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INTRODUCTION

Local governments in the Kansas City metropolitan area are interested in performance measurements and a number of them have tried to use performance measures on individual projects or in individual departments. This interest in performance measurement is motivated by several factors:

· Performance measurements are a tool that can assist in assuring the most efficient and effective use of scarce resources.  

· Performance measures are a tool that can be used by budget, administration, and field supervisors to assess specific activities. 

· Performance measurement is a tool recommended by such organizations as the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA), the International City/County Managers Association (ICMA), the American Public Works Association (APWA), the National Association of Counties (NACO), and the Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB). These organizations recommend performance measurement because it provides information that can better inform decision makers.

Despite this interest few local governments in the Kansas City metropolitan area had extensive experience in developing or using performance measurements.

With this interest as a background eleven cities in the Kansas City metropolitan area, along with the Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), the region’s council of governments, developed the Kansas City Performance Measurement Pilot Project. By approaching performance measurement in a cooperative manner the participating cities were able to reduce the costs of expert assistance to their individual governments, were able to learn more about performance measures and how to develop and use them, were able to share information among staff, and were able to compare results to those of other communities going through the same process. The participants in the program were:

· Grandview, Missouri

· Kansas City, Missouri

· Lawrence, Kansas

· Leawood, Kansas

· Lee’s Summit, Missouri

· Lenexa, Kansas

· Liberty, Missouri

· Olathe, Kansas

· Overland Park, Kansas

· Shawnee, Kansas

· Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas

This represents cities in two states with several different fiscal year ending dates.

The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) provided administrative coordination and data collection and analysis. The coalition of cities contracted with The Abrahams Group to provide technical assistance, analysis, reporting, and training.

The objectives of the pilot project were:

· Identify two service areas within public works, develop performance measures for these two service areas, and collect comparable data that the participants can use to assess performance in these areas.

· Assess the practicality of collecting comparable data across multiple jurisdictions and the usability of that data.

· Assess the overall merits of a multiple jurisdiction approach to developing and using performance measures.

· Through implementation of this project and affiliated training assure that participants are knowledgeable in the development and use of effective performance measures.

BACKGROUND

In 1998, through the initiation of the Managers’ Roundtable, the regional organization of city and county managers, local governments in the Kansas City metropolitan area began exploring a joint performance measurement project. This exploration included a visit from some of the principals involved in the North Carolina Local Government Performance Measurement Project. This presentation was followed by discussions and the formation of a study committee of city and county managers and assistants. This committee, in 1999, recommended that cities and counties in the region undertake a pilot performance measurement project that focused on two services in public works.

The pilot project was felt to be the best approach to address several concerns and issues raised by local governments:

· A concern that a performance measurement project would consume an inordinate amount of staff time.

· A concern with how the results of a performance measurement project would be used. In particular, that data from the study might be made public without being placed in proper context.

· Without knowing fully what they were getting into local governments were reluctant to commit significant staff and funds to such a project.

· Cities and counties had a strong interest in becoming more familiar with the benefits, the pitfalls, and the process of performance measurement.

With a commitment from a number of cities the committee, through MARC, issued an RFP for a consultant to assist the cities and MARC in the development of measures, analysis of the data, and in training. The committee selected The Abrahams Group, with Mark Abrahams the principal, partnering with Sheila Shockey of Shockey Consulting Services, a local consulting firm. The project formerly started in January 2000. 

USE OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND THE KC PILOT PROJECT

A major objective of the Kansas City Regional Performance Measurement Pilot Project was to learn the best ways to use the information that is gathered. Therefore, this section is devoted to discussing the issues involved in the use of performance measurement data and the approaches for realizing the fullest potential of the data. This discussion will generally be kept within the context of the Kansas City Regional Performance Measurement Pilot Project.

In general, performance measures are developed to assist in determining whether a particular service is effective and efficient and to assist in determining to what extent goals and objectives have been achieved. An effective service is one that produces outcomes that have been identified as desirable, such as extending the life of a street or keeping dirt and debris off of the streets and has achieved its goals and objectives. An efficient service produces desired outcomes with the smallest expenditure of resources, usually employee time and related expenses. How much input is required for a given output? Generally for a performance measure to be meaningful a standard has to be established, a benchmark, against which the performance measure can be compared. This standard might be set by a recognized organization, be the performance of a recognized program, be the average of a set of referenced local governments, or be past performance of the organization (baseline).

USE ISSUES

The first issue in using performance measurements is one that goes back to the initial design. Are the performance measures good representations of service efficiency or effectiveness or provide valuable context for evaluating such measures? In the case of the pilot project much attention was given to the development of performance measures that would provide information about the efficiency of street sweeping and asphalt repair operations. Although appropriate effectiveness measures were developed there was not enough time available in the study to collect the data and apply them.

The second issue is determining an appropriate standard for comparison. This should actually be considered when the initial measures are developed. Thus, effective performance measures must provide a credible measure of efficiency and there must be a credible standard that the measure can be compared to. This raises the issue of the comparability of the performance measure and the standard. Are both the measure and the standard measuring the same thing? Are they collected in the same way?

The pilot project chose the average of all participants as the standard, similar to the North Carolina project. There are several key issues related to using this standard. The first is whether each city was collecting the same information in the same way, the old notion of comparing apples to apples. This is probably the most difficult aspect of doing a multiple jurisdiction performance measurement project. Just as one example: something as simple as measuring the miles swept turns out to be measured in quite different ways. Some communities measure directly off of odometers. Some use GPS (Geographic Positioning Satellite) information. Some measure on a map. Some figured that their sweepers traveled at an average of 5 miles per hour and they multiplied this speed by the number of hours in the field. Developing comparable data for asphalt repair proved even more challenging. Each city used different methods to determine when a repair was needed, how the repair was done, and how to record a repair. When is a repair a pothole and when is it not a pothole? These questions were never wholly answered and must be accounted for when using the information.

Another issue associated with comparing a city’s performance measurements with the average of other cities, the standard, is that the general circumstances of each city may be considerably different. For example, is the data from a city of 150,000 comparable to the data from a city of 25,000? There were considerable differences in the workload measures between cities. For example one community devoted less than one tenth of a person-hour per lane mile in the city to asphalt repair while another city devoted over one and three quarter person hours per lane mile in the city, about seventeen times the workload. These differences involve policy decisions, but may affect the efficiency measures. For example, a city devoting little resources, relatively, to asphalt repair is probably focusing on the worst cases, while one devoting much more resources may be able to do more preventative work. This may affect their efficiency measures. And will ultimately affect effectiveness measures as well.

