data available.  Old data are almost worse than no data.  Frequency of data publications should be timed to coincide with data availability, if possible.

· Data should be displayed in a manner that does not misrepresent the data.  

Data can be displayed in many ways, depending on the data – narrative descriptions, tables, or a variety of graphs or charts (line graph, pie chart, bar graph, etc.)  Following are examples of the same data displayed in different formats.  As you will see, the format you choose can greatly change the message the data send.

Example: Iowa Workforce Development determines the effectiveness of the Unemployment Insurance tax system based upon the percentage of sample cases that pass Department of Labor quality standards.  The national performance target for all states is 94% of all samples will meet acceptance standards, and is called the TPS (tax performance system).  

Here are TPS data displayed in various formats.

	Calendar Year
	TPS

	1995
	94.60%

	1996
	95.80%

	1997
	96.00%

	1998
	93.70%

	1999
	95.20%

	2000
	95.40%


While the table gives you the data you need to determine how IWD has performed in the last six years, most readers will casually glance at it and move on.  The line graph below provides the same information.
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Here is the first bar chart with the performance target included. Series one data shows the actual performance and series 2 data are the performance targets.
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Here are the same data in a column format.





IOWA CODE and COMMUNICATING DATA
One of the components of the Accountable Government Act requires each agency to prepare an annual performance report.   The exact text follows.


CHAPTER 5

STRATEGIC PLANNING
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INTRODUCTION

With the passage of the Accountable Government Act (AGA), Chapter 8E.207 of the Iowa Code requires each agency to develop a strategic plan.  Strategic planning makes it possible to align agency goals and strategies with customer needs and helps target scarce resources more effectively by clarifying desired results.  Refer to the Guide for State Agency Strategic Planning for assistance in the development of an agency strategic plan.

Strategic Plan Measures

Strategic plans require agencies to develop performance measures.  After an agency defines its core functions and goals through its strategic planning process, and identifies strategies to achieve these goals, outcome measures are developed to determine how well an agency is progressing.  

STRATEGIC PLAN MEASURE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Step 1 -
Identify the outcome measure(s) for each goal.

A useful tool to assist agencies in identifying outcomes for goals is to define what “success” is.  How will an agency tell Iowans it was successful in accomplishing the goal?

Step 2 -
Define performance targets for each measure.

Setting targets and/or thresholds is where your success is quantified (see Chapter 1, pp. 1-20 – 1-22 for how to set a target).  The targets or thresholds of acceptable performance establish how you will determine whether your agency has met expectations in producing results for Iowans.  In some instances, the target may be determined for an agency by state or federal laws and regulations.

Step 3 -
Check against criteria.
Compare your proposed measures against the criteria for good measures identified Chapter 1 of this guide.  

· Are the measures you propose reliable, valid, feasible, useful and timely?  

· Is each measure directly tied to the core function or key activity, product and 

service?  

· Can the measure be accurately reproduced on a monthly, quarterly or annual

 basis?  

· Is it cost effective to collect the data needed to generate the measure?

Each measure should be checked against each criterion.  If you cannot answer affirmatively to these questions, you will need to discard or revise that measure.

Step 4 -
Track performance data.
Now performance measures have been identified for inclusion in the strategic plan, you can proceed with developing your methods of receiving and tracking the data using the methods that are described in Chapter 3 of this guide.  

STRATEGIC PLAN MEASUREMENT CONCEPTS

Key Concept – 
Direct Connection to Core Function or Goal

When identifying measures for goals, remember to choose measures that directly relate to the goal.  
Key Concept – Number of Performance Measures

Depending on the size of the agency, you could generate a very lengthy list of performance measures.  Instead of identifying every possible measure that may be needed for management purposes, concentrate on the meaningful few that will tell your customers and stakeholders how well you are performing.  

Key Concept – Reporting of Information 

Remember progress in accomplishing strategic plans and the actual performance for identified performance measures and targets will be reported to the governor, legislature, the Department of Management, and public in the annual performance report.  Make sure you select measures that provide a balanced view of your agency’s operations.  Also, make sure you select measures that can be explained to non-governmental personnel in plain English.

Key Concept – Avoid the “ratcheting up” effect.

When setting performance targets, remember that continually increasing performance targets are not always feasible or desirable.  It is okay to set a target that maintains a current good level of performance that is at or above national standards rather than increase the performance target to a level that is unattainable, either because of logical constraints or resources are not available. 

IOWA CODE and STRATEGIC PLANS
Chapter 8E.207 of the Iowa Code requires each agency to develop strategic plans.   The exact text follows.


CHAPTER 6

Performance Planning



INTRODUCTION

With the passage of the Accountable Government Act (AGA), Chapter 8E.207 of the Iowa Code requires each agency to develop a performance plan.  Performance plans assist agencies to achieve the goals identified in the strategic plans, including the development of performance targets using their performance measures.  The performance plan is to guide an agency’s day-to-day operations and track progress in the achievement of goals.  Refer to the Agency Performance Plan Guide for assistance in the development of an agency performance plan.

Performance Plan Measures

Performance plans require agencies to develop performance measures at two levels.  After an agency defines its core functions through its strategic planning process, outcome measures are developed to determine how well an agency is serving Iowans in each core function.  In addition, performance measures are developed for key activities, products and services under each core function.  At the activity, product and service level, the full family of measures (input, output, outcome, efficiency, and quality) could be appropriate.  

At the core function level and the activity, product and service level, performance targets are defined for each performance measure identified in the performance plan.

PERFORMANCE PLAN MEASURE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Step 1 -
Identify the outcome measure(s) for each core function.

A useful tool to assist agencies in identifying outcomes for core functions is to define what “success” is.  How will an agency tell Iowans it was successful in accomplishing the core function?

Example: Iowa Workforce Development has defined six core functions.  One core function is Workforce Development Services.  The desired result is to enhance Iowans' employment and income and for Iowa employers to receive skilled workers.  An outcome measure for this core function is the percentage of successful matches of workers and employers in assisted exchanges.  The measure is not the number of persons who listed their résumé at IWD or the number of businesses that listed job orders.  The outcome is the percentage of persons who received jobs as a result of being matched with a job order listed by a business through IWD.  

Step 2 -
Define performance targets for each core function measure.

Setting targets and/or thresholds is where your success is quantified (see Chapter 1, pp. 1-20 – 1-22 for how to set a target).  The targets or thresholds of acceptable performance establish how you will determine whether your agency has met expectations in producing results for Iowans.  In many instances, the target may be determined for an agency by state or federal laws and regulations.

Step 3 - 
Identify performance measures for the key activities, products, and 

services for each core function.

Performance measures for key activities, products and services that contribute to the achievement of a core function may not necessarily be outcome measures.  Instead, they can include the whole family of measures (input, output, outcome, efficiency, and quality).

Example – Again, using the IWD core function of Workforce Development Services, a key service is Wagner-Peyser employment services.  A key performance measure for employment services is business market penetration.  Business market penetration is calculated by dividing the number of individual businesses that place job orders with IWD divided by the total number of businesses in Iowa.  

Step 4 -
Define performance targets for each key activity, product or service 

performance measure.

Setting targets and/or thresholds is where your success definitions are fully operationalized.  The targets or thresholds of acceptable performance establish how you will determine whether your expectations or goals are achieved. 
Step 5 -
Check against criteria.
Compare your proposed measures against the criteria for good measures identified Chapter 1 of this guide.  

· Are the measures you propose reliable, valid, feasible, useful and timely?  

· Is each measure directly tied to the core function or key activity, product and 

service?  

· Can the measure be accurately reproduced on a monthly, quarterly or annual

 basis?  

· Is it cost effective to collect the data needed to generate the measure?

Each measure should be checked against each criterion.  If you cannot answer affirmatively to these questions, you will need to discard or revise that measure.

Step 6 -
Track performance data.
Now performance measures have been identified for inclusion in the performance plan, you can proceed with developing your methods of receiving and tracking the data using the methods that are described in Chapter 3 of this guide.  

PERFORMANCE PLAN MEASUREMENT CONCEPTS

Key Concept – 
Direct Connection to Core Function or Key Activity, Product or

Service

When identifying measures for the core function level or activity, product and service level, remember to choose measures that directly relate the core function, activity, product or service.  
Key Concept – Number of Performance Measures

Depending on the size of the agency, the number of performance measures for each core function and performance measures for each key activity, product and service for each core function area could generate a very lengthy list of performance measures.  Instead of identifying every possible measure that may be needed for management purposes, concentrate on the meaningful few that will tell your customers and stakeholders how well you are performing.  

Key Concept – Reporting of Information 

Remember progress in accomplishing performance plans and the actual performance for identified performance measures and targets will be reported to the governor, legislature, the Department of Management, and public in the annual performance report.  Make sure you select measures that provide a balanced view of your agency’s operations.  Also, make sure you select measures that can be explained to non-governmental personnel in plain English.

Key Concept – Avoid the “ratcheting up” effect.

When setting performance targets, remember that continually increasing performance targets are not always feasible or desirable.  It is okay to set a target that maintains a current good level of performance that is at or above national standards rather than increase the performance target to a level that is unattainable, either because of logical constraints or resources are not available. 

IOWA CODE and PERFORMANCE PLANS
Chapter 8E.207 of the Iowa Code requires each agency to develop performance plans.   The exact text follows.


CHAPTER 7

Iowa Excellence



INTRODUCTION

What is Iowa Excellence?  Iowa Excellence is an enterprise-wide effort designed to improve customer service and operational efficiencies in state government.  State departments and agencies examine their performance using Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Program (Baldrige) criteria.  Components addressed in the organizational profile include:

· How an agency sets and communicates direction and supports key communities;

· How the agency looks to the future;

· How customers and their requirements are identified;

· How data are used in decision making;

· How the agency develops employees and encourages innovation and learning;

· How day-to-day operations are managed and improved; and

· What results are achieved.

Agencies are expected to perform self-assessments once every three years.  Improvement opportunities, based upon the results of the review, should be used for agency planning and system or process changes.

WHAT’S THE CONNECTION BETWEEN MEASUREMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY? 

There are three ways that Iowa Excellence connects with measurement and accountability.  

Data-Focused Criteria.  The assessment criteria in Iowa Excellence (Baldrige) are strongly based upon data and its use in agency planning, evaluation, and decision-making.  If an agency does not have, and use, a well-integrated and effective family of measures, then it will not do as well on the self-assessment.

Integration of Measurement.  A second, and more important, connection is that the assessment criteria, the questions asked of agencies, and the overall expectation inherent in the process, provide an excellent template for agencies to use to integrate performance measurement into their daily operations.

Required Reporting.  Third, the Accountable Government Act requires periodic performance audits of all agencies covered by the act.  The act states: 

“The purpose of a performance audit is to assess the performance of an agency in carrying out its programs in light of the agency strategic plan, including the effectiveness of its programs, based on performance measures, performance targets, and performance data.  The department (DOM) may make recommendations to improve agency performance which may include modifying, streamlining, consolidating, expanding, redesigning, or eliminating programs.”  

While a final decision is yet to be made on how performance audits will be conducted, the Department of Management is considering using the Iowa Excellence self-assessment as the basis for the performance audit.

This chapter discusses the types of measures that are included in each category of the Iowa Excellence self-assessment.  If you are already using a good complement of measures, this may help you organize your data for the assessment.  If you are not, this chapter may assist you in writing your improvement plan for data development and implementation of measurement use.


IOWA EXCELLENCE CATEGORIES

In the Iowa Excellence process, categories 1 through 6 cover issues involving the approach and deployment of (1) collaborative leadership, (2) long-range thinking, (3) customer focus, (4) data-based decisions, (5) employee participation and (6) continuous improvement.     

Category 1 – Collaborative Leadership

This category of the assessment covers leadership, and how data are used to support “corporate”-level decision-making.  The measures that apply here are what Baldrige calls the “Balanced Score Card”, and what has been discussed earlier in this guide as the “family of measures”.  Data reported and used here are selected measures from the agency’s family of measures:  agency outcome measures, measures that track key strategies, and process measures that support the activities essential to achieving success in the core functions of the agency.

The measures to use here include outcomes, efficiency, quality and output measures.  The important thing to remember is that these be “balanced”; in other words, there should be a clear connection among the measures, building from the output level to the outcome level.

Category 2 – Long-Range Thinking

Although this appears as if only long-term goals and their related outcome measures belong with this category, there is a definite emphasis on looking at those key strategies that are necessary to achieve the goals.  Measures that help identify the success of strategies are often efficiency/productivity, quality and shorter term, intermediate outcomes.

Comparisons are useful here.  Comparing your numbers over time to a performance target, or comparing your performance to a benchmark are appropriate ways to demonstrate your use of the selected measures to evaluate and improve performance.

Category 3 – Customer Focus

 The most obvious measures to include in this category are those derived from customer satisfaction surveys, which are the most commonly understood means to approach quality measures for customers.  These are important tools and measures to have.  But there are additional measures that can be used to demonstrate awareness of and commitment to customers.

For instance, measures of demand can be used to evaluate both need for a service, product or activity, and the level of acceptance for a service, product or activity.  Comparisons of actual use versus potential use could also demonstrate consumer acceptance.  Productivity measures such as clients per staff, when compared against benchmarks, also could be used to evaluate and plan for customer benefit.  
Measures of timeliness or accuracy of products or services can fit in this category as well.  Accuracy measures can include such things as error rates, percent of cases overturned, or percent of invoices prepared correctly.  Timeliness measures can include average time to complete a transaction, percent of permits processed within five days, or actual time of completion as compared to projected time of completion.  

Category 4 – Data-Based Decisions

This category looks at the methods and processes for developing and using the performance measures for your agency.  For this category you will describe how measures are selected and validated; how these are used to make decisions on a regular basis; and how the data and decisions are deployed throughout the agency.

This category also covers how your agency analyzes performance data and information to assess and understand organizational performance.  You would show how analysis is used to support decision making in the organization.

Examples of key performance measures and how they were used within your agency to achieve an objective would be appropriate in this category.

Category 5 – Employee Participation

In Baldrige, this category is called “Human Resource Focus.”  The performance measures that are relevant here are measures that are developed using employee data sources.  Quality measures based on employee satisfaction surveys and indirect measures based upon sick leave usage and grievances filed are commonly placed here.  Additional types of measures expected would be outputs and efficiency/productivity measures.  Input measures that are used to determine the amount of investment in employees, such as training dollars or professional journal subscriptions, could also be used in this category.

Category 6 – Continuous Improvement

This category focuses on internal process management issues and how your agency’s practices support the strategies and goals of the organization.  The focus is on design and delivery processes, support processes, and supplier and partnering processes.  Measures that demonstrate attention to improving processes and procedures include outputs, efficiency (cost & productivity), quality (timeliness & accuracy), cost benefit, and measures that are used in service contracts.

