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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Throughout the 1990s, Prince William County, Virginia incrementally implemented

processes to convert traditional budget and reporting to a managing for results program.
Development activities included identifying program missions, goals, and objectives;
establishment of a Commission on the Future, which resulted in implementation of a strategic
planning process with regular revisions and updates, with an emphasis on making the
government more effective and accountable; developing a citizen survey and a Service Efforts
and Accomplishments (SEA) Report; and implementing performance based budgeting, with a
shift from a line-item orientation to a focus on achieving outcomes and program results, with
resources allocated toward achievement of strategic objectives.

The County Executive, executive staff in the Office of the County Executive, the Board of
County Supervisors, and department and agency staff collaborated to create a major change in
the way in which the County does its business. The County now has a comprehensive
performance measurement model, which one interviewee referred to as “a grand scheme.” The
overall intent was to establish a system of accountability focused on developing community and
program results, tying resources to accomplishing results, and reporting to government officials,
elected officials, and the public on the extent to which results are accomplished. Performance
measures in the County were developed program by program as part of a program budgeting
approach. The process began with development of objectives and missions. The programmatic
family of measures were developed to address the objectives and missions. Over time,
performance measures became critical to the budget process, with reviews of results preceding
allocation of resources. Performance measures are considered both in terms of prior-year results
and as targets for the current and future years. While no universal rule exists, in theory, programs
with low strategic importance and poor performance results are targets for budget cuts. Programs
with high strategic importance and poor performance results are targets for increased funding.

The County received a National Association of Counties 1995 Achievement Award for its
outcome focused Budgeting for Results process. Additional evidence of the success of the budget
process has also been cited by the County. The decline in the overall cost of government, the
shifting of resources to strategic goal areas, and the input of citizens demonstrating citizen
satisfaction are cited by the County as examples that the outcome budget process is working. As
of 1998, taxpayers were paying $143 a year less per capita for general fund services than in
1992, adjusted for inflation. Between 1992 and 1998, percentage change in per capita cost of
programs demonstrated a shift of resources to those areas that are strategic initiatives. In 1996,
the Citizen Survey demonstrated that 90.9 percent of citizens were satisfied or very satisfied with
services, and citizen satisfaction with value for tax dollars had grown from 65.5 percent in 1993
to 74.4 percent in 1996 (Prince William County, 1998).

The County’s results orientation involved developing a countywide strategic plan, identifying
community and program outcomes, and using performance measures in the budget process to
focus on actual results achieved and projected results based on allocated resources. The
expectation was that a results orientation would encourage achievement of strategic targets, more
efficient and effective use of resources, and, ultimately, improvement of performance. For
FY2001, in order to achieve the County’s strategic goals in government effectiveness, the
County has committed to seek to provide a more favorable level of service as measured against
similar jurisdictions with comparable costs, and to identify causes for significant variances from

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/cxo/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/00apprbud/volume1/strategicbasedoutcomebudget.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/00apprbud/volume1/strategicbasedoutcomebudget.pdf
http://www.naco.org/
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other jurisdictions or the private sector and to take corrective actions (Prince William County,
2000b). According to Executive Office staff, the strategic planning process heavily considers
citizen satisfaction. Citizens also have input into the state required comprehensive land use plan.
The Board of Supervisors recently decided to include desired levels of service as part of its plan,
in part to force developers to offset the operating cost of their development activities to the
government. Examples of measures include cost per student per school, cost of parks, and the
cost for fire and rescue given the number of anticipated residents or businesses in a development.
Measures can be used to ensure consistency across the County and to monitor cuts to the cost of
infrastructure. Citizen and customer satisfaction appears to be a major focus for the County’s
performance measurement efforts, and this is seen as a legitimate vehicle for gauging the
County’s performance. If one of the keys to government success is keeping citizens and
taxpayers satisfied, then Prince William County has been successful. Marshall (March 1998) said
that the County’s Citizen Survey reported a high level of satisfaction with services, with over
90 percent satisfaction every year since 1993.