A particularly useful standard is past performance within the same organization. First, this solves the problem of the comparability of performance measures with the standard since the measures were collected in the same manner. Second, it resolves the problem of variability of performance measures due to different attributes of the city and the standard, since they are the same city with the same attributes. However, comparing data over time has one major drawback, it only establishes a relative performance comparison and does not establish any kind of absolute standard. Therefore, even though service performance may be improving over time there is no way to know whether the baseline, the first period of data, represents outstanding performance or poor performance. Only an outside standard can do that. Also, there is little information to draw on to determine best practices since only one community is participating.

Once the data is collected and the standard established then a decision must be made on how that information is to be used. One way is to simply judge whether a city is doing better or worse than the standard. However, there has to be extreme confidence in the comparability of the information. In addition, such an approach tends to create winners and losers, which is not conducive to sound management or gaining participants. Finally, such an approach does not necessarily produce improvements.

A more involved approach is to use the information as a guide, a jumping-off point, to examine best practices. The data is used to stimulate examination of two questions. The first is why a particular result differs from the standard? The second question is what could that community do to change its practices in order to change its performance, and does it want to make those changes? In this manner comparative performance measurement becomes a learning experience.

One final, related, issue is how to release the information. There is considerable concern that if the data is released without a discussion of the meaning and context of the information, especially as one community’s information relates to another, that the information can be misused and erroneous conclusions drawn. For the pilot it was felt that the primary audience for the information was public works officials.
USE APPROACH

The recommended approach that was adopted by the pilot project is to use the performance measurement data as the starting point for a best-practices discussion. Such a discussion should have as its goals a better understanding of how the service is provided and a set of best practices for how the service can be provided. The following steps can be used as a guideline for using performance measurement data.

· Review efficiency and effectiveness results and identify differences between community results and the standard

· Identify the extent to which goals and objectives have been achieved

· Identify possible reasons for differences over time and between jurisdictions

· Underlying data collected in a different manner, not comparing apples to apples

· Differences in community context accounts for differences in measures

· Policy differences

· Physical and geographic differences

· Differences in work procedures account for differences

· Determine potential best and better practices 

· Apply the best and better practices to the activity

· Chart changes due to the applying the best or better practices to the activity

This process of successively honing in on the real causes of differences in performance can lead to meaningful changes in performance and an understanding of the consequences of policy decisions on performance. 

Performance measurement can be used by a wide variety of city officials, from elected members of the governing body to line staff, to assess and manage services. In using performance measurements, it is important to realize that these measurements are not an end in themselves, but a tool to stimulate discussion that leads to better understanding of how services are provided and how those services can be improved. This is information that can better inform decision makers.

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT: USING PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Many governments have adopted the principles of performance-based management, also called Managing for Results, with the intention of improving service delivery and becoming more accountable for the results of its work.  The Kansas City Comparative Performance Measurement Project’s commitment to measuring and reporting performance and service delivery results is consistent with recommendations from the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA), the International City and County Management Association (ICMA), the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), the American Public Works Association (APWA), and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). 

The GFOA states:

A key responsibility of state and local governments is to develop and manage programs, services, and their related resources as efficiently and effectively as possible and to communicate the results of these efforts to the stakeholders...When used in the long-term planning process…meaningful performance measurements assist…in identifying financial and program results…and facilitating qualitative improvements in future decisions regarding resource allocation and service delivery. 

The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) has been researching the merits of performance measurement since 1987.  In 1987, the GASB issued Concepts Statement One. This document described several objectives of financial reporting.  Two related objectives are that financial reporting should:

· Allow governments to fulfill their duty to be publicly accountable and should enable users of financial information to assess that accountability.

· Allow users of financial information to understand service efforts, costs and accomplishments.

In 1990, the GASB issued its first related research report entitled: Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting: Its Time Has Come. Since that time, the GASB has published additional research materials and continued its examination of performance measurement. Currently, the GASB is assessing whether or not performance information possesses the characteristics for general purpose external financial reporting. The GASB is planning to issue performance measurement suggested reporting criteria in 2002. The following represents a selection of these criteria:

· Goals and objectives should be clearly stated

· Key outcomes should be included

· Performance reported should be relevant to the goals and objectives

· The ways and extent to which citizens are involved in the establishment of measures, goals and objectives should be stated.

· Reported performance information should be linked to resources provided and the costs of providing services

· Citizen perceptions of the quality and results of services should be reported

· Performance information should be reported regularly at least annually

ICMA has been championing performance measurement for years and has produced several important publications on the subject. In 1994, a group of city and county managers asked ICMA to establish a program to compare performance among like jurisdictions. The resultant ICMA Center for Performance Measurement encourages cities to compare performance, or benchmark, across jurisdictions with the aim of better understanding one’s own performance in relation to industry standards and identifying best practices for possible emulation. 

The AWPA has conducted several national and regional workshops on how performance measurement can help public work agencies improve performance to provide more efficient and effective services.

Finally, the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 was enacted by the Federal Government in order to focus its activities on results and hold agencies accountable for program performance.  The GPRA requires federal agencies “…to establish standards measuring their performance and effectiveness” and “to develop strategic plans describing their overall goals and objectives, annual performance plans containing quantifiable measures of their progress, and performance reports describing their success in meeting those standards and measures.”

President Bush’s Management Agenda states: 

…good beginnings are not the measure of success.  What matters is completion. Performance. Results.  Not just making promises but making good on promises…

In order to meet the challenges of answering the question of how well we are doing and to respond to the recommendations made by the GFOA, GASB, ICMA, and GPRA, the Kansas City Comparative Performance Measurement Project’s has begun the process to implement these concepts. This section highlights the concept of performance-based management.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT TERMS

The GASB conducted a research study and issued guidance in the development, use, and reporting of service efforts and accomplishment (SEA) measures.  The GASB published a research overview report entitled Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting: Its Time Has Come.  This report defines performance measurement and applies these measures to twelve government functions including elementary and secondary education, health, road maintenance, higher education, economic development, mass transit, police, fire, water and wastewater, sanitation, hospitals, and public assistance.  The GASB has issued detailed research reports for eight of the twelve functional areas.  This guidance details types of performance measures as follows:

· Input Indicators--monetary and non-monetary resources such as operating and capital dollars, full-time equivalents, equipment, and direct labor hours

· Output Indicators--the amount of services provided such as the number of lane miles resurfaced or the tons of refuse collected

· Efficiency Indicators--the relationship of input indicators to output or outcome indicators such as the cost per lane mile resurfaced satisfactorily or the cost per ton of refuse collected

· Outcome Indicators--the impact on the customer such as the quality of the work performed as measured by PSI ratings for smooth streets, reduced crime, or reduced fire incidents

· Explanatory Data--a variety of information relevant to a service that helps users to understand the factors affecting performance such as land area, population, or weather conditions.