Category 7 – Results Orientation

This category is where you display the data from the measures you have discussed and analyzed elsewhere in your assessment.  Trend and comparative charts are useful in this category.  There are four (4) specific areas included.

1. Customer – these are your quality and demand measures.

2. Financial/Market – measures such as unit costs, Return on Investments, efficiency, and productivity.

3. Human Resources – satisfaction, employee well-being, turnover, and training usage measures belong here.

4. Organizational Effectiveness – measures from your contracts and collaborative agencies, productivity measures, and the outcome measures for key strategies and agency goals are displayed.

The first six categories of the self-assessment are focused on approach and deployment.  Category 7 provides the proof of the efforts and accomplishments noted in the first six categories.

The emphasis on Category 7 is important.  The efforts and accomplishments noted in the first six categories should have corresponding levels, trends, measures, or indicators noted in Category 7.  Category 7 provides a check to prove that we are doing what we say we are doing in the first six categories.  It shows we are using data and measures to verify results.

When conducting your self-assessment, make certain you identify the data and measures noted in the first six categories and show the results in Category 7.  Failure to show measures of results and trends in Category 7 will likely result in feedback from Iowa Excellence examiners noting the absence of results information.  If you say you have achieved results, then be prepared to prove it.    If you have implemented a measure, but it is too soon to measure results, make certain you note that in category 7.  


CHAPTER 8

SERVICE CONTRACTING



INTRODUCTION

With the passage of the Accountable Government Act (AGA), Chapter 8 of the Iowa Code requires additional accountability in service contracts.  In support of this accountability, service contracts must include methods to review and evaluate the performance of the contractor.  These methods will include a range of approaches, including but not limited to quantifiable measures.  

Performance Criteria versus Performance Measures

An important distinction to make in working with service contracting is the difference between having performance criteria included in contracts and performance measures.  Performance criteria are objective means that can be used to determine whether or not the contractor has adequately fulfilled the terms of the contract.  Performance measures, as defined by Iowa Code (the AGA) and rules are mathematical, in other words, numeric.  

This means that performance measures generated for a service contract are performance criteria because they are an objective means to monitor a contract.  However, because objective means may not always involve numerical indicators, not all performance criteria are performance measures.

Having a mathematical performance measure, be it output or outcome, will not assure adequate and competent contract management.  Many other aspects of contract management must be included in order to assure full value is received from a specific contract.

Measures for Contracting versus Measures for Planning
The same definitions and concepts that have been discussed in earlier chapters of this guide apply to developing measures for contracting purposes.  The same family of measures exists, from inputs to outcomes.  Contracts can and should include, to some degree, more than one type of measure.  Measures included in contracts also need to meet the criteria previously discussed—reliability, validity, feasibility, usefulness and timeliness.

Measures used for service contracting, however, are not always the same as the measures used in planning.  There are some concepts that must be applied to service contracting in order to assure that the measures required and received meet the specific needs of effective contract management.  It is not enough to simply “import” planning measures into service contracts.

CONTRACT PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT CONCEPTS

Key Concept – Direct Connection to Service

Measures selected to monitor a service must be directly related to the service to be provided.  Proxy measures are not appropriate in a service contract, nor are broad population-based measures.  The measure must cover only the specific service being proposed.


Key Concept – Timeframe of Contract

Performance measures developed to monitor a contract need to be limited to the time period of the contract.  Performance measures cannot be based upon future measurement.  The measures need to be based upon performance that occurs during the lifetime of the contract.


Key Concept – Timeliness of Information 

Measure must be based upon data or information that is readily available during the contract, or at least timely enough that payments can reasonably be based upon the information.  If the data cannot be gathered and analyzed until 6 months after the contract expires, then the measure selected cannot be helpful in contract management.




CONTRACT PERFORMANCE MEASURE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Now that we have covered some of the general principles, the focus shifts to how do you select measures for contracts?  This guide identifies eight steps in a process to develop measures for contracts.  Remember, this process covers only performance measures for contracts, not all of the performance criteria that could be included to monitor contracts.  You need to be aware of all aspects of contract management to 

develop and monitor contracts well.

Step 1 -
Clearly identify the purpose for the contract.
You will want to develop a clear purpose statement that provides an answer to “why” the contract is needed.  For example, a purpose statement for a contract with a data entry firm might be “to transcribe information in paper format into electronic data files.”  A purpose statement for an evaluation of the drug courts might be “to obtain an unbiased, thorough evaluation of the effect of drug court sentencing alternatives on costs and recidivism within the justice system.”

A purpose statement does not have to be lengthy or include every aspect of the contract.  However, it should contain sufficient information so anyone can clearly understand the overall goal of the contract. 

Step 2 - 
List the service, product, or activity that is the basis for the contract.
It is important in this step to be very concrete in your listing of the service(s) and/or activities that will be covered in the contract.  If the service contract is for grounds maintenance, you do not want your list to be “assist in maintaining the grounds.”  Instead, you would want to list each activity you expect, such as mow the grass, clear snow from parking lots, trim trees, etc.  If the service contract is for mental health services your list might include mental health assessments, counseling, case management activities and discharge planning.

The list of activities or services should directly support the purpose you identified in Step One.  The list will form the basis for the next steps, so it is important to include as much detail as necessary.

Step 3 - 
List the appropriate parameters such as time, space, influence, or control that are a part of the contract.
It is important to list the limiting factors to the contract that will affect what measures can be used.  The length of the contract (for instance is it one month, one year, a 3-year project period with annual budget renewals) will eventually define the measures you can reasonably expect to have.  Additional factors that might be listed are such things as geography or location (the contract is for a particular county, city, etc), building site, and influence or control over key performance determinants (weather, service demand, etc).

Again, be sure to be thorough here.  The measures in a contract need to reflect what the contractor can control or be responsible for.  

Step 4 -
Define success.
How will you know whether or not the contractor or vendor has been successful?  List those characteristics that will enable you to define success.  Intangible statements, such as “I’ll know it when I see it,” are not useful, either to the contractor or the contract manager in the development of performance measures.  This is where you will define your criteria for success in language terms.


As you think about defining your success criteria, and begin your listing, remember that your criteria will eventually need to be amenable to conversion to measurement.

Step 5 -
List the measures you want.
You are now ready to begin selecting appropriate performance measures for your contract.  Begin with the basic level of outputs, as these are the easiest measures to identify and define.  Look at the services or activities and your success criteria.  Do you need to know the number of clients served, the hours it took to perform the service or activity, the number of billings prepared, the number of keystrokes, or the number of forms completed?  These are examples of output measures that may appear in service contracts.  Most service contracts need to contain at least one output measure.

Is efficiency one of your success characteristics?  Think about measures that report turn-around time, cost per unit, percent of on-time deliveries, average response time, pages transcribed per hour, as examples.

Did you list characteristics of quality for your service or activities?  As the customer, what do you consider to be quality?  If you are contracting on behalf of other customers, what do those customers define as quality?  In some instances, your efficiency measures may also define quality.  If you are contracting for printing, for example, turn-around time and on-time deliveries are both efficiency and quality measures.  But there may also be other qualities to track, such as percent of print orders filled correctly the first time.

Quality measures for contracts can quantify error rates, customer satisfaction (if it is tied directly to services in the contract), cost benefit ratios, to name a few.

Some service contracts can include short-term outcome measures.  These need to be carefully explored as you are working on your list.  The outcome measure needs to be tied directly to the service or activity of the contract, be influenced or controlled by the contractor/vendor, and be measurable during the duration of the contract.  Examples might be air quality, energy usage, job placements, graduation rates, and school attendance.

If you are looking at client service contracts (for example, services for health, economic assistance, and community-based corrections), there will occasionally be pressure to develop outcome measures.  Although entirely appropriate for long-term monitoring and evaluation, if the contract is for one year at a time and the time between intervention and the definition of success is more than one year, then outcomes will be difficult to measure.  Look at outcome measures that are more “intermediate” than long-term.  For example, a healthy outcome for a pregnancy might be measured by low birth weight percentages rather than infant mortality rates.


Step 6 -
Who will report, whose data – internal and external.

Once you have identified a list of performance measures, you will need to decide on the data sources.  Can you collect the information from existing systems, such as vouchers and expenditure reports?  Do you have a reporting system that will allow you to calculate the measures?  Does the contractor have a data system that will provide information you need?  Will you need to develop a new reporting mechanism to gather the information?  Is developing a new system cost effective or reasonable?

Usually, the information for calculating the measures, or the measures data, will be provided either directly from your contractor or from internal systems.  Secondary data systems or data systems external to the parties of the contract are generally not good sources for contract performance measures as they will not fulfill the basic rules stated earlier.

Step 7 -
Check against criteria.
The final step in determining which measures to use is to compare your proposed measures against the criteria for good measures identified earlier in this guidance.  Are the measures you propose reliable, valid, feasible, useful and timely?  Is each measure directly tied to the scope of the contract?  Is the measure limited to the time period of the contract?  Will the data be available to the contract manager during the time period of the contract, or within a very short time?

Each measure should be checked against each criterion.  If you cannot answer affirmatively to these questions, you will need to discard or revise that measure.

Step 8 -
Setting targets and performance thresholds.
Target setting and performance thresholds are an integral piece of service contracting.  The definition for a target in a service contract is the same as the general definition of target given earlier in this guidance.  Setting appropriate targets and thresholds for acceptable performance are a program issue, and need to be a part of the contract management process.

Setting targets and/or thresholds is where your success definitions are fully operationalized.  The targets or thresholds of acceptable performance establish how you will determine whether the contractor has met your expectations or fulfilled the terms of the contract.  The administrative rules specify the options available for tying targets and thresholds to contract payment.

Now that you have determined what your performance measures will be in your contract, you can proceed with developing your methods of receiving and tracking the data using the same methods that are described elsewhere in this guide.  Performance measures for contracts need to be used, and the tools for use will need to be developed.  These will be included with the other contract management activities.

IOWA CODE and SERVICE CONTRACTING
One of the components of the Accountable Government Act was to amend Chapter 8 of the Iowa Code to require additional accountability in service contracts.   The exact text follows.


The Department of General Services has established rules to implement this section; the rules can be found the Administrative Code, 401-13.  The rules adopt the definitions for performance measures as provided in Chapter 2 of this guidance.  The rules also define what “services” are and what constitutes a service contract.  These definitions, as well as the sections on payment clauses and review criteria, establish the framework for performance measures and service contracting.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT VOCABULARY

Benchmark: An accepted best practice.

Benchmarking: The comparison of actual performance achieved against an accepted best practice.

Comparable: Data are defined and calculated in ways that allow for comparison across units, states, national or international data.

Core Function: A group of services, products and activities designed to achieve a common purpose that contributes to the mission.

Cost Effective: The value of the data is sufficiently high to justify the cost of production.

Demand: The estimated level of need for a service, product, or activity.

Efficiency Measure: The unit cost or level of productivity associated with a given service, product, or activity.

Enterprise: The executive branch of state government.

Goal: Broad measurable statements of intent that set future direction and require coordinated action.

Important: Concentrates on significant matters that provide information of value.

Indicator: A measure that quantifies the achievement of a result at the enterprise level.

Input Measure: The amount of resources invested, used or spent for services, products or activities.

Mission Statement: The broad comprehensive statement of an organization’s purpose.

Outcome Measure: The mathematical expression of the effect on customers, clients, the environment, or infrastructure that reflect the purpose.

Output Measure: The number of services, products, or activities produced or provided.

Performance Measure: A number or mathematical expression that documents input, output, efficiency, quality or outcome.

Performance Plan: An action plan based on an agency strategic plan which utilizes performance measures, data sources, and performance targets to achieve the agency’s goals.

Quality Measure: The mathematical expression of how well the service, product or activity was delivered, based on characteristics important to the customers.

Reliable: The definitions, data used, and methods of calculation used are consistent.

Result: The effect desired for Iowans, expressed as broad statements.

Results-Based Budgeting: A system driven by goals and performance, to provide information that compares budgeting, planning and outputs/results.

Strategic Plan: A long range (usually 3-5 years) statement of direction for an organization, which identifies vision, mission, core functions, goals, strategies, and measures which will show progress made in achieving goals.

Target: The desired level of attainment of the identified performance measure.

Timely: Performance information is available to users before it loses its capacity to be of value in assessing accountability and in making decisions.

Understandable: Data are easy to comprehend and use.

Valid: Data measures what it is supposed to measure.

Vision Statement:  An inspiring, challenging and meaningful statement that describes the future of the organization as seen through the eyes of the customers, stakeholders, employees, and Iowans.