The County’s continuing effort to produce a Service Efforts and Accomplishment Report is
indicative of a commitment to accountability and communication. The County’s web page
includes a copy of the latest SEA Report, thus making County performance information widely
available to citizens and taxpayers. The 1999 SEA Report is the County’s fifth report on major
governmental service areas. Strategic plans provide a useful mechanism for communicating the
intent and expectations of government. It should come as no surprise that a government
committed to accountability and communication has strategic objectives that address these
issues. The FY 2000 strategic plan (Prince William County, 2000b) identifies several County
initiatives for increasing communication to the public. Citizens who found their way to the web
page of the Office of Executive Management in January 2000 would have found seven reports
that incorporate performance measurement information and provide a basis for accountability
and communication, including two budgets (FY1999 and FY2000), the FY2000 Strategic Plan,
the 1999 Citizen Survey, the FY98 Efficiency Report, and a Draft Human Services Strategic
Goal. In addition to these reports, the Office of Public Information also produces a quarterly
citizen newsletter called Prince William Reports, which provides some results information. In the
interest of accountability and frequent communication, periodic status reports are produced
within the government for most of these reports, with service quality measures getting the most
emphasis. Also, many departments produce monthly, quarterly, or annual reports and distribute
those reports to staff, advisory board, community service providers, and, in some cases, to state
agencies responsible for funding or oversight of county programs.

The 1999 Citizen Survey demonstrated a string of improved ratings from citizens about the
County’s provision of information on government services. The first Citizen Survey in 1993
showed 70.9 percent satisfaction with information on government services. In 1996 the survey
results improved to 82.2, although results recently declined to 74.6 percent, a statistically
significant reduction from 1998, 1997, and 1996. The survey results were not explained in the
Citizen Survey, and were not received in time to get a reaction from interviewees for this study.

Interviewees were asked about organizational efforts to address information quality issues.
Appropriate use of performance measures is one clear way that quality can be addressed. In the
1998 SEA Report (Prince William County, 2000e), the County’s discussion of report limitations
is an indication that some attention has been paid to issues of quality.  To further ensure the
validity and reliability of data, data is subjected to periodic (albeit not annual) audits for

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/leap/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
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accuracy. Data is reviewed annually for major variations from prior years, and there is follow-up
on cases that appear substantially out of line. The most frequently cited quality control
mechanism was the possibility that an audit would be conducted.

County staff or former staff have frequently presented information on the County’s
performance measurement efforts, and published case studies and articles that addressed barriers
to implementation, lessons learned, and expectations for future use. These provide useful
learning opportunities for other jurisdictions wishing to learn from Prince William County’s
extensive and successful experience with performance measurement and managing for results.

Table 1

TYPES OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED AND THEIR ORGANIZATIONS

Interviewee/Official Title Organization

John Jenkins Supervisor, Neabsco
District

Board of County Supervisors

Jim Webster Audit Supervisor,
Management Analysis and
Audit

Office of Executive Management

Craig Gerhart Deputy County Executive
(appointed County
Executive March 21, 2000)

Office of Executive Management

Charlie Deane Chief of Police Police Department

Dick Murphy Library Director Library System

Virginia Dorkey Library Staff Library System

Ric Perez Social Services Director Department of Social Services

Dennis McFeely Social Services Staff Department of Social Services

OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND
Theoretically, all governments seek to be accountable and responsive, and to offer services

for their citizens that are both efficient and effective. Many governments develop strategic plans
to guide annual budget processes, and to set targets for program and community outcomes. It is
rare, however, to see a government that declares a focus on accountability, solicits the input of its
citizens, makes development of accountable government one of its strategic areas of emphasis,
and develops activities that demonstrate accomplishing this strategic goal. Prince William
County is an example of that rare exception. The County’s strategic goal for effective
government was to “provide an accountable, responsive government with demonstrated
effectiveness and efficiency” (Prince William County, 2000b; Marshall, March 1998). How
Prince William County became a government driven by outcome and measurement processes,
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how the County uses performance measures, and the effect of use of performance measures is the
subject of this case study.

Prince William County is a suburban county 35 miles southwest of Washington, DC, with a
population of over 282,000 as of December 1999, according to the County’s web page
(http://www.pwcgov.org/demographics/). The County is the third most populous county in
Virginia. The County had a civilian labor force of about 141,000 as of October 1999 and an at-
place employment level of over 72,000 jobs, thus supporting the County’s reputation as a
commuter community. The County had almost 98,000 housing units as of December 1999, a
level that has grown by 30 percent since 1990. It has a council form of government, with an
elected Board of County Supervisors and an appointed County Executive. Heads of departments
report to the County Executive or to a governing citizen’s board, such as the Library Board. The
core management systems for performance in Prince William County included:

•  strategic and operational planning;

•  budgeting;

•  management of service delivery (e.g., monitoring and improving services); and

•  evaluation and accountability for results (Marshall, March 1998).