Many governments are using these definitions and other measures to track performance in their jurisdictions.  A number of governments are utilizing service quality measures to track what is important to citizens such as the timeliness or accuracy of a service or how a customer would rate a service.  These service quality measures can be considered as interim or intermediary outcomes.

Performance Measurement as a Management Tool
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A major component of the performance measurement concept is using performance data for management decisions. Performance measures are most effective when they are used within a performance management or managing for results environment; using performance data for managerial purposes. This is the concept of performance management or Managing for Results.  Performance management focuses on two basic questions:

· How do you know if your programs are effective?

· How do you know if your programs are efficient?

Effectiveness is the relationship of planned missions, objectives and objectives to actual outputs, service quality or outcomes achieved.  By defining program and activity targets and measuring the results in terms of outputs, service quality and outcomes, government effectiveness can be measured and enhanced. Outcomes can be measured by collecting data that measure program success (or lack thereof).  The data are indicators of whether or not the outcome has been met.  Examples of outcomes are drop out rates and test scores for education, mortality and morbidity rates for health services, pavement condition index (PCI) or pavement smoothness rating (PSR) for smooth streets, and so on.  Other measures of quality, timeliness and effectiveness include customer surveys and third party observations.  

Efficiency is the relationship of inputs to outputs, usually expressed in terms of cost per unit or unit costs.  Once the measures are established and performance data are obtained, greater efficiencies can be achieved by increasing the outputs, decreasing the inputs or a combination of both. Efficiency indicators also measure productivity where the inputs are measured in terms of hours.
STANDARDS

The use of performance information helps to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of operations.  The evaluation process identifies one or more standards of performance and compares your performance to that or those standards. This analysis helps to identify service gaps from an efficiency and/or effectiveness viewpoint. This discussion highlights the concept of recognizing standards, conducting a comparative analysis, identifying a service gap, and revising targets.  Questions that will be discussed include: Are the goals and objectives being met?  Are the targets established being achieved?  Are programs efficient?  Are programs effective?

The real value of performance measurement is most evident when a city is able to compare the service delivery of street sweeping, hot asphalt repair, or any activity with relevant standards of service delivery.  Making this comparison gives you information about whether your service levels are “in the ballpark,” so to speak.  Standards can help a government:

1. Recognize how well you are doing against a standard or common denominator of similar products or services.

2. Use the comparisons you have to set a specific target for your own performance related to each of your performance measures.  This is the way you will see how well you are providing services. 

How do you know where you are in relation to where you want to be?  The performance data developed to date are only part of the answer.  How well are you doing in meeting your program goal?  In order to place the data and your performance in perspective, you will compare where you are to a standard, or yardstick.  You need standards because output and outcome data need to be viewed in relation to either trends over time (past performance) or other comparison data.  There are five standards that the project discussed:

1. Past performance (Baseline)

2. Negotiated 

3. Customer/stakeholder requirements

4. Benchmark

5. Industry standard

Using the appropriate standards or standard you can compare your current performance against them and set targets which make sense. Target setting is the process of determining recommended service levels based on a comparative analysis of your current service levels and relevant standards.
RECOGNIZING STANDARDS

The standards outlined below are each a different type of standard.  Each may not be relevant for a particular government, and you should use a standard(s) that provide you with a reasonable way of measuring your own level of service. 

1.  Past Performance (Baseline)

One of the best comparisons of your performance is against yourself.  Past performance refers to your performance over time and is also called “baseline".  You can report current service levels next to prior years' service levels. This listing of prior periods can be by month, quarter or year.  In this case, past performance may be considered as the standard or yardstick with which to compare your current service levels. Baseline (past performance data) should not be used by itself as a valid standard.  Past performance may have been performed at an unacceptable level such that an improved level of performance may still be unacceptable.  Or, circumstances may change over time, and a well-run program may have difficulty maintaining a high level of performance.  Keep in mind that past performance does not mean the program is effectively or efficiently run. In addition, it is very common in establishing a performance measurement system that data is often lacking initially making a baseline of past years impractical. Nonetheless a government can begin to establish a baseline and measure progress overtime.

2. Negotiated 

Negotiated standards are those agreed to between management and staff. Negotiated standards are common in routinized tasks.  These standards are based on the amount of time it should take to complete an activity, or, the amount of work which is determined to be reasonable as part of labor negotiations. Generally, negotiated standards are expressed in terms of planned outputs or the amount of work, or productivity measures such as the number of lane miles to be swept per employee.  These negotiated standards may be either part of a labor contract or contained in written documentation such as a management by objective (MBO) or other documentation.   

3. Customer/Stakeholder Requirements

You may want to consider the customer or stakeholder requirements as the yardstick to compare your performance.  Several questions need to be addressed in this area:

1. What do they need from you?  

2. When do they need your product or service?

3. Do different customers have differing requirements?

4. Benchmarks

A benchmark is another yardstick that may be utilized to provide a meaningful comparative of your performance.  Benchmarking is a process of comparing yourself to other jurisdictions similar to your own in size, population, client types, budget, services, weather conditions, and the like. While the private sector has used benchmarking for many years, only recently are governments beginning to use benchmarking.  Benchmarking is the core of this study.  Benchmarking in its proper context should be viewed as a learning experience. 

5. Industry Standards

Another form of a standard is an industry standard; assessment criteria to measure the quality of the work (outputs) completed or the effectiveness of the service provided.  