CONTACTS AND RESOURCES

For further assistance in your planning efforts, feel free to draw on these  resources within Iowa State Government:

Enterprise Strategic Planning


Jim Chrisinger, Department of Management


Phone: (515) 281-6537


FAX:  (515) 242-5897


E-Mail:  Jim.Chrisinger@iowa.gov
Agency Performance Planning


Linda Leto, Department of Management


Phone: (515) 281-3853


FAX:  (515) 242-5897


E-Mail: Linda.Leto@iowa.gov
Agency Strategic Planning


Steve Maslikowski, Department of Management


Phone# (515) 281-8822


FAX:  (515) 242-5897


E-Mail:  Steve.Maslikowski@iowa.gov

Agency Strategic Planners 


Jeff Anderson, Department of Human Services, (515) 281-8166


Greg Anliker, Department of Elder Affairs, (515) 242-3303


Anne Brown, Department of Corrections, (515) 242-5729


Paul Carlson, Department of Administrative Services (515) 281-3101


Mary Christy, Department of Transportation, (515) 239-1101

Mike Coveyou, Department of Public Safety, (515) 281-5042

Bill Gardam, Department of Human Services (515) 281-5808


Kathy Gourley, Department of Cultural Affairs, (515) 281-6913

Keith Greiner, College Student Aid Commission, (515) 242-5709 

David Miller, Department of Public Defense, EMD (515) 281-3231


Jeffrey Nall, Iowa Workforce Development, (515) 281-0255


Jerry Northwick, Department of Revenue, (515) 281-4867

Col. Ron Randazzo, Department of Public Defense (515) 252-4350

Bill Rhoads, Department of Transportation, (515) 239-1101


Gail Sullivan, Department of Education, (515) 281-5296


Susan Wilkinson, Iowa Veterans Home (641) 752-1501


Greg Wright, Iowa Veterans Home (641) 752-1501


Bev Zylstra, Department of Inspections & Appeals, (515) 281-6442

Performance Measurement


Mary Noss Reavely, Department of Management


Phone: (515) 281-5363


FAX:  (515) 242-5897

E-Mail: Mary.Reavely@iowa.gov

Performance Measures Group 

Jeffery Anderson, Department of Human Services, (515) 281-8166

Greg Anliker, Department of Elder Affairs, (515) 242-3303


Phyllis Blood, Department of Human Rights-Criminal/Juvenile Justice, (515) 281-5942


Mike Coveyou, Department of Public Safety, (515) 281-5042


Bernie Hoyer, Department of Natural Resources (515) 281-7247


Linda Miller, Department of Education, (515) 281
-4705


Jerry Northwick, Department of Revenue (515) 281-4867


Dave Putz, Department of Transportation, (515) 239-1297 

Ron Robinson, Legislative Service Agency, (515) 281-6256

Nickie Whitaker, Department of Management (515) 281-5417

Doug Wulf, Legislative Service Agency, (515) 281-3250 


Bev Zylstra, Department of Inspections & Appeals, (515) 281-6442

Iowa Excellence Assessments


Steve Maslikowski, Department of Management


Phone: (515) 281-8822


FAX:  (515) 242-5897


E-Mail:  Steve.Maslikowski@iowa.gov
Human Resources

Workforce Planning              



Barbara Kroon     281-6388

Performance Evaluation       



Barbara Kroon     281-6388

Performance Evaluation Training   


Lois Schmitz        281-6383

Training and Development       



Lois Schmitz
      281-6383

Recruitment                              



Mary Ann Hills     281-6770

Selection                                



Barbara Kroon     281-6388

Affirmative Action, Equal Employment 

Barbara Kroon     281-6388


   Opportunity, and Diversity 

Results Based Budgeting 

State Budget Redesign

Nickie Whitaker, Department of Management 

Phone:  (515) 281-5417

Fax:  (515) 242-5897

E-mail:  Nickie.Whitaker@iowa.gov



CAUTION:	Beware of relying solely on backlog measurement to analyze processing problems.  Backlog measures are like measuring the height above flood stage during a flood.  It is a reactive measurement.  Very often there is very little that can be done to make the flood waters go down or the backlog.  If an agency is being proactive about solving processing problems, other measures are needed to analyze their problems.








Example #2 – Agency Z is responsible for processing thousands of records each quarter.  In two quarters of each year the agency is overwhelmed with high volumes of records submitted.  Agency Z measures the incoming volume each day.  The agency measures the current backlog of records waiting to be processed each day.  It also measures the number of records completed each day.   No other measures are in place.  If Agency Z’s stakeholders and customers don’t seem to care how long it takes to process records, then these measures are probably adequate.  If Agency Z’s customers are highly dissatisfied, then it will help the agency to build additional measures into its family of measures.  Other key measures may help Agency Z determine what problems exist in their processing or service delivery.  It may also help the agency make more informed decisions as to solving the problems. In the short term, it may be easier for Agency Z to try to rely on the existing measures.  However, in the long term, expedient measurement may not help to find long-term solutions.








Example #1 – Agency X is responsible for maintaining or improving highway safety along a certain stretch of roadway.  There are 21vehicle crashes at a given section of highway during a given year.  No effort is made to determine the severity of the crashes.  Other sections of roads have more crashes; so more efforts are made to correct the problems at those other locations.  If the effort were made to measure the number of personal injury accidents as a portion the total crashes on each section of highway, would that impact on where the agency directs its resources?  Using our example, suppose we find that of the 21 crashes on the section of highway, 20 were personal injury accidents and there were 5 fatalities.  Would that change how the agency used its resources in regards to that portion of highway?  It might, if none of the other highway sections serviced by the agency had more than 12 personal injury accidents during the same period.
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State of Iowa Definition








Indicator: a measure that quantifies the achievement of a result at the enterprise level. 








A ratio is a comparison of two values.  In a ratio, the numerator is not included with the denominator.  Ratios are used to compare a characteristic of a population with the portion of the population with the characteristic.  An example would be to compare the number of right-handed players to the number of left-handed players on a baseball team.  The team has 60 players.  45 players are right handed and 15 players are left-handed.  The ratio of right-handed players to left-handed players is 45 to 15.  Taken to the lowest common denominator, the ratio is 3 to 1.  











A rate is commonly used to specify the frequency of a phenomenon in a specified group or population.  When calculating a rate, the numerator is also included in the denominator.  An example would be the number of calculation errors made on tax returns.  In a given period there are 45,000 tax returns filed with 6,300 calculation errors.  The error rate measure would be 6,300/45,000 = 0.14.  When expressed as a percentage the error rate measure would be 6,300/45,000 X 100 = 14%.











A percentage is a proportion multiplied by 100.  When measuring percentage the numerator is contained in the denominator.  An example would be where there are 100 clients and 69 are female.  The measure is 69/100 x 100 = 69%.











A proportion is a pair of numeric values where the numerator must be contained within the denominator.  A proportion will identify the relative importance of an aspect in the population.  An example would be the number of driving while intoxicated arrests as a proportion of all traffic stops.  In a given period of time there are 80 traffic stops with 12 arrests for driving while intoxicated.  The measure is 12/80 = 0.15.   











NOTE: 	Outcome measures may be “indirect” measures of the outcome.  For example, outcomes tied to improved safety might use “death rate,” “accident rate,” “crime rate,” etc. as outcome measures.











Examples of outcome measures:   


-	Highway death rate


-	Crime recidivism rate


Percent of persons able to read and write after attending a remedial 


education course


-	Percent of entities in compliance with requirements


-	Percent of clients rehabilitated


-	Percent of cases resolved














State of Iowa Definition





Outcome Measure: the mathematical expression of the effect on customers, clients, the environment, infrastructure that reflect the purpose.








Examples of this type of quality measure could look like:   


-	Percentage of customers that rated service good, very good or excellent.


-	Percentage of clients that rated themselves as successfully rehabilitated. (requirements) 








Examples of this type of quality measure could look like:   


-	Busy signal rate (timeliness)


-	Percent of applications requiring rework due to internal errors. (accuracy)


-	Percent of wells meeting minimum water quality requirements. (requirements) 


-	Taxpayer error rate on tax returns. (accuracy)


-	Percent of drivers licenses issued within one hour. (timeliness) 











State Definition





Quality Measure: the mathematical expression of how well the service, product or activity was delivered, based on characteristics important to the customers.








CAUTION:	Efficiency measures can change because of changes in input and/or output.  A review of changes in input and output will help understand changes in efficiency measures.








Remember:	Creating an efficiency measure requires knowing both input and output information.








State of Iowa Definition





Efficiency Measure: The unit cost or level of productivity associated with a given service, product, or activity.








CAUTION:	Output measures are not the same as outcome measures!








Remember:	Output measures are used with input measures to create efficiency measures.








Examples of output measures:   


-	Number of permits issued


-	Number of pavement miles resurfaced


-	Number of people trained


-	Number of water leaks fixed


-	Number of cases managed


- 	Number of arrests made


- 	Number of documents processed


- 	Number of clients served











State of Iowa Definition





Output Measure: the number of, services, products, or activities produced or provided.











NOTE:  	This type of measure is of particular interest as the state of Iowa moves toward results-based budgeting.  Efforts will need to be made to better understand the costs associated with activities, products and services so that adequate requests for resources can be made.











Remember:	Input measures are used with output measures to create efficiency measures.








Examples of input measures:   


-	Money spent on equipment


-	Number of employee hours worked


-	Number of vehicles


-	Facility costs


-	Total operating expenditures


-	Rental fees


-	Number of full-time employees











State of Iowa Definition





Input Measure: the amount of resources invested, used or spent for services, products, or activities.











This chapter is not intended to help you:





develop performance measurement systems; or





analyze performance measures.











This chapter is intended to help you:





understand the types of measures used in Iowa state government;





use performance measures as a tool; and





avoid misuse of measures.











Example  – Agency X is has a goal to rehabilitate the clients that are referred to the agency.  However, the agency is paid based on the number of cases closed in a stated period of time. The staff for Agency X is evaluated based on the number of cases closed in a given period of time.  In this scenario, it is very likely the agency and staff will be focused on closing cases and less concerned with rehabilitating clients.  If the agency is not held accountable for rehabilitating clients, it may spend less than adequate time and effort trying to successfully rehabilitate the people they are supposed to serve.  The incentives for the agency and its staff can be actually counter productive to the intent of the goal.











Desirable Aspects of a Measurement System


Balanced.  A set or family of measures is used to meet diverse needs and


 	provides a complete assessment of performance.


Credible.  The information produced is accurate and relevant.


Important.  Information concentrates on significant matters that provide


 	information of value to the agency, decision-makers, or the public.


Integrated.  	Measures are incorporated into planning, budgeting, and 


management systems.


Outcome-Oriented.  Information is focused on the results achieved.


Timely.  Information is available before it loses its capacity to be of value in 


assessing accountability and in making informed decisions.


Understandable.  Information produced is easy to figure out and use.








STEPS IN DEVELOPING A PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM





Organize the measurement effort





Identify the purpose





Select performance measures





Identify data sources





Collect data





Analyze and report





Review








Criteria for Evaluating Performance Measures


Technical Criteria


Validity:  Does the measure really measure what it is supposed to?


Reliability: Does the measure produce consistently accurate data?





Functional Criteria


Comparable: Is the measure defined, collected and calculated in such a way that it can be compared to similar measures used by others? 


Cost Effective:  Do the benefits of collecting the data outweigh the cost of collecting it?


Importance: Does the measure provide valuable information and/or focus on significant areas of interest or concern?  


Timeliness: Can performance information be made available to users before it loses its value in assessing accountability and/or decision-making?  


Understandable: Is the measure easy to understand?











NOTE: 	It should be noted that the use for a measure could change with time.  For example, a measure originally used to determine a baseline could be used to monitor progress toward a specific goal or target after a value for the baseline has been established.











Potential Uses for 


Performance Measures





To create a baseline





To monitor progress 





To compare to a benchmark








Steps in Developing Performance Measures





Review types of measures





Understand the purpose





Generate potential measures





Evaluate and select measures








This chapter is not intended to help you:





create “perfect” performance measures; or





build the “perfect” measurement system.











This chapter is intended to help you:





become familiar with one process that can be used to develop measures; and





gain an understanding of the typical development of systems of measures.











Hint





The data collection plan should be specific regarding who is responsible for updating needed data and when.








PERFORMANCE MEASURES DICTIONARY





Enterprise Policy Area: Safe Communities


Agency Responsible: Iowa Department of Public Safety


Measure: Rate of domestic abuse incidents reported to Iowa Law enforcement agencies  (Goal 1 result)


Frequency: annual (reported by calendar year)


Numerator definition: # of domestic abuse incidents reported to Iowa law enforcement agencies


Numerator source: Iowa Incident-Based Uniform Crime Reporting System


Numerator agency: Iowa Department of Public Safety


Numerator subunit: (Division, bureau, or other agency subunit) Administrative Services Division, Program Services Bureau


Denominator definition: estimated total population of Iowa 


Denominator source: U.S. Census Bureau population estimates


Denominator agency: Iowa Department of Education


Denominator subunit: (Division, bureau, or other agency subunit) State Library of Iowa, Iowa Census Data Center


Constant: 100,000


Comment: (Any additional explanatory information about the measure).








Web Sites to Start Your Search for Data





Finding Data on the Internet from RobertNiles.com


� HYPERLINK "http://www.robertniles.com/data/" ��http://www.robertniles.com/data/�





FedStats: The gateway to statistics from over 100 U.S. Federal agencies


� HYPERLINK "http://www.fedstats.gov/" ��http://www.fedstats.gov/�





Iowa Statistics Directory (from the State Data Center):


� HYPERLINK "http://www.silo.lib.ia.us/datacenter/iowadirectory.htm" ��http://www.silo.lib.ia.us/datacenter/iowadirectory.htm�








Hint





When obtaining data for performance measurement, go to the original source if possible, rather than a secondary source that has republished (and possibly reworked) the original data.








Hint





Never be afraid to ask for expert help in finding the data you need.  Reference librarians are often a useful (and vastly underutilized) resource.








REMEMBER:  The distinction between “censuses” (data collections from whole populations) and “sample surveys” (representative samples of a population), is not at issue here.  In fact, the largest producer of survey data in the federal government is the Census Bureau.

















Resource





Census Bureau Web site:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.census.gov" ��www.census.gov�





American Fact Finder (Census Bureau)


� HYPERLINK "http://factfinder.census.gov/" ��http://factfinder.census.gov/�








Resource





State Data Center of Iowa


State Library of Iowa


Miller Building


E. 12th and Grand


Des Moines, Iowa 50319


1-800-248-4483 (voice)


(515) 242-6543 (fax)


� HYPERLINK "http://www.silo.lib.ia.us/datacenter" ��www.silo.lib.ia.us/datacenter�








This chapter is intended to help you:





identify which performance measures are appropriate; and





select good measures to include in a strategic plan.








Hint





Fit your measures to your goals and your data to your measures, NOT the other way around.





This chapter is not intended to help you:





design complex methods to generate original data; or





perform sophisticated statistical analysis of your data.








� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





This chapter is intended to help you:





identify appropriate data for your measures;





locate the data you have identified; and





present the data once you have collected it.





If you change the scale, the message the data presents also changes.  





For most data sets, the default is to use 0 as the beginning point on the scale. 





If the variations in the data are so small, a different scale may be a better option. However, be careful not to exaggerate small variations.





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








This chapter is not intended to help you create a strategic plan.








This chapter is intended to help you:





communicate data effectively; and





select audiences and methods for communications.











This chapter is intended to help you:





identify when performance measures are appropriate, and





select good measures when they are included in a contract.











This chapter is not intended to help you:





provide guidance on contract management, or





assist in the development of a full range of contract performance criteria.











Definitions





Performance Criteria: objective means to determine fulfillment of a contract.





Performance Measure: a number or mathematical expression that documents inputs, output, efficiency, quality or outcome.





REMEMBER:  All performance measures are performance criteria, but not all performance criteria are performance measures.  








Example:   If a contract were being proposed for job development activities, the performance measure should not be the unemployment rate.  A more appropriate measure would be the number of new jobs identified, or the number of individuals placed in permanent positions.  The unemployment rate is too broad, and not within the direct scope of the service contract.











Example:  The contract is to provide substance abuse treatment services.  The service is part of an initiative to reduce the societal impact of substance abuse.  It is tempting to want to use a measure that looks at the success of the treatment.  However, the contract is for inpatient treatment.  The success of the treatment cannot be measured at the time of discharge or even for a certain amount of lapsed time from discharge.  The measure of success, therefore, would be a future measurement and not appropriate for this contract.  For contracting purposes, a better measure would be percent of individuals completing the full course of treatment, for example.











