
2003 Innovations Awards Program
Application Form

ID #:  ________________

Category: _____________

State:       Ohio                _                
1. Program Name

Performance Center

2. Administering Agency

Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS)

3. Contact Person (Name & Title)

Neva Terry, Deputy Director of the Office of Research, Assessment and Accountability

4. Address

4300 Kimberly Parkway

Columbus, OH  43232

5. Telephone Number

614/728-9202

6. FAX Number

614/728-8675

7. E-mail Address

terryn@odjfs.state.oh.us
8. Please provide a two-sentence description of the program.

The Performance Center is a performance measurement and management tool that is modeled after the City of Baltimore’s CitiStat and New York’s CompStat projects.  The Performance Center focuses on operational as well as program-based measurement areas to support the Department’s desired outcomes.

9. How long has this program been operational (month and year)?

The program has been operational for over one year.  The first Performance Center meeting was held in March 2002.

10. Why was the program created? (What problem[s] or issue[s] was it designed to address?)

ODJFS, a cabinet level department comprised of over 3500 employees, is responsible for the administration of various human and employment service programs with an annual budget of more than $17 billion dollars.  The Director recognized the value of the performance measurement concept and established the Performance Center with three main objectives:  to enhance communications; establish priorities, facilitate strategic planning, manage resources, and; establish individual and organizational accountability.

11. Describe the specific activities and operations of the program in chronological order.

Working with each of the Department’s sixteen (16) offices, the Performance Center Team develops specific measures which:

· Sustain the agency’s strategic plan;

· Gauge the performance goals the Director has established with the Governor;

· Track progress towards achieving the identified goals for each Office’s program priorities.

Once these measures are established, existing data is reviewed for reliability in tracking performance.  If data does not currently exist, the Performance Center Team works with the office to develop new data sets that will serve this purpose.

Once the data is received and reviewed by the Team, a draft report for each measure or set of related measures is prepared through various stages.  These reports, which are the basis for the discussion at the meetings, include an overview, background information, business rules and definitions, analysis and discussion points, charts, and graphs. The overview, background, and data tables are sent to program experts for final review and sign-off.
Quality checks are performed each time a new measure is created or the information is updated.  Data quality issues that are uncovered during the development process are reported back to the data source or responsible business unit and noted in the Performance Center documentation.  
Advance copies of the reports are provided to the executive staff prior to the meeting and shared during the meeting with guests and other attendees.

From these reports, multimedia presentations are prepared that include the use of charts, graphs, animation, video, and audio that enhance the communication of the data and analysis.

The Deputy Director or designee discuss the progress of their specific office measures followed by a question and answer period.

12. Why is the program a new and creative approach or method?

Historically, other than federally mandated measures, no deliberate way of developing performance measures was undertaken.  Activities and deliverables were linked to the department’s outcomes but no targets or measures were set to track performance.  Little data existed to drive improvement and there was no centralized approach to tracking office performance.

The Performance Center the approach is to track performance and the score of the outcome being measured. Key decisions makers are at the table and critical interrelationships come together, enabling collaborative problems solving.  

13. What were the program’s start-up costs? (Provide detail about specific purchases for this program, staffing needs and other financial expenditures, as well as existing materials, technology and staff already in place.)  

The Performance Center facility including computers, projection equipment, and control room costs were approximately $20,000

The start-up personnel costs for the three existing staff persons were approximately $279,000, including fringe benefits.
14. What are the program’s annual operational costs?

For the current five full time and one half time persons, the costs are approximately $460,000, including fringe benefits.
15. How is the program funded? 

Existing State and Federal funding within the department.

16. Did this program require the passage of legislation, executive order or regulations?  If YES, please indicate the citation number.

No passage of legislation, executive order or regulations was required.

17. What equipment, technology and software are used to operate and administer this program?

The Performance Center Room includes state-of-the-art technology.   A control booth located in the rear of the Performance Center room contains two computers, DVD equipment, with audio and video control panels.  Presentations originate from this room on two large screens at the front of the meeting room.  Directly in front of the podium, where each Deputy Director addresses their peers on specific goals, are two monitors projecting the same images that are on these screens allowing the speaker at the podium to see the same information without loosing eye contact with the audience.  Lighting within the Performance Center can be adjusted to accommodate presentation needs.  Each meeting is digitally recorded.

The Performance Center Team utilized a variety of software tools including, ArcView, Final Cut Pro, SPSS, Quattro-Pro, Excel, Access, Paradox , Cognos, and Microstratagies.

18. To the best of your knowledge, did this program originate in your state?  If YES, please indicate the innovator’s name, present address and telephone number.

Although modeled after CitiStat and CompStat, Performance Center is unique in Ohio. We believe this is the first time the approach has been applied to a governmental operation of this size and this complexity.

19. Are you aware of similar programs in other states?  If YES, which ones and how does this program differ?

Yes, please see #18 above.  Performance Center differs because the measurements and desired outcomes are unique to the programs administered by ODJFS.  In addition, the process does not use a confrontational approach to force improvement in public management.  Rather, it is a collaborative and cross-informational approach which, at time, uses levity to create an environment conducive to generate questions, facilitate discussions, and formulate solutions to agreed upon program outcomes.
20. Has the program been fully implemented?  If NO, what actions remain to be taken?

Yes, Performance Center has been fully implemented.  However, the Performance Center continues to evolve and will incorporate many new initiatives, ideas, and opportunities for improvement.

21. Briefly evaluate (pro and con) the program’s effectiveness in addressing the defined problem[s] or issue[s].  Provide tangible examples.  
The Performance Center is based on the philosophy that government cannot manage what it cannot measure.  By identifying key performance measures and bringing together executive staff, the agency is able tap the intellectual capacity of the Department.   This approach is effective as it is founded on four guiding principles:  accurate and timely intelligence to ensure complete analysis; rapid deployment of resources to quickly address problems; effective tactics and strategies to ensure proactive solutions, and; relentless follow-up and assessment to ensure problems do not reoccur.

Examples of impact include:

· In May 2002, the Department was able to report an average response time of 4.2 days to provide answers to constituent inquiries, a reductions of 2 full days from March 2002. 

· In April 2003, the Performance Center reported an 82% reduction (from 115,794 in April 2002 to 20,733 in February 2003) in the number of Child Support applications that had not been worked within 20 days of being received.

· The Performance Center recently reported the Director’s success in meeting his performance goals with the Governor.

The Performance Center becomes increasingly more effective as it cascades through the organization.  The process is used to track performance at the individual level.   

22. How has the program grown and/or changed since its inception?

Since Performance Center is relatively new, there have been no significant changes in the concept itself.  However, the Performance Center has matured to the point where it has recommended that other cabinet directors for similar use in their agencies.  In addition, out-of-state and federal agencies, other Ohio state agencies, local government, and non-profit organizations have attended meetings to gather ideas to implement a similar concept within their organization.
23. What limitations or obstacles might other states expect to encounter if they attempt to adopt this program?
Initially, the accountability process can be threatening.  However, as the public sector accelerates in this direction, agencies will need to develop a process that measures how efficiently it is achieving mission.  This process cannot be viewed as an additional task administrators must handle.  Instead, it must become part of their day-to-day business practice.  
Add space as appropriate to this form.  When complete, return to: 

CSG Innovations Awards 2003
The Council of State Governments

2760 Research Park Drive, P.O. Box 11910

Lexington, KY 40578-1910

innovations@csg.org 

DEADLINE: All original applications must be postmarked or e-mailed by April 11, 2003, to be considered for an Innovations Award for 2003.
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