For example, the City of Kansas City (KCMO) has developed several industry standards for street conditions. KCMO reports the percent of asphalt arterial and local streets with potholes, cracks, bumps or depressions based on the following standards. Streets failed the assessment criteria if they had:

· Potholes more than one square foot in area and more than one inch deep

· Unsealed cracking over ¼ inch wide and 25 feet long in primary or secondary asphalt arterial roads or more than 100 feet long on local asphalt roads

· Unsealed alligator cracking (a network of cracks that form areas of pavement that are roughly rectangular or triangular) more than 125 square feet in area

· Depressions or bumps (abrupt changes in the payment) more than 1 inch deep or high in asphalt streets or more than 2 inches deep or high in concrete streets.

These industry standards are important because they become an assessment of how well the city is maintaining its streets. As cities begin to develop effectiveness measures, the industry standard may serve as the assessment criteria to understand how effective a city is in maintaining its streets.

For the Kansas City metropolitan project the average of the community benchmark was selected as the standard, similar to the North Carolina project.

ANALYSIS

Based on the comparative to one or more standards, ask yourself:

1. How do your inputs, outputs, efficiency, service quality, and outcome indicators compare?

2. Are your outputs constant over time?  Increasing? Decreasing?

3. Are your costs and cost per unit increasing, decreasing or remaining constant over time? Are you more or less efficient?

4. How about the comparisons of service quality information?

5. What did you learn from the benchmarking comparison?  Is the benchmark information useful?

6. How did you compare to the industry standard?

7. Did one or more of the cities provide street sweeping or hot asphalt repair more efficiently?  If so, why? Can this practice be adopted by your organization? Did you identify a “best practice” or a “better practice”?

8. What can you learn to change in your organization or operations to improve your performance?  

9. Are there techniques, technologies or methodologies that other governments are using or doing that make them more efficient or effective than you? 

10.  To what extend have you achieved your goals and objectives? Why? Why not?

Taken as a whole, what have you learned from this analysis?  It does not matter at this point if your comparison makes you look good or bad.  What does matter is that you have done an analysis, have learned from this analysis, and have applied a better or best practice to reduce your cost or increase your effectiveness, or both.

setting or revising targets 

Once you have completed the comparative review you should:

1. Analyze the difference between your standard and your actual accomplishments (service gaps) and the reasons for the difference.
2. State in specifics what actions are required to address the reasons for service gaps in your programs.

3. Tie budgeted resources for the activity to each of the desired targets.

Your plan to achieve targets may be the first place you examine the logical interrelationships between elements of your activity--how inputs, outputs and the strategy or methods you have chosen all link to produce service quality and outcomes.  Changes to one will have consequences elsewhere.  To the extent you have service gaps, changes to resources or changes to your strategy and methods will make a difference in your ability to meet targets. You may use this exercise to recommended shifting existing resources from one place to another to meet the targets.  It is important to consider whether you can make improvements to your methods of service delivery in order to close the service gaps previously identified, because adding resources (increasing the inputs) is not always an option, and should be pursued only after other strategies have been concluded as ineffective.

Determine Service Level Gap

The service gap is the difference between the current service level and the standard you selected for your comparison.  The following examples are illustrative of the service level gaps.

	Description
	Current Service Level
	Standard
	Service Level Gap

	Direct Labor Hours per Asphalt Repair
	15
	10
	5

	Cost per Lane Mile Swept
	$21.22
	$19.28
	$1.94

	Cubic Yards Collected per Lane Mile Swept
	.62
	.74
	(.12)


Ask Why the Service Level Gap Exists
For each identified gap, you need to examine why it exists so you can develop an appropriate plan for correction.  There are many potential reasons for gaps.  The categories used by quality circles in their “root cause analysis” tool provide a useful starting point to spur your thinking.  Does the service level gap exist due to:

1. Manpower/personnel issues (could include types of staff, number, training, communications, etc.)

2. Machinery or equipment issues (could include automated support, computer systems, new technology, age of equipment, etc.)

3. Method or strategy issues (could include the way you do business)

4. Materials (could include the products or services you receive from other parts of the organization or outside suppliers)

5. Miscellaneous (could include anything else you can think of)

Use this list to “brainstorm” potential causes.  Think as broadly as possible at first--don’t hold back anyone’s suggestion.  Once you’ve generated and captured all the ideas, go back through them as a group and select the ones you think are most likely the cause of the gap.   You may want to talk to managers and staff familiar with the program to help select the most likely causes.

STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS SERVICE LEVEL GAPS

For each explanation of a service gap, you need to decide how you will address the reasons for the service gap.  For example, the gap of five (5) Direct Labor Hours per Asphalt Repair may be caused by equipment breakdowns.  Steps that will be taken to address this problem include the development of an equipment replacement schedule and development of a replacement fund.  

The process to develop strategies is much like the process to identify likely causes.  You should brainstorm many possible solutions with as much input as possible from other knowledgeable parties.  You will then narrow the list and recommend the approach you think will be the most successful.  

BUDGET LINKAGE

It is important for you to know how your resources are linked to your services.  The link between resources and service delivery has been established at the direct cost level. You may obtain additional assistance from the appropriate budget or fiscal staff to further explore your options in costing and budgeting services. If you decide to pursue organizational changes that will impact resource allocations, your fiscal and budget staff will also be able to assist you.

PROCESS

Representatives of the eleven public works departments first met, in January 2000, with the consultant, to determine which services would be the focus. A preliminary survey had been done to narrow the choices. Criteria included services that were provided by all cities and services that public works staff was already gathering information on. The eventual choices included a service provided in a very consistent manner across the metro area, street sweeping; and a service with considerable variability in how it was provided, hot asphalt repair.

Considerable time was spent with public works officials and the consultant to discuss in detail how these services were provided, what kinds of measures would be meaningful, and what data cities were able to collect. For each service the following indicators were developed:

· Workload Indicators – measures of the amount of work to be done

· Input Indicators – measures of dollars and other inputs, such as materials and man-hours, into the service

· Output Indicators – measures of the number of units or products provided

· Efficiency Indicators – measures of output produced by a given input

· Effectiveness Indicators – measures of quality of the outcomes

· Outcome Indicators – measures of the extent which expectations for accomplishments were met

Once several measures were developed for each type of indicator there was a considerable discussion on how the data should be collected. The discussion about what data was to be collected and how it was to be collected went on throughout the project. The consultant developed a data collection template for each service. A principal objective was that, although this was a collaborative project, the project and the data collected had to be useful to the individual participating cities. Also it was decided not to collect indirect costs for the pilot because it was felt this would greatly add to the complexity of data collection without a commensurate gain in useful information. 