Example:  A contract has been proposed for case management services to improve services to Medicaid-eligible clients. The desired outcome is to reduce the inappropriate use of emergency rooms and other high-cost medical services.  The proposed data source is the claims payment system.  However, many claims for medical services will not be billed and clear the system for 3 to 5 months after the date of service.  Basing a payment clause on the outcome of emergency room use would not fit the criteria, as complete data would not be available until several months after the end of the contract period.








CAUTION:  Performance measures for contract management are not always the same as performance measures for program evaluation.  Be sure to work with program staff to make sure that data will continue to be available for both purposes.








MEASURE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS





1.	Clearly identify the purpose for the contract.





2.	List the service/activity that is the basis for the contract.





3.	List the appropriate parameters.





4.	Define success.





5.	List the measures you want.





6.	Who will report, whose data – internal and external.





7.	Check against criteria.





8.	Setting targets and performance thresholds.





Examples of success:


Increased revenue


Reliable information for decision making


Competitive prices


Improved air quality


Accurate test results








NOTE:  Rarely will you will have a contract for which no reasonable performance measures can be identified.  The rules have made provisions for exceptions, but these should be used infrequently.








Iowa Code Chapter 8.47 - SERVICE CONTRACTS





1.	The department of general services, in cooperation with the office of attorney general, the department of management, the department of personnel, and the department of revenue and finance, shall adopt uniform terms and conditions for service contracts executed by a department or establishment benefiting from service contracts.  The terms and conditions shall include but are not limited to all of the following:


a.	The amount or basis for paying consideration to the party based on the party’s performance under the service contract.


b.	Methods to effectively oversee the party’s compliance with the service contract by the department or establishment receiving the services during performance, including the delivery of invoices itemizing work performed under the service contract prior to payment.


c.	Methods to effectively review performance of a service contract, including but not limited to performance measurements developed pursuant to chapter 8E.


2.	Departments or establishments, with the approval of the department of management acting in cooperation with the office of attorney general, the department of general services, the department of personnel, and the department of revenue and finance, may adopt special terms and conditions for use by the departments or establishments in their service contracts.


3.	The state board of regents shall establish terms and conditions for service contracts executed by institutions governed by the state board of regents.











This chapter is intended to help you:





identify where and how your measures fit into an Iowa Excellence Self-Assessment report; and





identify measurement areas you could focus on in an improvement plan.

















This chapter is not intended to help you:





learn how to do an Iowa Excellence Self-Assessment; or





learn how to write an Iowa Excellence Self-Assessment report.








NOTE:  This chapter does not provide information on how to conduct an Iowa Excellence self-assessment.  Special training is provided by the Iowa Department of Management.








REMEMBER:  The Iowa Excellence assessments are a mechanism used to evaluate an agency’s use of data across the spectrum of management decisions – from strategic, long-range planning and mission attainment to daily processes and activities that are the core of an agency’s business.  Having good performance measures, and the systems to track and use performance measures, are keys to improving your agency.








Iowa Code Chapter 8E.210 - Reporting Requirements.





1.  Each agency shall prepare an annual performance report stating the agency's progress in meeting performance targets and achieving its goals consistent with the enterprise strategic plan, its agency strategic plan, and its performance plan. An annual performance report shall include a description of how the agency has reallocated human and material resources in the previous fiscal year. The department, in conjunction with agencies, shall develop guidelines for annual performance reports, including but not limited to a reporting schedule. An agency may incorporate its annual performance report into another report that the agency is required to submit to the department. 





2.  The annual performance reporting required under this section shall be used to improve performance, improve strategic planning and policy decision making, better allocate human and material resources, recognize superior performance, and inform Iowans about their return from investment in state government. 
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Again, if you change the scale, the data present a different picture.





Again, if you change the scale, the data presents a different picture.








Iowa Code Chapter 8E.207 – Agency Performance Plans





Each agency shall develop an annual performance plan to achieve the goals provided in the agency strategic plan, including development of performance targets using its performance measures.  The agency shall use its performance plan to guide its day-to-day operations and track its progress in achieving the goals specified in its agency strategic plan.





An agency shall align its agency performance plan with the agency strategic plan and show the alignment in the agency performance plan.





An agency shall align individual performance instruments with its agency performance plan.








This chapter is not intended to help you create a performance plan.








This chapter is intended to help you:





identify which performance measures are appropriate; and





select good measures to include in a performance plan.











CAUTION





Even in situations where the interpretation of the data appears straightforward, care should be taken to ensure that the limitations of the data are accounted for.  Over interpretation is a hazard; you want to be sure that the changes or trend you are interpreting represent something more than random variation or measurement error.  If you are not comfortable with these concepts, consult an expert!








Example:  Rates of reported crimes are traditionally, although not always, expressed in terms of the number of reported offenses per 100,000 population.  One might surmise from this that the “rate of traffic fatalities” is the number of deaths per 100,000 people in the population.  WRONG!  Traffic fatality rates and related measures are generally (but again, not always) expressed in terms of the number of occurrences per 100 million vehicle miles traveled.  











Example: The “violent crime rate” may be used as an outcome measure in the criminal justice arena.  But what does “violent crime rate” mean specifically?  To those in the criminal justice system and familiar with common usage of the term, it means “the total number of reported murders, rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults” in an area during a particular calendar year per 100,000 population within that same area.  





Hint





If identification of the data needed for a particular measure does not follow easily from an examination of the logical structure of the measure, the definition of the measure may need to be revisited.











Iowa Code Chapter 8E.202 – Agency Strategic Plans





In administering this subsection, each agency shall provide for the dissemination of all of the following:





The agency strategic plan, performance measures, performance targets based on performance data, performance data, and data sources used by the agency to evaluate its performance, and explanations of the plan’s provisions.


Methods for the public and agency employees to provide input including written and oral comments for the agency strategic plan, including a schedule of any public hearings relating to the plan or    revisions.








This chapter is not intended to help you provide guidance on what performance measures to communicate.








Strategic Planning
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Measurement of the UI Tax System



Labor Exc

						Labor Exchange BFR Measures

		1. Maintain or increase the percentage of successful matches (placements/obtained employment/Making

		Connection matches) for assisted exchanges.

		Program Year		Total Applicants		Applicants that Entered Employment		Percentage

		1993		292,581		57,078		20%

		1994		288,118		54,183		19%

		1995		279,200		56,237		21%

		1996		263,621		47,532		19%

		1997		241,400		66,918		27%

		1998		213,929		66,613		31%

		1999		215,792		68,371		32%

		2000		194,213		61,007		32%

				1,988,854		477,939

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		2. Maintain/increase the average wage of permanent job orders.

		Program Year		Total Job Orders		Average Hourly wage of Job Orders Placed

		1993		118,432		NA

		1994		136,470		NA

		1995		138,284		NA

		1996		120,876		$7.30

		1997		129,573		$7.75

		1998		131,502		$7.95

		1999		123,870		$8.09

		2000		104,228		$8.68

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		Web Site Usage

				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)

		July, 99				256,562

		August, 99				311,634

		Sept., 99				306,605

		Oct., 99				28,840

		Nov., 99				37,563

		Dec., 99				27,551

		Jan., 00		1,804,927		41,716		Jan., 01				367,401

		Feb., 00		1,577,470		41,200		Feb., 01				185,112

		Mar,. 00		1,569,594		52,706		Mar,. 01				279,509

		Apr., 00		1,434,018		71,364		Apr., 01				289,529

		May., 00		1,302,348		79,061		May., 01				323,467

		June, 00		1,388,195		74,681		June, 01				335,677

		July, 00		1,731,644		84,566		July, 01		1,780,682		395,672

		August, 00		1,767,459		99,583		August, 01		2,256,587		523,961

		Sept., 00		1,914,751		92,874		Sept., 01		1,965,451

		Oct., 00		1,998,381		117,978		Oct., 01

		Nov., 00		2,057,661		INA		Nov., 01

		Dec., 00		1,938,481		107,329		Dec., 01

		Totals		20,484,929		1,831,813						2,147,815

		4. Customer satisfaction rates of employers and workers
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Job Applicants Placed in Employment



UI

								UI BFR Measures

		1. Maintain a proper rate of 92% as determined by the Benefits Accuracy Measurement program.

		Calendar Year		BAM

		1995		92.90%

		1996		92.40%

		1997		92.20%

		1998		91.90%

		1999		91.40%

		2000		90.60%

		2. In the Tax Performance System (TPS) reviews, 94% of acceptance sample cases will pass.

		Calendar Year		TPS		Performance Target

		1995		94.60%		94%

		1996		95.80%		94%

		1997		96.00%		94%

		1998		93.70%		94%

		1999		95.20%		94%

		2000		95.40%		94%

		3. Maintain customer satisfaction with services received at a 95% level.
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1995  1996    1997      1998    1999    2000

Measurement of the UI Tax System



Compliance & Lic.

						Workforce Skill Development BFR Measures

		1. Skill enhancement – training completions, educational level attained, certifications achieved.

		2. Entered employment rate.						*JTPA was replaced with WIA in PY2000.  Numbers are not necessarily comparable

				JTPA/WIA Entered Employment Rate

		Prog Yr		Adult -		Youth -		Dislocated Workers-

		93		65.48%		59.68%

		94		67.63%		58.20%		78.49%

		95		68.43%		67.68%		76.36%

		96		68.54%		67.66%		75.54%

		97		71.90%		71.75%		76.56%

		98		74.18%		72.77%		80.00%

		99		63.41%		73.81%		78.90%

		00*		72.00%		77.00%		87.00%

		Source: WIA Performance Measures - Joe Haessig

		3. Positive earnings impact over time.

		Data for PY2000 is not yet available.

		4. Reduction of dependency on public assistance (Welfare, Food Stamps, UI).

								PROMISE JOBS RESULTS

		MONTH		NUMBER OF		% of FIP		No. of FIP Families		Ave. Hourly Wage		Average Wage for		%  of FIP Families Leaving

		YEAR		FIP CASES		Families w/		w/ at least 1		of Families Leaving		Families Currently		& Not Returning w/in 1 Yr.

						Employed Adult		Employed Adult		due to Income		on FIP

		Jan-94				26%		10,279						53.0%

		Jun-94		39,718

		Jan-95		37,195		31%		11,530						58.3%

		Jun-95		35,492

		Jan-96		33,437		32%		10,799		$   6.50				59.6%

		Jun-96		31,814

		Jan-97		28,814		34%		9,797		$   6.76		$   5.86		60.4%

		35611.0		28,273

		Jan-98		25,744		39%		7,955		$   7.10		$   6.09		60.9%

		35976.0		24,461

		Jan-99		22,302		28%		6,245		$   7.56		$   6.46		61.8%

		36341.0		21,256

		36526.0		19,407		26%		5,122		$   7.75		na		63.20%

		Jun-00		19,558

		Jan-01		19,158		26%		4,982		na		na		62.90%

		Jun-01		20,001

		(Source: Tony Dietsch/John Williams)

		5. WIA Customer Satisfaction Data.

		Data is currently being collected, but not yet available.





Compliance & Lic.
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Support Services

				Information, Technical Assistance, & Consultation

		1. Produce contract deliverables in a timely manner and within quality parameters.

		FY98		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY99		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY00		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY01		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

				For the OES survey, Iowa exceeded the requirement, having a 78.5 percent response for units and a 81.3 percent response for employment.  The requirement is 75 percent.  This was the statewide response for the 1999 survey which was completed in August 2000

		2. Customer contacts per quarter (includes presentations, customized services, follow-up services, and training).

		FY01		There were over 1000 customer contacts during FY01.  This included persons receiving training in using Labor Market Information, presentations for specific users and presentations to the Regional Workforce Investment Boards.

		3. Department publications available and disseminated per quarter.

		Year		Publications Produced/Disseminated

		FY99		90

		FY00		95

		FY01		93

		4. Customer satisfaction

		FY99 - 98% find the LMI Directory publication useful and want to continue receiving it.

		FY00 - 83% of those responding to Licensed Occupations publications survey had no suggestions for improvement.

		FY01 - 87% of those attending refresher training on using Labor Market Information resources with various customers rated the training as good or excellent.

		5. News Releases Issued

		1994		48

		1995		59

		1996		29

		1997		37

		1998		37

		1999		32

		2000		37

		2001		52



Col1 =Adults
Col2 = Youth
Col3 = Dislocated Workers



Adjudication & Compliance

						Compliance & Licensing

		1. Improve the overall occupational injury and illness incidence rates in Iowa.

		(All industries including state and local governments)

				Iowa Injury Incidence Rates

				Number of Cases per 100 employees

		Calendar Year

		1993		10.4

		1994		10.6

		1995		10.1

		1996		9.6

		1997		9.3

		1998		9.1

		1999		8.5

		Source: OSHA Statistics, John Patramanis

		2. Increase percentage of consultations responded to within 60 days.

				FY96		37%

				FY97		53%

				FY98		57%

				FY99		67%

				FY00		76%

				FY01		79%

		(Source: Suzanne Hutton, Consultation)

		3. Minimize the number of accidents in the operation of boilers, elevators and amusement rides.

		Fiscal Year				Elevator Investigations						Amusement Personal Injuries

		1995				28						0

		1996				30						4

		1997				29						5

		1998				33						6

		1999				16						4

		2000				21						5

		2001				15						2

		There were no serious injuries reported during the above time periods as a result of boiler or pressure vessel accidents.

		(Source: John Patramanis, Labor Division)

		4. (Future) Customer satisfaction.





Adjudication & Compliance
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Percentage of Consultation Requests Responded to Within 60 Days



				Support Services

		1. Increase training and skill levels of IWD staff.

		Fiscal Year		Training Sessions		Staff		Ave.Sessions/		Ave.Attendance/

				Held		Attendance		Month		Session

		1998		272		2,474		22.7		9

		1999		196		1,904		16.3		10

		2000		243		2,727		20.0		12

		2001		310		3,329		26.0		11

		(Source: Jackie Mallory, Employee Services)

		2. Decrease turnover, absenteeism, and IWD

		grievances within our control.