A graphic representation of these components is presented in Figure 1. As can be seen, the
results process begins with strategic planning in order to set goals, strategies, and objectives,
including establishment of community based outcomes. Next, goals, objectives, and measures
are identified at the program level, in order to conform government activities to the broader
strategic plan. Program and strategic plans are reflected in the budget allocation process, through
which service levels and performance targets are set for the upcoming fiscal year. Services are
delivered throughout the year. Finally, results are evaluated in a variety of ways, including
citizen surveys, other forms of citizen input (e.g., advisory committees), performance reports
conducted by the Audit Office, and evaluations of department heads, with a focus on
accountability for results. Performance results and community needs are used as a feedback loop
to guide regular updates of strategic plans and objectives.

Figure 1

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/common/about.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/demographics/population.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/cxo/default.htm
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ince William County Model for Performance Measurement Use
mponents that contribute to the Prince William County model include:

pment of a Strategic Plan to Identify Goals, Strategies, and Objectives: In 1992, the
y developed it’s first Strategic Plan.  One component of the 1992 plan focused on the
ment and identified as its objective establishing performance measures, conducting a
’s satisfaction survey, and producing a report benchmarking the performance of key
ment services against other jurisdictions.  Other major service areas in the FY2000

gic Plan included economic development, education, effective government, human
es, public safety, and transportation. While the 1994 Plan did not identify outcome
res, it called for the next County Strategic Plan to include a method for incorporating
e measurement, which was incorporated into the 1996 Strategic Plan. The 1996

n of the four-year Strategic Plan also included a requirement to conduct a citizen
, expand the Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) Report, reward good
mance by allowing agencies and departments to keep a portion of their budget saved at
d of the year; review pay-for-performance to see if achievement of program service
 can be incorporated into performance evaluations, assess the costs and benefits of
ed new programs and expansion of existing programs through the County’s

mance measurement system and annual budget process; and encourage involvement of
s in developing annual Strategic Plan updates and development of the next Plan
h the citizen survey and public hearings.

ogram Goals, Objectives, and Measures for County Programs: In addition to the
y-wide outcomes set in the Strategic Plan, County agencies and departments set goals
program level, focusing more specifically on the activities of the County government,
t seeks to achieve, and strategies to achieve those goals.

t Process Sets Service Levels and Targets: The annual budget process links resources
 outcomes that are to be achieved. The budget process begins with a review of prior-
sults, then focuses resource allocation based on the strategic priorities identified in the

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/communications/govinfo/s-plan.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/stratplan/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/stratplan/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
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Strategic Plan. Specific performance targets are set based on resource availability and
strategic priorities.

•  Deliver Services and Achieve Results: County programs work to deliver service, and monitor
achievement of results.

•  Evaluate Results: The County has several mechanisms to evaluate whether results are being
achieved. These include:

! Annual Citizen Survey: designed to gauge citizen perception of the quality of government
and the level of services provided; the 1998 Citizen Survey (Wood and Guterbock, 1998)
addressed quality of life in the County, general satisfaction with services and taxes, and
function specific citizen perceptions about general government and administration; public
safety; human services; parks, recreational, and cultural services; and planning and
development. By keeping the same general format, the 1998 Citizen survey was able to
include six-year historical comparisons and trends.  The 1999 Citizen survey is available
on the County’s web site (as of March 2000).

! SEA Report: According to the Methodology Section of the 1998 SEA Report (Prince
William County, 2000e), the Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report(has been
replaced on the County web site with the 1999 report) is prepared by the Office of
Executive Management’s Audit and Analysis Division in coordination with the agencies
included in the SEA Report. Audit and Analysis staff work with agency management for
each service area discussed to identify measures of spending, outputs, and results. The
County budget or other internal reports, measures reported to national or state
organizations (such as the American Library Association), or performance measures
recommended by organizations researching performance measurement and reporting
(such as the Governmental Accounting Standards Board) are sources of measures for the
SEA Report.

! Comparison governments include Chesterfield County and Henrico County,
which were selected because they are the closest Virginia jurisdictions to Prince William
County in population size.  Fairfax County was selected because of its proximity to
Prince William County and inevitable questions about how the two counties compare.
Each SEA agency selected one additional comparative jurisdiction of its choice from
either the Virginia or the D.C. metro area. Agencies gathered and provided internal data
for reporting, and worked with Audit staff to develop survey forms for collecting
interjurisdictional comparative data. Where appropriate, data was adjusted for changes
that might affect results, such as population and inflation. For the 1998 SEA Report, two
focus group meetings were held for each SEA service area to review the report in draft
form. Follow-up meetings were held to discuss unusual variances, which became the
basis of the contextual information included in the 1998 report.