Before data collection began, a daylong workshop was held for participants. The morning was for those responsible for data collection. The afternoon was an overview of performance measurement practices for senior management. 

Data collection started with July 2000 information and ended with September 2001 information. Throughout the project the public works staff, consultants, and MARC met to discuss data collection and results. These discussions were invaluable in helping to assure as much consistency as possible in the collection of data across local governments. Considerable time was spent in collecting and cleaning the data. This took a commitment from line staff to develop in-house methods to assure that the same information was collected in the same manner each day. This information than had to be captured and totaled and transferred to the data input template. Once transmitted to MARC the data was reviewed for consistency with the data collected from that jurisdiction as well as across jurisdictions. This process often led to discussions and revisions in data, reconsideration of definitions, or reconsideration of data collection methodologies. 

Because of the difficulty in developing consistent data definitions and means for collecting them and because of concern that this flawed data might be taken out of context, the full report and the results for individual cities is available only to study participants. What follows is a summary of the data collected and lessons learned during the course of the project.

SUMMARY OF DATA

HOT ASPHALT REPAIR

SERVICE DEFINITION

Asphalt Repair is defined as having three components, all involving hot asphalt. These three components are defined as:

· Asphalt Repair -- defined as making a permanent repair by cutting the street and filling the area with hot asphalt.

· Milled -- defined as making a permanent repair by milling down the surface and filling with hot asphalt.

· Pothole repair -- defined as making a permanent repair by filling area with hot asphalt.   This does not include "throw and go" filling with cold mix.

Asphalt Repairs in general involve the use of hot asphalt and the cutting or milling of the street and possibly base repair. Asphalt Repairs does not involve the use of cold asphalt or any repair that does not involve the cutting or milling of the street surface. 
WORKLOAD MEASURES

Lane Miles per Capita: Lane miles represent the total number of lane miles of streets in the city. Lane miles per capita is a measure of the amount of streets that have to be maintained for each citizen of the city. A higher number implies a greater workload as it relates to the number of citizens and, thus, available resources.

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Lane Mile: Direct Labor Hours is the number of labor hours spent by crews in the field performing asphalt repairs. This does not include support staff, mechanics or other labor not directly involved in the patching. DLH per lane mile is a measure of the amount of labor that was devoted to asphalt repair in the city. A higher number implies a higher workload. This measure reflects physical requirements, policy decisions, and method and efficiency of operations.

Tons of Asphalt Used per Lane Mile: Tons of asphalt used is a measure of the amount of material required to perform asphalt repairs. Tons of asphalt used per lane mile is a measure of the amount of material that was required for each mile of road in the city. A higher number implies a higher workload. This measure reflects physical requirements, policy decisions, and method and efficiency of operations.

EFFICIENCY MEASURES

Cost per Ton of Asphalt Used: Cost is the total cost of asphalt repairs including direct labor hours (DLH) and the cost of materials. Total costs do not include equipment cost (see Results) or indirect cost. The total cost per ton of asphalt used is one measure of efficiency. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation. However, cost per ton of asphalt used may be higher if the city is doing a lot of small repairs as opposed to doing a few large repairs.

Cost per Asphalt Repair: Cost per asphalt repair is the total cost, as defined previously, divided by the number of asphalt repairs. The lower the number the more efficient the operation. However, cost per asphalt repair may be lower if a lot of small repairs are done as opposed to a few large repairs. Cost per ton of asphalt used and cost per asphalt repair act as a check on each other since it is expected that the cost per ton would be low when fewer, large projects were done while the cost per asphalt repair would be lower when a lot of smaller projects were done. 

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Ton of Asphalt Used: This is similar to the first efficiency measure, but removes differences between jurisdictions due to differing pay levels. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation.

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Asphalt Repair: This is similar to the second efficiency measure, but removes differences between jurisdictions due to differing pay levels. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation.

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Square Feet of Repairs: This is a measure similar to DLH per ton of asphalt used. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation. Again this figure may vary depending on whether the city was doing a few large repairs or many small repairs.

EFFECTIVENESS and OUTCOME MEASURES

Although the project identified several potential effectiveness and outcome measures, such as pavement condition indicators and repair recidivism, the relatively short time frame for the project precluded the collection and reporting of such information. Normally effectiveness must be measured over an extended time frame to see if the service is having the desired outcome. 

DATA COLLECTED
A key element of the pilot project was developing consistent definitions for the data to be collected and consistent procedures for collecting the data. This proved to be the most difficult part of the process. The data collection provided the performance information for the measures described above.

Direct Labor Hours (DLH). The hours spent by crews going to a site, doing asphalt repairs, and returning to base. This includes overtime hours, but does not include mechanics, office support or other non-crew hours. Crew hours hauling debris is counted, but once the primary asphalt repair crew dumps the debris further handling of the debris was not counted.

Tons of Asphalt or Rock or Cubic Yards of Concrete. This is the amount of materials used in making asphalt repairs. This does not include “breakout asphalt,” which is asphalt recovered from preparing a site for repair.

Labor Costs. This is the “direct labor hours” for each position involved in the asphalt crew (as reported in direct labor hours) times the hourly rate for that position, excluding fringe benefits.

Other Direct Costs. This includes the cost of materials and other direct costs, excluding Labor Costs. This does not include the cost of equipment (see Results) or indirect costs.

Lane Miles. This is the number of lane miles in the city and was reported at the beginning of the project.

Number of Asphalt Repairs. This is the number of individual repairs reported by the crews. Not all cities reported this figure and what constituted a single repair was difficult to clearly define.

Square Feet of Repairs. This is the square feet of asphalt repairs completed. Crews estimated this figure.

EXPLANATORY FACTORS

There are a number of factors that affected or may have affected asphalt repair as it was performed in each city. These explanatory factors provide some of the context for understanding the differences in the measures. Following are the most prominent of these factors or potential factors:

Type of Equipment Used. There was a wide variety of equipment used for asphalt repairs. The type and age of equipment can greatly impact the efficiency measures. (See Results.)

Weather. Weather can greatly affect the ability of crews to do asphalt repairs.

Work Procedures. Each city uses different work procedures, such as how they prepare a site or the materials used. Also crew compositions may vary from city to city. These differences can greatly impact results.

City Objectives. Each city may have different objectives in carrying out its asphalt repairs. One city may emphasize immediate response while another one emphasizes long term, large-scale projects. This will affect results. 