		Fiscal Year		Grievances		Civil Rights Complaints

		1990		37

		1991		38

		1992		39

		1993		58

		1994		38

		1995		19

		1996		29

		1997		19

		1998		17

		1999		10

		2000		5

		2001

				IWD Turnover 6/25/98-6/25/99

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		CASD		9		2		3		3		1

		Director's Office		0

		Labor Services		3		1		1				1

		Policy Office		0

		RIS		7		6				1

		UI Services		6		1		4		1

		Workers' Comp.		5		3		1		1

		WDCA		22		12		7		1				2

		IWD TOTAL		52		25		16		7		2		2

				6.1% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

				IWD Turnover 6/26/99-6/23/00

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		Admin. Services		14		3		7		2		2

		Director/Appeals		6		1		4		1

		Labor Services		7		3		4

		Policy & Info.		1		1

		UI Services		21		12		1		8

		Workers' Comp.		4		2		1		1

		WDCA		33		12		16		3		2

		IWD TOTAL		86		34		33		15		4		0

				10.2% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

		IWD Turnover 6/24/2000-6/21/2001

		Divison		Total Employees Who Left		Personal Reasons*		Retirement		Transfer		Dismissal		LTD		Death

		Administrative Services		14		6		3		3		1		0		1

		Director/Appeals		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Labor Services		8		3		4		0		1		0		0

		Workers' Compensation		2		1		1		0		0		0		0

		Policy Office		2		2		0		0		0		0		0

		UI Services		5		3		0		0		1		0		0

		WDCA		31		9		15		4		2		1		1

		TOTALS		62		24		23		7		5		1		2

				Turnover 7.6%

		*Personal Reasons include better job, travel, health, relocate

				IWD Leave Usage 6/25/98-6/25/99						IWD Leave Usage 6/26/99 - 6/23/00

		Division		Funeral Leave		Adoption Leave		Sick Leave				Sick Leave Hours				Enforced Sick

		CASD		277.25		0.00		3,840.69		Administrative Service Division		5016.20				1,002.48

		Director's Office		0.00		0.00		354.47		Director/Appeal		2,285.46				182.00

		Labor Services		430.00		0.00		6,302.99		Labor Services Division		7,061.54				964.52

		Policy Office		0.00		0.00		130.00		Policy & Information  Division		3,420.86				818.33

		RIS		121.00		0.00		4,001.62		Unemployment Insurance Services Div.		11,990.30				2,405.48

		UI Services		465.01		0.00		9,324.90		Workers Compensation Commissioner		2,072.36				382.00

		Workers' Comp.		198.50		0.00		3,182.78		WDCA Division		28,189.58				4,703.13

		WDCA		1,677.00		0.00		25,570.93

		IWD TOTAL		3,168.76		0.00		52,708.38		TOTAL		60,036.30				10,457.94

				Ave/employee				62.01		Ave/employee		70.80

								7.75 days				8.85 days		FY00 State average = 7.87 days

		IWD Leave Usage 6/23/00 - 6/21/01

				Sick Leave hours taken		Enforced Sick Leave hours taken

		Administrative Services		4,358.94		648.80

		Director/Appeals		1730.08		239

		Labor Services		6,551.76		1,067.78

		Worker's Compensation		2,689.29		235.62

		Policy Office		3,354.41		746.87

		UI Services		22,962.06		2032.40

		WDCA		26,372.60		5,265.23

		TOTALS		68,019.14		10,235.70

		Ave/employee		82.95 hours		10.37 days		FY00 average for state government

		4. Federal and state financial reports will be completed in a timely and accurate manner.

		FY99 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY00 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY01 - 95% of reports were completed in a timely basis.

		5. Annual audit report will contain no major findings.

		FY99 - Report had major finding.

		FY00 - Report had major finding.

		FY01- audit report has not been received from State Auditor.

		Diversity of IWD Workforce

				Total IWD Employees		Total Minority Employees		% of IWD Employees who are Minorities		% of All State Employees who are Minorities

		FY97		892		101		11		5

		FY98		864		95		11		5

		FY99		850		96		11		5

		FY00		848		113		13.3		5

		FY01		820		112		12.2		5
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				Adjudication & Compliance

		1. To provide workers' compensation arbitration and review-reopening decisions within an average of 75 days from the date of hearing.

		Fiscal Year		Average Days from Hearing to Decision

		FY88		136

		FY89		175

		FY90		171

		FY91		146

		FY92		83

		FY93		54

		FY94		56

		FY95		58

		FY96		69

		FY97		50

		FY98		33

		FY99		85

		FY00		79

		FY01		72

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		2. To conduct a workers' compensation mediation conference within 180 days from date of application.

		Fiscal

		Year		Average Age		Overall Age

		FY92		98		98

		FY93		288		193

		FY94		200		195.33

		FY95		171		189.25

		FY96		316		214.6

		FY97		88		193.5

		FY98		137		185.43

		FY99		120		198.00

		FY00		162.25		212.87

		FY01		113		161.00

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		3. 70% of all unemployment decisions will be issued within thirty days of the filing of the appeal.

		Year		% Issued w/in 30 days

		1996		85.80%

		1997		84.10%

		1998		86.40%

		1999		84.90%

		2000		75.87%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)

		4. 90% of random sample cases for the Department of Labor's criteria for measuring lower authority

		unemployment appeals quality will score 80% or higher.

		Year		% of cases met DOL criteria

		1997		95%

		1998		95%

		1999		96.3%

		2000		98.8%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)
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Labor Exc

						Labor Exchange BFR Measures

		1. Maintain or increase the percentage of successful matches (placements/obtained employment/Making

		Connection matches) for assisted exchanges.

		Program Year		Total Applicants		Applicants that Entered Employment		Percentage

		1993		292,581		57,078		20%

		1994		288,118		54,183		19%

		1995		279,200		56,237		21%

		1996		263,621		47,532		19%

		1997		241,400		66,918		27%

		1998		213,929		66,613		31%

		1999		215,792		68,371		32%

		2000		194,213		61,007		32%

				1,988,854		477,939

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		2. Maintain/increase the average wage of permanent job orders.

		Program Year		Total Job Orders		Average Hourly wage of Job Orders Placed

		1993		118,432		NA

		1994		136,470		NA

		1995		138,284		NA

		1996		120,876		$7.30

		1997		129,573		$7.75

		1998		131,502		$7.95

		1999		123,870		$8.09

		2000		104,228		$8.68

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		Web Site Usage

				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)

		July, 99				256,562

		August, 99				311,634

		Sept., 99				306,605

		Oct., 99				28,840

		Nov., 99				37,563

		Dec., 99				27,551

		Jan., 00		1,804,927		41,716		Jan., 01				367,401

		Feb., 00		1,577,470		41,200		Feb., 01				185,112

		Mar,. 00		1,569,594		52,706		Mar,. 01				279,509

		Apr., 00		1,434,018		71,364		Apr., 01				289,529

		May., 00		1,302,348		79,061		May., 01				323,467

		June, 00		1,388,195		74,681		June, 01				335,677

		July, 00		1,731,644		84,566		July, 01		1,780,682		395,672

		August, 00		1,767,459		99,583		August, 01		2,256,587		523,961

		Sept., 00		1,914,751		92,874		Sept., 01		1,965,451

		Oct., 00		1,998,381		117,978		Oct., 01

		Nov., 00		2,057,661		INA		Nov., 01

		Dec., 00		1,938,481		107,329		Dec., 01

		Totals		20,484,929		1,831,813						2,147,815

		4. Customer satisfaction rates of employers and workers
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								UI BFR Measures

		1. Maintain a proper rate of 92% as determined by the Benefits Accuracy Measurement program.

		Calendar Year		BAM

		1995		92.90%

		1996		92.40%

		1997		92.20%

		1998		91.90%

		1999		91.40%

		2000		90.60%

		2. In the Tax Performance System (TPS) reviews, 94% of acceptance sample cases will pass.

		Calendar Year		TPS		Performance Target

		1995		94.60%		94%

		1996		95.80%		94%

		1997		96.00%		94%

		1998		93.70%		94%

		1999		95.20%		94%

		2000		95.40%		94%

		3. Maintain customer satisfaction with services received at a 95% level.
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Compliance & Lic.

						Workforce Skill Development BFR Measures

		1. Skill enhancement – training completions, educational level attained, certifications achieved.

		2. Entered employment rate.						*JTPA was replaced with WIA in PY2000.  Numbers are not necessarily comparable

				JTPA/WIA Entered Employment Rate

		Prog Yr		Adult -		Youth -		Dislocated Workers-

		93		65.48%		59.68%

		94		67.63%		58.20%		78.49%

		95		68.43%		67.68%		76.36%

		96		68.54%		67.66%		75.54%

		97		71.90%		71.75%		76.56%

		98		74.18%		72.77%		80.00%

		99		63.41%		73.81%		78.90%

		00*		72.00%		77.00%		87.00%

		Source: WIA Performance Measures - Joe Haessig

		3. Positive earnings impact over time.

		Data for PY2000 is not yet available.

		4. Reduction of dependency on public assistance (Welfare, Food Stamps, UI).

								PROMISE JOBS RESULTS

		MONTH		NUMBER OF		% of FIP		No. of FIP Families		Ave. Hourly Wage		Average Wage for		%  of FIP Families Leaving

		YEAR		FIP CASES		Families w/		w/ at least 1		of Families Leaving		Families Currently		& Not Returning w/in 1 Yr.

						Employed Adult		Employed Adult		due to Income		on FIP

		Jan-94				26%		10,279						53.0%

		Jun-94		39,718

		Jan-95		37,195		31%		11,530						58.3%

		Jun-95		35,492

		Jan-96		33,437		32%		10,799		$   6.50				59.6%

		Jun-96		31,814

		Jan-97		28,814		34%		9,797		$   6.76		$   5.86		60.4%

		35611.0		28,273

		Jan-98		25,744		39%		7,955		$   7.10		$   6.09		60.9%

		35976.0		24,461

		Jan-99		22,302		28%		6,245		$   7.56		$   6.46		61.8%

		36341.0		21,256

		36526.0		19,407		26%		5,122		$   7.75		na		63.20%

		Jun-00		19,558

		Jan-01		19,158		26%		4,982		na		na		62.90%

		Jun-01		20,001

		(Source: Tony Dietsch/John Williams)

		5. WIA Customer Satisfaction Data.

		Data is currently being collected, but not yet available.
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Support Services

				Information, Technical Assistance, & Consultation

		1. Produce contract deliverables in a timely manner and within quality parameters.

		FY98		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY99		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY00		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY01		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

				For the OES survey, Iowa exceeded the requirement, having a 78.5 percent response for units and a 81.3 percent response for employment.  The requirement is 75 percent.  This was the statewide response for the 1999 survey which was completed in August 2000

		2. Customer contacts per quarter (includes presentations, customized services, follow-up services, and training).

		FY01		There were over 1000 customer contacts during FY01.  This included persons receiving training in using Labor Market Information, presentations for specific users and presentations to the Regional Workforce Investment Boards.

		3. Department publications available and disseminated per quarter.

		Year		Publications Produced/Disseminated

		FY99		90

		FY00		95

		FY01		93

		4. Customer satisfaction

		FY99 - 98% find the LMI Directory publication useful and want to continue receiving it.

		FY00 - 83% of those responding to Licensed Occupations publications survey had no suggestions for improvement.

		FY01 - 87% of those attending refresher training on using Labor Market Information resources with various customers rated the training as good or excellent.

		5. News Releases Issued

		1994		48

		1995		59

		1996		29

		1997		37

		1998		37

		1999		32

		2000		37

		2001		52



Col1 =Adults
Col2 = Youth
Col3 = Dislocated Workers



Adjudication & Compliance

						Compliance & Licensing

		1. Improve the overall occupational injury and illness incidence rates in Iowa.

		(All industries including state and local governments)

				Iowa Injury Incidence Rates

				Number of Cases per 100 employees

		Calendar Year

		1993		10.4

		1994		10.6

		1995		10.1

		1996		9.6

		1997		9.3

		1998		9.1

		1999		8.5

		Source: OSHA Statistics, John Patramanis

		2. Increase percentage of consultations responded to within 60 days.

				FY96		37%

				FY97		53%

				FY98		57%

				FY99		67%

				FY00		76%

				FY01		79%

		(Source: Suzanne Hutton, Consultation)

		3. Minimize the number of accidents in the operation of boilers, elevators and amusement rides.

		Fiscal Year				Elevator Investigations						Amusement Personal Injuries

		1995				28						0

		1996				30						4

		1997				29						5

		1998				33						6

		1999				16						4

		2000				21						5

		2001				15						2

		There were no serious injuries reported during the above time periods as a result of boiler or pressure vessel accidents.

		(Source: John Patramanis, Labor Division)

		4. (Future) Customer satisfaction.
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				Support Services

		1. Increase training and skill levels of IWD staff.

		Fiscal Year		Training Sessions		Staff		Ave.Sessions/		Ave.Attendance/

				Held		Attendance		Month		Session

		1998		272		2,474		22.7		9

		1999		196		1,904		16.3		10

		2000		243		2,727		20.0		12

		2001		310		3,329		26.0		11

		(Source: Jackie Mallory, Employee Services)

		2. Decrease turnover, absenteeism, and IWD

		grievances within our control.

		Fiscal Year		Grievances		Civil Rights Complaints

		1990		37

		1991		38

		1992		39

		1993		58

		1994		38

		1995		19

		1996		29

		1997		19

		1998		17

		1999		10

		2000		5

		2001

				IWD Turnover 6/25/98-6/25/99

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		CASD		9		2		3		3		1

		Director's Office		0

		Labor Services		3		1		1				1

		Policy Office		0

		RIS		7		6				1

		UI Services		6		1		4		1

		Workers' Comp.		5		3		1		1

		WDCA		22		12		7		1				2

		IWD TOTAL		52		25		16		7		2		2

				6.1% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

				IWD Turnover 6/26/99-6/23/00

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		Admin. Services		14		3		7		2		2

		Director/Appeals		6		1		4		1

		Labor Services		7		3		4

		Policy & Info.		1		1

		UI Services		21		12		1		8

		Workers' Comp.		4		2		1		1

		WDCA		33		12		16		3		2

		IWD TOTAL		86		34		33		15		4		0

				10.2% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

		IWD Turnover 6/24/2000-6/21/2001

		Divison		Total Employees Who Left		Personal Reasons*		Retirement		Transfer		Dismissal		LTD		Death

		Administrative Services		14		6		3		3		1		0		1

		Director/Appeals		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Labor Services		8		3		4		0		1		0		0

		Workers' Compensation		2		1		1		0		0		0		0

		Policy Office		2		2		0		0		0		0		0

		UI Services		5		3		0		0		1		0		0

		WDCA		31		9		15		4		2		1		1

		TOTALS		62		24		23		7		5		1		2

				Turnover 7.6%

		*Personal Reasons include better job, travel, health, relocate

				IWD Leave Usage 6/25/98-6/25/99						IWD Leave Usage 6/26/99 - 6/23/00

		Division		Funeral Leave		Adoption Leave		Sick Leave				Sick Leave Hours				Enforced Sick

		CASD		277.25		0.00		3,840.69		Administrative Service Division		5016.20				1,002.48

		Director's Office		0.00		0.00		354.47		Director/Appeal		2,285.46				182.00

		Labor Services		430.00		0.00		6,302.99		Labor Services Division		7,061.54				964.52

		Policy Office		0.00		0.00		130.00		Policy & Information  Division		3,420.86				818.33

		RIS		121.00		0.00		4,001.62		Unemployment Insurance Services Div.		11,990.30				2,405.48

		UI Services		465.01		0.00		9,324.90		Workers Compensation Commissioner		2,072.36				382.00

		Workers' Comp.		198.50		0.00		3,182.78		WDCA Division		28,189.58				4,703.13

		WDCA		1,677.00		0.00		25,570.93

		IWD TOTAL		3,168.76		0.00		52,708.38		TOTAL		60,036.30				10,457.94

				Ave/employee				62.01		Ave/employee		70.80

								7.75 days				8.85 days		FY00 State average = 7.87 days

		IWD Leave Usage 6/23/00 - 6/21/01

				Sick Leave hours taken		Enforced Sick Leave hours taken

		Administrative Services		4,358.94		648.80

		Director/Appeals		1730.08		239

		Labor Services		6,551.76		1,067.78

		Worker's Compensation		2,689.29		235.62

		Policy Office		3,354.41		746.87

		UI Services		22,962.06		2032.40

		WDCA		26,372.60		5,265.23

		TOTALS		68,019.14		10,235.70

		Ave/employee		82.95 hours		10.37 days		FY00 average for state government

		4. Federal and state financial reports will be completed in a timely and accurate manner.

		FY99 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY00 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY01 - 95% of reports were completed in a timely basis.