Type of Streets and Traffic. The type of streets and the type of traffic can impact the 

need for asphalt repairs and how they are repaired.

RESULTS

The first thing that must be accounted for is that the participating cities operate in a wide variety of contexts with populations ranging from just under 25,000 to almost 150,000 and with lane miles ranging from 232 lane miles to 2,500 lane miles. In addition, the workload measured in terms of, for example, direct labor hours per lane mile per month varies considerably (0.08 to 1.77). Despite this variation the efficiency measures are relatively close together in terms of the total cost per ton of asphalt used ($42.91 to $116.83 with the lowest eight ranging from $42.91 to 

$63.50).
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The charts below represent workload (top row) and efficiency measures for the asphalt repair data.
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Although the sample size is fairly small correlations were run on a number of the variables to see if there were any associations suggested between the variables. There is a fairly significant negative correlation between city size, measured in terms of both population and number of lane miles, and the efficiency measure of total cost per ton of asphalt used. Thus, larger cities with more population and lane miles tend to have lower costs per ton of asphalt used. This may be a reflection of the efficiencies that larger cities can develop.

There also are significant correlations between workload measures and efficiency measures. There is a negative correlation between city lane miles per capita and the cost per ton of asphalt used and between tons of asphalt used per lane mile in the city and the cost per ton of asphalt used. The more lane miles there are per capita and the more asphalt that is used per lane mile in the city the lower are the costs per ton of asphalt used. Again a heavier workload may lead to economy of scales. Also this may reflect that cities with a low workload are tackling only the most severe conditions, which may be more costly to repair, while those with a higher workload, are able to address less severe conditions and even preventative action, which lowers their cost per ton of asphalt used. However, there is also a positive correlation between direct labor hours devoted to asphalt repair per lane mile and the cost per ton of asphalt used. This is probably more a reflection of labor-intensive operations being less efficient.

The project also looked at equipment costs for eight of the cities using Primedia Rental Rate for Construction Equipment numbers applied to the hours of individual equipment use. There was no correlation between the ratio of labor costs to equipment cost and the cost per ton of asphalt used. Thus there was not an indication that spending more on equipment or on labor made a significant difference in the cost per ton of asphalt used. There was a correlation between the ratio of labor costs to material costs and the ratio of equipment costs to material costs. Thus a city whose labor costs were high relative to their costs for materials also tended to have a high equipment cost relative to their material costs. Finally, there was no correlation between the cost of equipment per lane mile in the city and the efficiency measure of cost per ton of asphalt used. These three measures seem to indicate that mechanizing the hot asphalt repair process does not have a significant effect on the efficiency of the operation when the full cost of the equipment is taken into account.

STREET SWEEPING

SERVICE DEFINITION

Any activity directly involved in sweeping streets. 
WORKLOAD MEASURES

Lane Miles per Capita: Lane miles represent the total number of lane miles of streets in the city. Lane miles per capita is a measure of the amount of streets that have to be swept for each citizen of the city. A higher number implies a greater workload as it relates to the number of citizens and, thus, available resources. 

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Lane Mile: Direct Labor Hours is the number of labor hours spent by crews in the field sweeping streets. This does not include support staff, mechanics or other labor not directly involved in sweeping. DLH per lane mile is a measure of the amount of labor that was devoted to sweeping in the city. A higher number implies a higher workload. This measure reflects physical requirements, policy decisions, and method and efficiency of operations.

Lane Miles Swept per Total Lane Miles in the City: Lane miles swept is a direct measure of the amount work performed in sweeping streets. Total lane miles represents the total number of lane miles of streets in the city. A higher number implies a higher workload. This measure reflects physical requirements, policy decisions, and method and efficiency of operations.

EFFICIENCY MEASURES

Cost per Lane Mile Swept: Cost is the total cost of sweeping including direct labor hours (DLH) and the cost of materials and direct equipment costs such as fuel, parts, and service. Total costs do not include indirect costs. The total cost per lane mile swept is one measure of efficiency. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation. 

Direct Labor Hours (DLH) per Lane Mile Swept: This is similar to the first efficiency measure, but removes differences between jurisdictions due to differing pay levels. The lower the number the more efficient is the operation.

Cubic Yards Collected per Lane Mile Swept: This is a measure of how much debris a sweeping operation is collecting per lane mile swept. It should be noted that a high number could indicate an efficient operation or especially dirty streets.

EFFECTIVENESS and OUTCOME MEASURES

Although the project identified several potential effectiveness and outcome measures, such as the number of street sweeping complaints and percent of residential streets rated as clean, the relatively short time frame for the project precluded the collection and reporting of such information. Normally effectiveness must be measured over an extended time frame to see if the service is having the desired outcome. This data will be collected in subsequent years.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The effectiveness measures for street sweeping reflect the goals and objectives of typical street sweeping programs, which are related to the number of times certain types of streets are to be swept. Each city has a goal for how many times a year they want to sweep residential, commercial, industrial, arterial, and downtown streets. These are policy decisions related to the use of the streets and how clean a community wants their streets to be. The frequency of sweeping ranges from once a year to eighty times a year for certain types of streets. 

DATA COLLECTED
A key element of the pilot project was developing consistent definitions for the data to be collected and consistent procedures for collecting the data. This proved to be the most difficult part of the process. The data collection provided the performance information for the measures described above.

Direct Labor Hours (DLH). The hours spent by crews going to a site, street sweeping, and returning to base. This includes maintenance time spent by crews and overtime hours, but does not include mechanics, office support or other non-crew hours. Crew hours hauling debris is counted, but once the primary street sweeping crew dumps the debris further handling of the debris is not included.

Labor Costs. This is the “direct labor hours” for each position involved in the sweeping crew (as reported in direct labor hours) times the hourly rate for that position, excluding fringe benefits.

Other Direct Costs. This includes other direct costs, excluding the crew cost. This includes equipment related costs including brushes, repairs, mechanics time, parts, fuel and any other costs directly attributable to street sweeping. These costs do not include waste tipping fees, since these are not consistent across jurisdictions.

Lane Miles. This is the number of lane miles in the city and was reported at the beginning of the project.

Number of Lane Miles Swept. This is the number of lane miles swept by sweeping crews.

Cubic Yards Collected. This is the cubic yards of debris collected by street sweepers. Crews estimated this figure.

*Please note that “Months of Data” refers to the number of months that a particular city provided data. This varies from city to city because some cities do not schedule sweeping for all months, some cities may have had unforeseen occurrences which limited sweeping time, and some cities were not able to provide appropriate data for certain months. A number of the measures have been normalized to monthly rates to account for the variation in months of data.

EXPLANATORY FACTORS

There are a number of factors that affected or may have affected street sweeping as it was performed in each city. Following are the most prominent of these factors or potential factors:

Equipment Used. There is a considerable amount of variability in equipment used. This variability is both in terms of type of equipment and age. In particular, some operations use dump trucks with the sweepers. Age of equipment and amount of repairs required can also greatly affect costs and thus efficiency.

Weather. Weather can greatly affect sweeping operations.

City Objectives. Each city may have different objectives in carrying out its sweeping program. This is particularly the case in affecting workload measures and is reflected in the service descriptions for each city.

Type of Streets and Traffic. The type of streets and the type of traffic can impact sweeping operations.

RESULTS

Just as for hot asphalt repair there is a wide variety of contexts for the cities participating in street sweeping. For example the percent of all lane miles swept each month, a measure of workload, varies from a low of 16% of all streets to a high of 92% of all streets. Unlike hot asphalt repair this variety seems to result in a wider divergence in the efficiency measures, such as the cost per lane mile swept. 

The charts below represent workload (top row) and efficiency measures for the street sweeping data.
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Although the sample size is fairly small correlations were run on a number of the variables to see if there were any associations suggested between the variables. One of the interesting aspects of this data is that there are no strong correlations between community characteristics or workload measures and efficiency measures. The data indicates a modest correlation between the workload measure of direct labor hours devoted to sweeping per lane mile in the city and the efficiency measure of cost per lane mile swept. In other words the more labor hours that are devoted to sweeping each mile the more likely is the cost per mile swept going to be high. 

There was a modest correlation between the age of the equipment used and the cost per lane mile swept. The older the equipment the higher was the per lane mile cost. There was a reasonably high inverse correlation between lane miles per 1000 population and direct labor hours per lane miles, indicating that cities with a relatively high amount of miles to sweep, given their population, devote relatively less labor hours to sweeping than those with a low amount of miles to sweep, given their population. 

Finally, despite industry trends showing that newer equipment leads to greater productivity, there was a modest inverse correlation between the ratio of labor costs to non-labor costs and the cost per lane mile swept. This implies that cities whose equipment related costs are low relative to their labor costs tend to operate more efficiently in terms of the cost per lane mile swept. This might mean that labor-intensive operations are more efficient or it might mean that operations with low equipment operating costs, because the equipment is new, are more efficient. A third possibility is that equipment related costs were captured inconsistently from city to city since each city used a different process to maintain their equipment and capture the costs. Also not taken into account in this data is the actual cost of the equipment and its debt service. By not accounting for equipment capital cost the study may be biased in favor of cities that use more modern equipment.

One final item must be considered. In particular for street sweeping all of the cities had specific goals as to how many times certain types of streets were to be swept during the year. All of the cities that have reported this data indicate that they have met their goals. This is an important accomplishment.

EVALUATION OF PROCESS
The Kansas City Regional Performance Measurement Pilot Project was designed not only to develop data useful to local governments, but also to test the feasibility and benefit of approaching performance measurement development and use from a regional perspective. A regional approach was considered because it could possibly provide the following benefits:

· By doing this jointly local governments would have a regional standard to compare their measures to.

The difficulty in obtaining data collected in the same manner and representing the same information made it challenging to compare measurements created from this data. In addition, the relatively small number of participants, especially in the same size and circumstance, further made it difficult to compare measures and set standards that were relevant to all participants.

· By doing this jointly local governments could share experiences and information about their services and how they collected the data.

This proved to be very beneficial for all participants. Even if the data was not very comparable, cities felt they learned a lot about how other cities operated their services and why certain approaches might be effective. In essence the conversations generated in order to develop the data and monitor the program produced a best practices dialogue. This dialogue between jurisdictions will continue beyond the end of this project.

· By doing this jointly local governments could learn from the consultant and from each other about establishing and using performance measures.

All participants did in fact learn a considerable amount about performance measurements, how to create them, how to use them, and what potential issues might arise. The Abrahams Group devoted half their time to providing information and training to the participants in the development and use of performance measurements. Although the overall conclusion was not to continue a regional project, in this format, beyond this pilot each of the participants is better equipped to use performance measures in their own operation; specifically, (a) by learning about the concept of performance measurement, the different types of measurement, and the use of performance measurement in a management context and (b) by developing and using baseline information.

· Doing this jointly would be a cost effective way to explore the development and use of performance measurements.

The pilot project proved to be a highly effective way to explore performance measurements for a relatively small amount of funds. The funds were used to retain a consultant, The Abrahams Group, which not only helped the participants establish performance measures, collect the data, and interpret the data, but also provided invaluable insight into the development and use of performance measurements in general.

After having developed the performance measures, collected the data for fifteen months, reviewed and analyzed the data, and discussed performance issues suggested by the data, all of the participants gathered for a final assessment of the process. There was a consensus regarding several lessons that were learned from this project.

· Collecting data in a consistent manner across jurisdictions is very difficult. To the extent that data is not consistent then the measures are not comparable.

Developing comparable performance measures for multiple jurisdictions is not only feasible, but a good exercise in analyzing a particular public service and how it is provided. Once the measures are developed then data must be defined and collected. This study showed that this is harder to do than may be thought. Following are a few examples of the challenges confronted in collecting comparable data:

· A critical piece of data necessary to construct valid performance measures for street sweeping is the number of miles swept. This was assumed to be a fairly straightforward piece of data and probably the most comparable piece of data collected. However, it was discovered well into the project that this information was collected in several different ways by different cities. These methods included reading an odometer, measuring distance off of a map, and dividing the hours of service by the presumed speed of the sweeper. 

· In measuring street sweeping costs cities were asked to collect information on the dollars expended on street sweeper maintenance. However, maintenance was provided in so many different ways and was captured in so many different ways that it was very difficult to obtain comparable equipment related street sweeping costs. This is one reason that it was difficult to draw conclusions about the impact of equipment on street sweeping efficiency. Some cities contract out maintenance services, some perform all maintenance in a central shop, and some do routine maintenance in the department and contract out the rest. Also there was a wide variance in what data was collected and available to departments.