		5. Annual audit report will contain no major findings.

		FY99 - Report had major finding.

		FY00 - Report had major finding.

		FY01- audit report has not been received from State Auditor.

		Diversity of IWD Workforce

				Total IWD Employees		Total Minority Employees		% of IWD Employees who are Minorities		% of All State Employees who are Minorities

		FY97		892		101		11		5

		FY98		864		95		11		5

		FY99		850		96		11		5

		FY00		848		113		13.3		5

		FY01		820		112		12.2		5
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				Adjudication & Compliance

		1. To provide workers' compensation arbitration and review-reopening decisions within an average of 75 days from the date of hearing.

		Fiscal Year		Average Days from Hearing to Decision

		FY88		136

		FY89		175

		FY90		171

		FY91		146

		FY92		83

		FY93		54

		FY94		56

		FY95		58

		FY96		69

		FY97		50

		FY98		33

		FY99		85

		FY00		79

		FY01		72

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		2. To conduct a workers' compensation mediation conference within 180 days from date of application.

		Fiscal

		Year		Average Age		Overall Age

		FY92		98		98

		FY93		288		193

		FY94		200		195.33

		FY95		171		189.25

		FY96		316		214.6

		FY97		88		193.5

		FY98		137		185.43

		FY99		120		198.00

		FY00		162.25		212.87

		FY01		113		161.00

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		3. 70% of all unemployment decisions will be issued within thirty days of the filing of the appeal.

		Year		% Issued w/in 30 days

		1996		85.80%

		1997		84.10%

		1998		86.40%

		1999		84.90%

		2000		75.87%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)

		4. 90% of random sample cases for the Department of Labor's criteria for measuring lower authority

		unemployment appeals quality will score 80% or higher.

		Year		% of cases met DOL criteria

		1997		95%

		1998		95%

		1999		96.3%

		2000		98.8%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)
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Labor Exc

						Labor Exchange BFR Measures

		1. Maintain or increase the percentage of successful matches (placements/obtained employment/Making

		Connection matches) for assisted exchanges.

		Program Year		Total Applicants		Applicants that Entered Employment		Percentage

		1993		292,581		57,078		20%

		1994		288,118		54,183		19%

		1995		279,200		56,237		21%

		1996		263,621		47,532		19%

		1997		241,400		66,918		27%

		1998		213,929		66,613		31%

		1999		215,792		68,371		32%

		2000		194,213		61,007		32%

				1,988,854		477,939

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		2. Maintain/increase the average wage of permanent job orders.

		Program Year		Total Job Orders		Average Hourly wage of Job Orders Placed

		1993		118,432		NA

		1994		136,470		NA

		1995		138,284		NA

		1996		120,876		$7.30

		1997		129,573		$7.75

		1998		131,502		$7.95

		1999		123,870		$8.09

		2000		104,228		$8.68

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		Web Site Usage

				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)

		July, 99				256,562

		August, 99				311,634

		Sept., 99				306,605

		Oct., 99				28,840

		Nov., 99				37,563

		Dec., 99				27,551

		Jan., 00		1,804,927		41,716		Jan., 01				367,401

		Feb., 00		1,577,470		41,200		Feb., 01				185,112

		Mar,. 00		1,569,594		52,706		Mar,. 01				279,509

		Apr., 00		1,434,018		71,364		Apr., 01				289,529

		May., 00		1,302,348		79,061		May., 01				323,467

		June, 00		1,388,195		74,681		June, 01				335,677

		July, 00		1,731,644		84,566		July, 01		1,780,682		395,672

		August, 00		1,767,459		99,583		August, 01		2,256,587		523,961

		Sept., 00		1,914,751		92,874		Sept., 01		1,965,451

		Oct., 00		1,998,381		117,978		Oct., 01

		Nov., 00		2,057,661		INA		Nov., 01

		Dec., 00		1,938,481		107,329		Dec., 01

		Totals		20,484,929		1,831,813						2,147,815

		4. Customer satisfaction rates of employers and workers
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UI

								UI BFR Measures

		1. Maintain a proper rate of 92% as determined by the Benefits Accuracy Measurement program.

		Calendar Year		BAM

		1995		92.90%

		1996		92.40%

		1997		92.20%

		1998		91.90%

		1999		91.40%

		2000		90.60%

		2. In the Tax Performance System (TPS) reviews, 94% of acceptance sample cases will pass.

		Calendar Year		TPS		Performance Target

		1995		94.60%		94%

		1996		95.80%		94%

		1997		96.00%		94%

		1998		93.70%		94%

		1999		95.20%		94%

		2000		95.40%		94%

		3. Maintain customer satisfaction with services received at a 95% level.
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Compliance & Lic.

						Workforce Skill Development BFR Measures

		1. Skill enhancement – training completions, educational level attained, certifications achieved.

		2. Entered employment rate.						*JTPA was replaced with WIA in PY2000.  Numbers are not necessarily comparable

				JTPA/WIA Entered Employment Rate

		Prog Yr		Adult -		Youth -		Dislocated Workers-

		93		65.48%		59.68%

		94		67.63%		58.20%		78.49%

		95		68.43%		67.68%		76.36%

		96		68.54%		67.66%		75.54%

		97		71.90%		71.75%		76.56%

		98		74.18%		72.77%		80.00%

		99		63.41%		73.81%		78.90%

		00*		72.00%		77.00%		87.00%

		Source: WIA Performance Measures - Joe Haessig

		3. Positive earnings impact over time.

		Data for PY2000 is not yet available.

		4. Reduction of dependency on public assistance (Welfare, Food Stamps, UI).

								PROMISE JOBS RESULTS

		MONTH		NUMBER OF		% of FIP		No. of FIP Families		Ave. Hourly Wage		Average Wage for		%  of FIP Families Leaving

		YEAR		FIP CASES		Families w/		w/ at least 1		of Families Leaving		Families Currently		& Not Returning w/in 1 Yr.

						Employed Adult		Employed Adult		due to Income		on FIP

		Jan-94				26%		10,279						53.0%

		Jun-94		39,718

		Jan-95		37,195		31%		11,530						58.3%

		Jun-95		35,492

		Jan-96		33,437		32%		10,799		$   6.50				59.6%

		Jun-96		31,814

		Jan-97		28,814		34%		9,797		$   6.76		$   5.86		60.4%

		35611.0		28,273

		Jan-98		25,744		39%		7,955		$   7.10		$   6.09		60.9%

		35976.0		24,461

		Jan-99		22,302		28%		6,245		$   7.56		$   6.46		61.8%

		36341.0		21,256

		36526.0		19,407		26%		5,122		$   7.75		na		63.20%

		Jun-00		19,558

		Jan-01		19,158		26%		4,982		na		na		62.90%

		Jun-01		20,001

		(Source: Tony Dietsch/John Williams)

		5. WIA Customer Satisfaction Data.

		Data is currently being collected, but not yet available.
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Support Services

				Information, Technical Assistance, & Consultation

		1. Produce contract deliverables in a timely manner and within quality parameters.

		FY98		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY99		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY00		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY01		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

				For the OES survey, Iowa exceeded the requirement, having a 78.5 percent response for units and a 81.3 percent response for employment.  The requirement is 75 percent.  This was the statewide response for the 1999 survey which was completed in August 2000

		2. Customer contacts per quarter (includes presentations, customized services, follow-up services, and training).

		FY01		There were over 1000 customer contacts during FY01.  This included persons receiving training in using Labor Market Information, presentations for specific users and presentations to the Regional Workforce Investment Boards.

		3. Department publications available and disseminated per quarter.

		Year		Publications Produced/Disseminated

		FY99		90

		FY00		95

		FY01		93

		4. Customer satisfaction

		FY99 - 98% find the LMI Directory publication useful and want to continue receiving it.

		FY00 - 83% of those responding to Licensed Occupations publications survey had no suggestions for improvement.

		FY01 - 87% of those attending refresher training on using Labor Market Information resources with various customers rated the training as good or excellent.

		5. News Releases Issued

		1994		48

		1995		59

		1996		29

		1997		37

		1998		37

		1999		32

		2000		37

		2001		52



Col1 =Adults
Col2 = Youth
Col3 = Dislocated Workers



Adjudication & Compliance

						Compliance & Licensing

		1. Improve the overall occupational injury and illness incidence rates in Iowa.

		(All industries including state and local governments)

				Iowa Injury Incidence Rates

				Number of Cases per 100 employees

		Calendar Year

		1993		10.4

		1994		10.6

		1995		10.1

		1996		9.6

		1997		9.3

		1998		9.1

		1999		8.5

		Source: OSHA Statistics, John Patramanis

		2. Increase percentage of consultations responded to within 60 days.

				FY96		37%

				FY97		53%

				FY98		57%

				FY99		67%

				FY00		76%

				FY01		79%

		(Source: Suzanne Hutton, Consultation)

		3. Minimize the number of accidents in the operation of boilers, elevators and amusement rides.

		Fiscal Year				Elevator Investigations						Amusement Personal Injuries

		1995				28						0

		1996				30						4

		1997				29						5

		1998				33						6

		1999				16						4

		2000				21						5

		2001				15						2

		There were no serious injuries reported during the above time periods as a result of boiler or pressure vessel accidents.

		(Source: John Patramanis, Labor Division)

		4. (Future) Customer satisfaction.
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				Support Services

		1. Increase training and skill levels of IWD staff.

		Fiscal Year		Training Sessions		Staff		Ave.Sessions/		Ave.Attendance/

				Held		Attendance		Month		Session

		1998		272		2,474		22.7		9

		1999		196		1,904		16.3		10

		2000		243		2,727		20.0		12

		2001		310		3,329		26.0		11

		(Source: Jackie Mallory, Employee Services)

		2. Decrease turnover, absenteeism, and IWD

		grievances within our control.

		Fiscal Year		Grievances		Civil Rights Complaints

		1990		37

		1991		38

		1992		39

		1993		58

		1994		38

		1995		19

		1996		29

		1997		19

		1998		17

		1999		10

		2000		5

		2001

				IWD Turnover 6/25/98-6/25/99

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		CASD		9		2		3		3		1

		Director's Office		0

		Labor Services		3		1		1				1

		Policy Office		0

		RIS		7		6				1

		UI Services		6		1		4		1

		Workers' Comp.		5		3		1		1

		WDCA		22		12		7		1				2

		IWD TOTAL		52		25		16		7		2		2

				6.1% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

				IWD Turnover 6/26/99-6/23/00

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		Admin. Services		14		3		7		2		2

		Director/Appeals		6		1		4		1

		Labor Services		7		3		4

		Policy & Info.		1		1

		UI Services		21		12		1		8

		Workers' Comp.		4		2		1		1

		WDCA		33		12		16		3		2

		IWD TOTAL		86		34		33		15		4		0

				10.2% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

		IWD Turnover 6/24/2000-6/21/2001

		Divison		Total Employees Who Left		Personal Reasons*		Retirement		Transfer		Dismissal		LTD		Death

		Administrative Services		14		6		3		3		1		0		1

		Director/Appeals		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Labor Services		8		3		4		0		1		0		0

		Workers' Compensation		2		1		1		0		0		0		0

		Policy Office		2		2		0		0		0		0		0

		UI Services		5		3		0		0		1		0		0

		WDCA		31		9		15		4		2		1		1

		TOTALS		62		24		23		7		5		1		2

				Turnover 7.6%

		*Personal Reasons include better job, travel, health, relocate

				IWD Leave Usage 6/25/98-6/25/99						IWD Leave Usage 6/26/99 - 6/23/00

		Division		Funeral Leave		Adoption Leave		Sick Leave				Sick Leave Hours				Enforced Sick

		CASD		277.25		0.00		3,840.69		Administrative Service Division		5016.20				1,002.48

		Director's Office		0.00		0.00		354.47		Director/Appeal		2,285.46				182.00

		Labor Services		430.00		0.00		6,302.99		Labor Services Division		7,061.54				964.52

		Policy Office		0.00		0.00		130.00		Policy & Information  Division		3,420.86				818.33

		RIS		121.00		0.00		4,001.62		Unemployment Insurance Services Div.		11,990.30				2,405.48

		UI Services		465.01		0.00		9,324.90		Workers Compensation Commissioner		2,072.36				382.00

		Workers' Comp.		198.50		0.00		3,182.78		WDCA Division		28,189.58				4,703.13

		WDCA		1,677.00		0.00		25,570.93

		IWD TOTAL		3,168.76		0.00		52,708.38		TOTAL		60,036.30				10,457.94

				Ave/employee				62.01		Ave/employee		70.80

								7.75 days				8.85 days		FY00 State average = 7.87 days

		IWD Leave Usage 6/23/00 - 6/21/01

				Sick Leave hours taken		Enforced Sick Leave hours taken

		Administrative Services		4,358.94		648.80

		Director/Appeals		1730.08		239

		Labor Services		6,551.76		1,067.78

		Worker's Compensation		2,689.29		235.62

		Policy Office		3,354.41		746.87

		UI Services		22,962.06		2032.40

		WDCA		26,372.60		5,265.23

		TOTALS		68,019.14		10,235.70

		Ave/employee		82.95 hours		10.37 days		FY00 average for state government

		4. Federal and state financial reports will be completed in a timely and accurate manner.

		FY99 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY00 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY01 - 95% of reports were completed in a timely basis.

		5. Annual audit report will contain no major findings.

		FY99 - Report had major finding.

		FY00 - Report had major finding.

		FY01- audit report has not been received from State Auditor.

		Diversity of IWD Workforce

				Total IWD Employees		Total Minority Employees		% of IWD Employees who are Minorities		% of All State Employees who are Minorities

		FY97		892		101		11		5

		FY98		864		95		11		5

		FY99		850		96		11		5

		FY00		848		113		13.3		5

		FY01		820		112		12.2		5
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				Adjudication & Compliance

		1. To provide workers' compensation arbitration and review-reopening decisions within an average of 75 days from the date of hearing.

		Fiscal Year		Average Days from Hearing to Decision

		FY88		136

		FY89		175

		FY90		171

		FY91		146

		FY92		83

		FY93		54

		FY94		56

		FY95		58

		FY96		69

		FY97		50

		FY98		33

		FY99		85

		FY00		79

		FY01		72

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		2. To conduct a workers' compensation mediation conference within 180 days from date of application.

		Fiscal

		Year		Average Age		Overall Age

		FY92		98		98

		FY93		288		193

		FY94		200		195.33

		FY95		171		189.25

		FY96		316		214.6

		FY97		88		193.5

		FY98		137		185.43

		FY99		120		198.00

		FY00		162.25		212.87

		FY01		113		161.00

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		3. 70% of all unemployment decisions will be issued within thirty days of the filing of the appeal.

		Year		% Issued w/in 30 days

		1996		85.80%

		1997		84.10%

		1998		86.40%

		1999		84.90%

		2000		75.87%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)

		4. 90% of random sample cases for the Department of Labor's criteria for measuring lower authority

		unemployment appeals quality will score 80% or higher.

		Year		% of cases met DOL criteria

		1997		95%

		1998		95%

		1999		96.3%

		2000		98.8%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)





		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Average Days from Hearing to Decision



		0

		0

		0

		0



1997         1998          1999          2000

Percentage of UI Appeals Meeting DOL's Quality Standards



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Average Days From Application to Mediation




_1082898602.xls
Chart2

		0.946

		0.958

		0.96

		0.937

		0.952

		0.954



1995 1996 1997  1998  1999  2000

Measurement of the UI Tax Performance System



Labor Exc

						Labor Exchange BFR Measures

		1. Maintain or increase the percentage of successful matches (placements/obtained employment/Making

		Connection matches) for assisted exchanges.

		Program Year		Total Applicants		Applicants that Entered Employment		Percentage

		1993		292,581		57,078		20%

		1994		288,118		54,183		19%

		1995		279,200		56,237		21%

		1996		263,621		47,532		19%

		1997		241,400		66,918		27%

		1998		213,929		66,613		31%

		1999		215,792		68,371		32%

		2000		194,213		61,007		32%

				1,988,854		477,939

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		2. Maintain/increase the average wage of permanent job orders.

		Program Year		Total Job Orders		Average Hourly wage of Job Orders Placed

		1993		118,432		NA

		1994		136,470		NA

		1995		138,284		NA

		1996		120,876		$7.30

		1997		129,573		$7.75

		1998		131,502		$7.95

		1999		123,870		$8.09

		2000		104,228		$8.68

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		Web Site Usage

				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)

		July, 99				256,562

		August, 99				311,634

		Sept., 99				306,605

		Oct., 99				28,840

		Nov., 99				37,563

		Dec., 99				27,551

		Jan., 00		1,804,927		41,716		Jan., 01				367,401

		Feb., 00		1,577,470		41,200		Feb., 01				185,112

		Mar,. 00		1,569,594		52,706		Mar,. 01				279,509

		Apr., 00		1,434,018		71,364		Apr., 01				289,529

		May., 00		1,302,348		79,061		May., 01				323,467

		June, 00		1,388,195		74,681		June, 01				335,677

		July, 00		1,731,644		84,566		July, 01		1,780,682		395,672

		August, 00		1,767,459		99,583		August, 01		2,256,587		523,961

		Sept., 00		1,914,751		92,874		Sept., 01		1,965,451

		Oct., 00		1,998,381		117,978		Oct., 01

		Nov., 00		2,057,661		INA		Nov., 01

		Dec., 00		1,938,481		107,329		Dec., 01

		Totals		20,484,929		1,831,813						2,147,815

		4. Customer satisfaction rates of employers and workers
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UI

								UI BFR Measures

		1. Maintain a proper rate of 92% as determined by the Benefits Accuracy Measurement program.

		Calendar Year		BAM

		1995		92.90%

		1996		92.40%

		1997		92.20%

		1998		91.90%

		1999		91.40%

		2000		90.60%

		2. In the Tax Performance System (TPS) reviews, 94% of acceptance sample cases will pass.

		Calendar Year		TPS

		1995		94.60%

		1996		95.80%

		1997		96.00%

		1998		93.70%

		1999		95.20%

		2000		95.40%

		3. Maintain customer satisfaction with services received at a 95% level.
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Info, TA & CS

						Workforce Skill Development BFR Measures

		1. Skill enhancement – training completions, educational level attained, certifications achieved.

		2. Entered employment rate.						*JTPA was replaced with WIA in PY2000.  Numbers are not necessarily comparable

				JTPA/WIA Entered Employment Rate

		Prog Yr		Adult -		Youth -		Dislocated Workers-

		93		65.48%		59.68%

		94		67.63%		58.20%		78.49%

		95		68.43%		67.68%		76.36%

		96		68.54%		67.66%		75.54%

		97		71.90%		71.75%		76.56%

		98		74.18%		72.77%		80.00%

		99		63.41%		73.81%		78.90%

		00*		72.00%		77.00%		87.00%

		Source: WIA Performance Measures - Joe Haessig

		3. Positive earnings impact over time.

		Data for PY2000 is not yet available.

		4. Reduction of dependency on public assistance (Welfare, Food Stamps, UI).

								PROMISE JOBS RESULTS

		MONTH		NUMBER OF		% of FIP		No. of FIP Families		Ave. Hourly Wage		Average Wage for		%  of FIP Families Leaving

		YEAR		FIP CASES		Families w/		w/ at least 1		of Families Leaving		Families Currently		& Not Returning w/in 1 Yr.

						Employed Adult		Employed Adult		due to Income		on FIP

		Jan-94				26%		10,279						53.0%

		Jun-94		39,718

		Jan-95		37,195		31%		11,530						58.3%

		Jun-95		35,492

		Jan-96		33,437		32%		10,799		$   6.50				59.6%

		Jun-96		31,814

		Jan-97		28,814		34%		9,797		$   6.76		$   5.86		60.4%

		35611.0		28,273

		Jan-98		25,744		39%		7,955		$   7.10		$   6.09		60.9%

		35976.0		24,461

		Jan-99		22,302		28%		6,245		$   7.56		$   6.46		61.8%

		36341.0		21,256

		36526.0		19,407		26%		5,122		$   7.75		na		63.20%

		Jun-00		19,558

		Jan-01		19,158		26%		4,982		na		na		62.90%

		Jun-01		20,001

		(Source: Tony Dietsch/John Williams)

		5. WIA Customer Satisfaction Data.

		Data is currently being collected, but not yet available.
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Compliance & Lic.

				Information, Technical Assistance, & Consultation

		1. Produce contract deliverables in a timely manner and within quality parameters.

		FY98		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY99		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY00		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY01		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

				For the OES survey, Iowa exceeded the requirement, having a 78.5 percent response for units and a 81.3 percent response for employment.  The requirement is 75 percent.  This was the statewide response for the 1999 survey which was completed in August 2000

		2. Customer contacts per quarter (includes presentations, customized services, follow-up services, and training).

		FY01		There were over 1000 customer contacts during FY01.  This included persons receiving training in using Labor Market Information, presentations for specific users and presentations to the Regional Workforce Investment Boards.

		3. Department publications available and disseminated per quarter.

		Year		Publications Produced/Disseminated

		FY99		90

		FY00		95

		FY01		93

		4. Customer satisfaction

		FY99 - 98% find the LMI Directory publication useful and want to continue receiving it.

		FY00 - 83% of those responding to Licensed Occupations publications survey had no suggestions for improvement.

		FY01 - 87% of those attending refresher training on using Labor Market Information resources with various customers rated the training as good or excellent.

		5. News Releases Issued

		1994		48

		1995		59

		1996		29

		1997		37

		1998		37

		1999		32

		2000		37

		2001		52



Col1 =Adults
Col2 = Youth
Col3 = Dislocated Workers



Support Services

						Compliance & Licensing

		1. Improve the overall occupational injury and illness incidence rates in Iowa.

		(All industries including state and local governments)

				Iowa Injury Incidence Rates

				Number of Cases per 100 employees

		Calendar Year

		1993		10.4

		1994		10.6

		1995		10.1

		1996		9.6

		1997		9.3

		1998		9.1

		1999		8.5

		Source: OSHA Statistics, John Patramanis

		2. Increase percentage of consultations responded to within 60 days.

				FY96		37%

				FY97		53%

				FY98		57%

				FY99		67%

				FY00		76%

				FY01		79%

		(Source: Suzanne Hutton, Consultation)

		3. Minimize the number of accidents in the operation of boilers, elevators and amusement rides.

		Fiscal Year				Elevator Investigations						Amusement Personal Injuries

		1995				28						0

		1996				30						4

		1997				29						5

		1998				33						6

		1999				16						4

		2000				21						5

		2001				15						2

		There were no serious injuries reported during the above time periods as a result of boiler or pressure vessel accidents.

		(Source: John Patramanis, Labor Division)

		4. (Future) Customer satisfaction.
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				Support Services

		1. Increase training and skill levels of IWD staff.

		Fiscal Year		Training Sessions		Staff		Ave.Sessions/		Ave.Attendance/

				Held		Attendance		Month		Session

		1998		272		2,474		22.7		9

		1999		196		1,904		16.3		10

		2000		243		2,727		20.0		12

		2001		310		3,329		26.0		11

		(Source: Jackie Mallory, Employee Services)

		2. Decrease turnover, absenteeism, and IWD

		grievances within our control.

		Fiscal Year		Grievances		Civil Rights Complaints

		1990		37

		1991		38

		1992		39

		1993		58

		1994		38

		1995		19

		1996		29

		1997		19

		1998		17

		1999		10

		2000		5

		2001

				IWD Turnover 6/25/98-6/25/99

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		CASD		9		2		3		3		1

		Director's Office		0

		Labor Services		3		1		1				1

		Policy Office		0

		RIS		7		6				1

		UI Services		6		1		4		1

		Workers' Comp.		5		3		1		1

		WDCA		22		12		7		1				2

		IWD TOTAL		52		25		16		7		2		2

				6.1% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

				IWD Turnover 6/26/99-6/23/00

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		Admin. Services		14		3		7		2		2

		Director/Appeals		6		1		4		1

		Labor Services		7		3		4

		Policy & Info.		1		1

		UI Services		21		12		1		8

		Workers' Comp.		4		2		1		1

		WDCA		33		12		16		3		2

		IWD TOTAL		86		34		33		15		4		0

				10.2% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

		IWD Turnover 6/24/2000-6/21/2001

		Divison		Total Employees Who Left		Personal Reasons*		Retirement		Transfer		Dismissal		LTD		Death

		Administrative Services		14		6		3		3		1		0		1

		Director/Appeals		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Labor Services		8		3		4		0		1		0		0

		Workers' Compensation		2		1		1		0		0		0		0

		Policy Office		2		2		0		0		0		0		0

		UI Services		5		3		0		0		1		0		0

		WDCA		31		9		15		4		2		1		1

		TOTALS		62		24		23		7		5		1		2

				Turnover 7.6%

		*Personal Reasons include better job, travel, health, relocate

				IWD Leave Usage 6/25/98-6/25/99						IWD Leave Usage 6/26/99 - 6/23/00

		Division		Funeral Leave		Adoption Leave		Sick Leave				Sick Leave Hours				Enforced Sick

		CASD		277.25		0.00		3,840.69		Administrative Service Division		5016.20				1,002.48

		Director's Office		0.00		0.00		354.47		Director/Appeal		2,285.46				182.00

		Labor Services		430.00		0.00		6,302.99		Labor Services Division		7,061.54				964.52

		Policy Office		0.00		0.00		130.00		Policy & Information  Division		3,420.86				818.33

		RIS		121.00		0.00		4,001.62		Unemployment Insurance Services Div.		11,990.30				2,405.48

		UI Services		465.01		0.00		9,324.90		Workers Compensation Commissioner		2,072.36				382.00

		Workers' Comp.		198.50		0.00		3,182.78		WDCA Division		28,189.58				4,703.13

		WDCA		1,677.00		0.00		25,570.93

		IWD TOTAL		3,168.76		0.00		52,708.38		TOTAL		60,036.30				10,457.94

				Ave/employee				62.01		Ave/employee		70.80

								7.75 days				8.85 days		FY00 State average = 7.87 days

		IWD Leave Usage 6/23/00 - 6/21/01

				Sick Leave hours taken		Enforced Sick Leave hours taken

		Administrative Services		4,358.94		648.80

		Director/Appeals		1730.08		239

		Labor Services		6,551.76		1,067.78

		Worker's Compensation		2,689.29		235.62

		Policy Office		3,354.41		746.87

		UI Services		22,962.06		2032.40

		WDCA		26,372.60		5,265.23

		TOTALS		68,019.14		10,235.70

		Ave/employee		82.95 hours		10.37 days		FY00 average for state government

		4. Federal and state financial reports will be completed in a timely and accurate manner.

		FY99 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY00 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY01 - 95% of reports were completed in a timely basis.

		5. Annual audit report will contain no major findings.

		FY99 - Report had major finding.

		FY00 - Report had major finding.

		FY01- audit report has not been received from State Auditor.

		Diversity of IWD Workforce

				Total IWD Employees		Total Minority Employees		% of IWD Employees who are Minorities		% of All State Employees who are Minorities

		FY97		892		101		11		5

		FY98		864		95		11		5

		FY99		850		96		11		5

		FY00		848		113		13.3		5

		FY01		820		112		12.2		5
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				Adjudication & Compliance

		1. To provide workers' compensation arbitration and review-reopening decisions within an average of 75 days from the date of hearing.

		Fiscal Year		Average Days from Hearing to Decision

		FY88		136

		FY89		175

		FY90		171

		FY91		146

		FY92		83

		FY93		54

		FY94		56

		FY95		58

		FY96		69

		FY97		50

		FY98		33

		FY99		85

		FY00		79

		FY01		72

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		2. To conduct a workers' compensation mediation conference within 180 days from date of application.