· It was even more difficult to develop comparable data for asphalt repairs because of the wide variety of ways that the service was provided. Departments use different types of equipment and strategies. Not only is it difficult to compare unlike methods, but it is also difficult to develop comparable measures that are applicable to all methods. For example some cities mill and asphalt whole sections of street while others repair individual potholes and problems. Thus one city may lay a lot of asphalt, but do few repairs, while another city may not lay down much asphalt, but accomplish a lot of repairs. In addition, some data, such as repair, is difficult to define and even more difficult to collect.

Participants in the pilot project felt that too many compromises had to be made in establishing measures and the data that supports those measures in order to support multi jurisdiction comparisons for these two activities. In addition, it was the consensus of the participants that current financial systems and work management systems are not suited to collecting performance measurement data. These systems actually become a barrier to a sound performance measurement system because data must still be supplied to satisfy these system requirements and now has to be collected in a different manner to satisfy performance measurement requirements.

· A successful performance measurement program requires a top to bottom staff commitment over an extended period of time. 

A successful performance measurement project requires that top management, mid management, and line staff fully understand the process and how the information will be used. This understanding must then be turned into commitment to collect, analyze, and use the data and the performance measures that are constructed from the data. This understanding and commitment must extend across departments since frequently finance must be a part of the system. In addition, this must constitute an institutional commitment since individuals may come and go during the extended life of the project. When an employee left that was responsible for collecting data there was frequently a gap in data collection.

· The more uncertainty there is in the data the more difficult it is to use the information to make cross jurisdiction comparisons and the more likely are local governments going to be reluctant to make the information public.

One of the issues that was raised at the beginning of the project was the concern about how the information would be used and how it was to be made public. The goal of the project was to use the information to trigger a best practices discussion among the participating local governments. However, since the general consensus was that the information was not generally comparable it was difficult to have a meaningful best practices discussion. When considering possible explanations for differences in performance measures between local governments it is desirable to get down to differences in how the service is provided. However, first, other potential explanations must be considered. These other explanations include differences in how the data was collected and what the data means. There are also differences in the general circumstances of each local government, such as differences in workload. There are also possible differences in policy, such as how many times a street should be swept. Only once all of these possibilities have been accounted for can differences in how a service is provided be looked to as the explanation for differences in the values of performance measures.

If the performance measures are not comparable and it is difficult to explain the underlying causes for differences in the values of the measures then local governments are reluctant to make the information public. There is a natural reluctance to make such comparisons public anyway because if is feared that all of the explanations and context that go into understanding differences will be overlooked. This reluctance is heightened if it is felt that the data is not comparable and thus might be exaggerating differences that do not exist.

On the other hand the study proved to be of great value to help governments understand the results of their activities and why the results occurred. Thus, performance measurement resulted in more information and more informed public works officials.

· It takes time to establish performance measures, collect the data, analyze the data, and then use the data to change practices and procedures.

The performance measurement project formally started in January 2000 and has taken almost three years to complete. Although this seems like a lengthy time this is comparable to the initial performance measurement projects in both North Carolina and South Carolina. The project took the first six months to identify measures, agree on the data to be collected, and develop a template and system for collecting and reporting the data. The next fifteen months was devoted to collecting the data. Although there was some thought that existing data from past years could be used, this notion was quickly abandoned as the participants realized that the data, in appropriate form, was not available. The analysis has taken about a year partly because a period of time was spent collecting unsubmitted data and a considerable amount of time was spent looking at the data and determining how best it could be presented and used.

· Benchmarking is best applied as a learning experience.

It is very important that the performance measurement project be seen and used by all parties as a learning experience, not a “gotcha” process. First of all performance measurements are most effective when they help managers assess the performance of certain practices. Performance measurements are especially good at helping managers ask the right questions about why the results of certain measures vary from the standard. Finally, if the process is seen as a “gotcha” process it will not have the support of the staff that are essential for a successful performance measurement project.

· Performance measures are more effective when used internally over time and when linked to broader programs and goal achievement.

The participants felt that one of the shortcomings of the project was that it too narrowly focused on two activities instead of on the overall program, street maintenance. It was especially difficult to measure effectiveness for a narrow activity. By shifting the focus to a program level the overall effectiveness of a number of individual activities that all contribute to street maintenance could be measured. In addition, focusing on a narrow activity sometimes makes it more difficult to collect consistent, comparable data since different activities in the same program often may overlap. For example, hot asphalt repair may be defined somewhat differently and when it is used may be different, depending on the other programs that may be a part of a city’s street maintenance regime, such as chip and seal activities, overlay activities, pothole activities, and street reconstruction activities.

Another aspect of performance measurement is that more emphasis should be placed on program goals and program accomplishments. Thus an important measure of program success is whether goals set by the city with regard to a particular service have been met. For example most cities set goals as to how often certain types of streets should be swept. It is important to track whether these goals have been met.

Finally, an important aspect of performance measurement for a local government is the results over time. Is the particular service being provided more efficiently or more effectively over time? Using past data as the benchmark (baseline) for future measures avoids many of the problems of consistency in data collection. However, this approach does not answer the question of whether the service was being provided efficiently initially. (See the discussion of use of performance measurements that is appended to this executive summary.)

CONCLUSION
For the participating local governments the pilot project was successful in that it:

· provided the local governments valuable information about the development and use of performance measurements

· allowed participating public works officials to more closely examine their own operations as well as that of others

· demonstrated the difficulty in executing a multi jurisdiction performance measurement project. 

Developing comparable performance measures and then collecting consistent data in support of these measures is very difficult, requires considerable compromises that can make the program less effective for individual participants, and requires an extensive staff commitment in preparing and analyzing the data. This difficulty in developing comparable measures greatly undermines the usefulness of the measures and enhances the concerns of jurisdictions about how the data will be used and viewed. In particular it makes it difficult to use the data to develop a best practices approach. Thus for these two activities the best benchmark is yourself over time. The baseline approach eliminates the difficulties in different service definitions and data collection methodologies.

The participating local governments and MARC recommend that the project not be continued in the same format focusing on activities.  Further work should focus on developing program level analyses, goals and performance measures and industry or consensus standards to use as comparisons.  In this manner, activity analysis can be better utilized in a program context.  Programs are more consistent than activities  and there is more likelihood that the comparative analysis would be enhanced at the program level.  Should work continue at the activity level, the old adage that the best benchmarking partner is yourself over time will be applicable again.
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