		Fiscal

		Year		Average Age		Overall Age

		FY92		98		98

		FY93		288		193

		FY94		200		195.33

		FY95		171		189.25

		FY96		316		214.6

		FY97		88		193.5

		FY98		137		185.43

		FY99		120		198.00

		FY00		162.25		212.87

		FY01		113		161.00

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		3. 70% of all unemployment decisions will be issued within thirty days of the filing of the appeal.

		Year		% Issued w/in 30 days

		1996		85.80%

		1997		84.10%

		1998		86.40%

		1999		84.90%

		2000		75.87%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)

		4. 90% of random sample cases for the Department of Labor's criteria for measuring lower authority

		unemployment appeals quality will score 80% or higher.

		Year		% of cases met DOL criteria

		1997		95%

		1998		95%

		1999		96.3%

		2000		98.8%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)
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Labor Exc

						Labor Exchange BFR Measures

		1. Maintain or increase the percentage of successful matches (placements/obtained employment/Making

		Connection matches) for assisted exchanges.

		Program Year		Total Applicants		Applicants that Entered Employment		Percentage

		1993		292,581		57,078		20%

		1994		288,118		54,183		19%

		1995		279,200		56,237		21%

		1996		263,621		47,532		19%

		1997		241,400		66,918		27%

		1998		213,929		66,613		31%

		1999		215,792		68,371		32%

		2000		194,213		61,007		32%

				1,988,854		477,939

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		2. Maintain/increase the average wage of permanent job orders.

		Program Year		Total Job Orders		Average Hourly wage of Job Orders Placed

		1993		118,432		NA

		1994		136,470		NA

		1995		138,284		NA

		1996		120,876		$7.30

		1997		129,573		$7.75

		1998		131,502		$7.95

		1999		123,870		$8.09

		2000		104,228		$8.68

		(Source: ETA Quarterly 9002 Report)

		Web Site Usage

				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)				Iowa Jobs Site		IWD Home Site (Source: Iowa Access)

		July, 99				256,562

		August, 99				311,634

		Sept., 99				306,605

		Oct., 99				28,840

		Nov., 99				37,563

		Dec., 99				27,551

		Jan., 00		1,804,927		41,716		Jan., 01				367,401

		Feb., 00		1,577,470		41,200		Feb., 01				185,112

		Mar,. 00		1,569,594		52,706		Mar,. 01				279,509

		Apr., 00		1,434,018		71,364		Apr., 01				289,529

		May., 00		1,302,348		79,061		May., 01				323,467

		June, 00		1,388,195		74,681		June, 01				335,677

		July, 00		1,731,644		84,566		July, 01		1,780,682		395,672

		August, 00		1,767,459		99,583		August, 01		2,256,587		523,961

		Sept., 00		1,914,751		92,874		Sept., 01		1,965,451

		Oct., 00		1,998,381		117,978		Oct., 01

		Nov., 00		2,057,661		INA		Nov., 01

		Dec., 00		1,938,481		107,329		Dec., 01

		Totals		20,484,929		1,831,813						2,147,815

		4. Customer satisfaction rates of employers and workers
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UI

								UI BFR Measures

		1. Maintain a proper rate of 92% as determined by the Benefits Accuracy Measurement program.

		Calendar Year		BAM

		1995		92.90%

		1996		92.40%

		1997		92.20%

		1998		91.90%

		1999		91.40%

		2000		90.60%

		2. In the Tax Performance System (TPS) reviews, 94% of acceptance sample cases will pass.

		Calendar Year		TPS

		1995		94.60%

		1996		95.80%

		1997		96.00%

		1998		93.70%

		1999		95.20%

		2000		95.40%

		3. Maintain customer satisfaction with services received at a 95% level.
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Info, TA & CS

						Workforce Skill Development BFR Measures

		1. Skill enhancement – training completions, educational level attained, certifications achieved.

		2. Entered employment rate.						*JTPA was replaced with WIA in PY2000.  Numbers are not necessarily comparable

				JTPA/WIA Entered Employment Rate

		Prog Yr		Adult -		Youth -		Dislocated Workers-

		93		65.48%		59.68%

		94		67.63%		58.20%		78.49%

		95		68.43%		67.68%		76.36%

		96		68.54%		67.66%		75.54%

		97		71.90%		71.75%		76.56%

		98		74.18%		72.77%		80.00%

		99		63.41%		73.81%		78.90%

		00*		72.00%		77.00%		87.00%

		Source: WIA Performance Measures - Joe Haessig

		3. Positive earnings impact over time.

		Data for PY2000 is not yet available.

		4. Reduction of dependency on public assistance (Welfare, Food Stamps, UI).

								PROMISE JOBS RESULTS

		MONTH		NUMBER OF		% of FIP		No. of FIP Families		Ave. Hourly Wage		Average Wage for		%  of FIP Families Leaving

		YEAR		FIP CASES		Families w/		w/ at least 1		of Families Leaving		Families Currently		& Not Returning w/in 1 Yr.

						Employed Adult		Employed Adult		due to Income		on FIP

		Jan-94				26%		10,279						53.0%

		Jun-94		39,718

		Jan-95		37,195		31%		11,530						58.3%

		Jun-95		35,492

		Jan-96		33,437		32%		10,799		$   6.50				59.6%

		Jun-96		31,814

		Jan-97		28,814		34%		9,797		$   6.76		$   5.86		60.4%

		35611.0		28,273

		Jan-98		25,744		39%		7,955		$   7.10		$   6.09		60.9%

		35976.0		24,461

		Jan-99		22,302		28%		6,245		$   7.56		$   6.46		61.8%

		36341.0		21,256

		36526.0		19,407		26%		5,122		$   7.75		na		63.20%

		Jun-00		19,558

		Jan-01		19,158		26%		4,982		na		na		62.90%

		Jun-01		20,001

		(Source: Tony Dietsch/John Williams)

		5. WIA Customer Satisfaction Data.

		Data is currently being collected, but not yet available.
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Compliance & Lic.

				Information, Technical Assistance, & Consultation

		1. Produce contract deliverables in a timely manner and within quality parameters.

		FY98		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY99		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY00		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

		FY01		Contract deliverables were produced on time and met quality parameters.

				For the OES survey, Iowa exceeded the requirement, having a 78.5 percent response for units and a 81.3 percent response for employment.  The requirement is 75 percent.  This was the statewide response for the 1999 survey which was completed in August 2000

		2. Customer contacts per quarter (includes presentations, customized services, follow-up services, and training).

		FY01		There were over 1000 customer contacts during FY01.  This included persons receiving training in using Labor Market Information, presentations for specific users and presentations to the Regional Workforce Investment Boards.

		3. Department publications available and disseminated per quarter.

		Year		Publications Produced/Disseminated

		FY99		90

		FY00		95

		FY01		93

		4. Customer satisfaction

		FY99 - 98% find the LMI Directory publication useful and want to continue receiving it.

		FY00 - 83% of those responding to Licensed Occupations publications survey had no suggestions for improvement.

		FY01 - 87% of those attending refresher training on using Labor Market Information resources with various customers rated the training as good or excellent.

		5. News Releases Issued

		1994		48

		1995		59

		1996		29

		1997		37

		1998		37

		1999		32

		2000		37

		2001		52
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Col3 = Dislocated Workers



Support Services

						Compliance & Licensing

		1. Improve the overall occupational injury and illness incidence rates in Iowa.

		(All industries including state and local governments)

				Iowa Injury Incidence Rates

				Number of Cases per 100 employees

		Calendar Year

		1993		10.4

		1994		10.6

		1995		10.1

		1996		9.6

		1997		9.3

		1998		9.1

		1999		8.5

		Source: OSHA Statistics, John Patramanis

		2. Increase percentage of consultations responded to within 60 days.

				FY96		37%

				FY97		53%

				FY98		57%

				FY99		67%

				FY00		76%

				FY01		79%

		(Source: Suzanne Hutton, Consultation)

		3. Minimize the number of accidents in the operation of boilers, elevators and amusement rides.

		Fiscal Year				Elevator Investigations						Amusement Personal Injuries

		1995				28						0

		1996				30						4

		1997				29						5

		1998				33						6

		1999				16						4

		2000				21						5

		2001				15						2

		There were no serious injuries reported during the above time periods as a result of boiler or pressure vessel accidents.

		(Source: John Patramanis, Labor Division)

		4. (Future) Customer satisfaction.
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				Support Services

		1. Increase training and skill levels of IWD staff.

		Fiscal Year		Training Sessions		Staff		Ave.Sessions/		Ave.Attendance/

				Held		Attendance		Month		Session

		1998		272		2,474		22.7		9

		1999		196		1,904		16.3		10

		2000		243		2,727		20.0		12

		2001		310		3,329		26.0		11

		(Source: Jackie Mallory, Employee Services)

		2. Decrease turnover, absenteeism, and IWD

		grievances within our control.

		Fiscal Year		Grievances		Civil Rights Complaints

		1990		37

		1991		38

		1992		39

		1993		58

		1994		38

		1995		19

		1996		29

		1997		19

		1998		17

		1999		10

		2000		5

		2001

				IWD Turnover 6/25/98-6/25/99

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		CASD		9		2		3		3		1

		Director's Office		0

		Labor Services		3		1		1				1

		Policy Office		0

		RIS		7		6				1

		UI Services		6		1		4		1

		Workers' Comp.		5		3		1		1

		WDCA		22		12		7		1				2

		IWD TOTAL		52		25		16		7		2		2

				6.1% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

				IWD Turnover 6/26/99-6/23/00

		Division		Total Employees		Personal		Retirement		Transfer		Termination		LT Disability

				Who Left		Reasons*

		Admin. Services		14		3		7		2		2

		Director/Appeals		6		1		4		1

		Labor Services		7		3		4

		Policy & Info.		1		1

		UI Services		21		12		1		8

		Workers' Comp.		4		2		1		1

		WDCA		33		12		16		3		2

		IWD TOTAL		86		34		33		15		4		0

				10.2% turnover

		*Personal reasons include better job, attend college, travel, relocate

		IWD Turnover 6/24/2000-6/21/2001

		Divison		Total Employees Who Left		Personal Reasons*		Retirement		Transfer		Dismissal		LTD		Death

		Administrative Services		14		6		3		3		1		0		1

		Director/Appeals		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Labor Services		8		3		4		0		1		0		0

		Workers' Compensation		2		1		1		0		0		0		0

		Policy Office		2		2		0		0		0		0		0

		UI Services		5		3		0		0		1		0		0

		WDCA		31		9		15		4		2		1		1

		TOTALS		62		24		23		7		5		1		2

				Turnover 7.6%

		*Personal Reasons include better job, travel, health, relocate

				IWD Leave Usage 6/25/98-6/25/99						IWD Leave Usage 6/26/99 - 6/23/00

		Division		Funeral Leave		Adoption Leave		Sick Leave				Sick Leave Hours				Enforced Sick

		CASD		277.25		0.00		3,840.69		Administrative Service Division		5016.20				1,002.48

		Director's Office		0.00		0.00		354.47		Director/Appeal		2,285.46				182.00

		Labor Services		430.00		0.00		6,302.99		Labor Services Division		7,061.54				964.52

		Policy Office		0.00		0.00		130.00		Policy & Information  Division		3,420.86				818.33

		RIS		121.00		0.00		4,001.62		Unemployment Insurance Services Div.		11,990.30				2,405.48

		UI Services		465.01		0.00		9,324.90		Workers Compensation Commissioner		2,072.36				382.00

		Workers' Comp.		198.50		0.00		3,182.78		WDCA Division		28,189.58				4,703.13

		WDCA		1,677.00		0.00		25,570.93

		IWD TOTAL		3,168.76		0.00		52,708.38		TOTAL		60,036.30				10,457.94

				Ave/employee				62.01		Ave/employee		70.80

								7.75 days				8.85 days		FY00 State average = 7.87 days

		IWD Leave Usage 6/23/00 - 6/21/01

				Sick Leave hours taken		Enforced Sick Leave hours taken

		Administrative Services		4,358.94		648.80

		Director/Appeals		1730.08		239

		Labor Services		6,551.76		1,067.78

		Worker's Compensation		2,689.29		235.62

		Policy Office		3,354.41		746.87

		UI Services		22,962.06		2032.40

		WDCA		26,372.60		5,265.23

		TOTALS		68,019.14		10,235.70

		Ave/employee		82.95 hours		10.37 days		FY00 average for state government

		4. Federal and state financial reports will be completed in a timely and accurate manner.

		FY99 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY00 - Reports not completed in timely manner.

		FY01 - 95% of reports were completed in a timely basis.

		5. Annual audit report will contain no major findings.

		FY99 - Report had major finding.

		FY00 - Report had major finding.

		FY01- audit report has not been received from State Auditor.

		Diversity of IWD Workforce

				Total IWD Employees		Total Minority Employees		% of IWD Employees who are Minorities		% of All State Employees who are Minorities

		FY97		892		101		11		5

		FY98		864		95		11		5

		FY99		850		96		11		5

		FY00		848		113		13.3		5

		FY01		820		112		12.2		5
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				Adjudication & Compliance

		1. To provide workers' compensation arbitration and review-reopening decisions within an average of 75 days from the date of hearing.

		Fiscal Year		Average Days from Hearing to Decision

		FY88		136

		FY89		175

		FY90		171

		FY91		146

		FY92		83

		FY93		54

		FY94		56

		FY95		58

		FY96		69

		FY97		50

		FY98		33

		FY99		85

		FY00		79

		FY01		72

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		2. To conduct a workers' compensation mediation conference within 180 days from date of application.

		Fiscal

		Year		Average Age		Overall Age

		FY92		98		98

		FY93		288		193

		FY94		200		195.33

		FY95		171		189.25

		FY96		316		214.6

		FY97		88		193.5

		FY98		137		185.43

		FY99		120		198.00

		FY00		162.25		212.87

		FY01		113		161.00

		(Source: Rex Kitchen, Worker's Compensation Division)

		3. 70% of all unemployment decisions will be issued within thirty days of the filing of the appeal.

		Year		% Issued w/in 30 days

		1996		85.80%

		1997		84.10%

		1998		86.40%

		1999		84.90%

		2000		75.87%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)

		4. 90% of random sample cases for the Department of Labor's criteria for measuring lower authority

		unemployment appeals quality will score 80% or higher.

		Year		% of cases met DOL criteria

		1997		95%

		1998		95%

		1999		96.3%

		2000		98.8%

		(Source: Dan Anderson, UI Appeals)
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