Table 2

Service and Efforts Accomplishment Report

1994 to 1999

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.chesterfield.va.us/
http://www.co.henrico.va.us/
http://www.co.fairfax.va.us/
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
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Executive Summary

Adult Detention Center

Building Development

Fire and Rescue Services

Library

Mental Health/Mental Retardation/Substance Abuse

Planning

Police

Public Welfare

Real Estate

Sheriff's Office

Solid Waste

Youth Residential Services

Demographic Information by Jurisdictions

! Outcome Based Budget Process: The budget process provides a third critical evaluative
process to assess and report agency performance. Performance measures, including
community outcomes identified in the latest Strategic Plan and program results data, are
reviewed early in the budget process to identify progress against goals. Later in the
budget process, performance targets are set, and resources needed to meet performance
targets are identified. The approved budget documents this process by tracking historical
trend data for two prior fiscal years. Accountability is addressed by including the
performance target for the most recently completed fiscal year, and targets are shown for
the current and next fiscal year. The information produced allows elected officials,
citizens, and government officials to evaluate progress toward goals.

Table 3

Prince William County Strategic Based Outcome Budget Process

Economic Development/Quality Growth

The County will focus its economic development efforts on providing quality jobs and increasing

the commercial tax base through the attraction of companies and the expansion of existing businesses.

Education

The County will provide a quality educational environment which enables the School Board, in

partnership with the higher education community and the private sector, to provide students with

job readiness skills and/or the academic background for post-secondary education.

http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/ExecutiveSummary.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/adc.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/BuildingDev.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/fireandrescue.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/library.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/mhmrsa.SEA99.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/planning.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/police.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/publicwelfare.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/realestate.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/sheriff.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/SolidWaste.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/youthresidential.pdf
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/appendix.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/00apprbud/volume1/strategicbasedoutcomebudget.pdf
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Effective Government

The County will provide an accountable, responsive government with demonstrated effectiveness

and efficiency.

Human Services

The County will value all of its citizens and will provide an efficient, effective, integrated, easily

accessible delivery of human services that supports individual and family efforts to

achieve independence, self-sufficiency and a desirable quality of life.

Public Safety

The County will be a safe community, will reduce crime and prevent personal injury and loss of life

and property.

Transportation

The County will provide a transportation system that gets people to jobs, improves safety, reduces

congestion, reduces travel time, supports economic development, and facilitates intra/inter

County movement.

! Performance Monitoring Reports: Marshall (1996) reported that measures are used by a
number of managers to improve program operations. Many County Departments produce
monthly or quarterly reports that are used either internally or to satisfy state reporting
requirements. (Examples are discussed below.) During 1992, the County developed a
Performance Measurement and Analysis System (PAMS) to report actual performance on
all program measures (Marshall, 1996). The system provided quarterly reports to the
Office of Executive Management. According to staff in that office, the PAMS system
was abolished due to limited resources and the downsizing of the government. Review of
performance measures was replaced by the annual budget process and periodic audits
performed by Audit and Analysis staff.

! International City/County Management Association (ICMA) Performance Measurement
Consortium: The County is a participant in ICMA’s Performance Measurement
Consortium. The project develops measures that can be used by all participating
jurisdictions to facilitate benchmarking. Categories of measures tracked included police,
fire and rescue, neighborhood services, and administrative services. The County was
extensively featured in ICMA’s interactive CD-ROM measurement training tool (Prince
William County, 1998). During interviews, only one or two references were made to the
ICMA project, which leads one to believe that while County departments may collect
data, the ICMA data may not be used that widely within the County, and is unlikely too
be reported to or used by citizens.

History

Figure 2 illustrates the steps that were taken to establish the County’s system for developing
and using performance measures. According to one interviewee, the process was precipitated by
Jim Mullen, the appointed County Executive in the early 1990s. His initiative led the Office of

http://icma.org/go.cfm?cid=1&gid=3&sid=101
http://icma.org/go.cfm?cid=1&gid=3&sid=101
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/cxo/default.htm


Management and Budget (now titled Budget and Analysis) under Director Craig Gerhart to
develop a focus on inputs, outputs, and service quality. Multidisciplinary teams were created,
including representatives of Audit, Budget, Management Analysis, and agencies. The teams were
charged with developing a family of measures for each agency. According to one interviewee, in
about four months the government was “blanketed with measures,” some of which were bad, but
at least the process was begun.

Strategic planning began in earnest at about the same time, although the 1992–1996 Strategic
Plan did not contain outcomes because of a lack of measurement experience (Prince William
County, 1998). An interviewee indicated that the first strategic plan was adopted by the Board of
County Supervisors to operationalize a report by the County’s Commission on the Future Report.
According to Marshall (1996), the strategic plan initiated a dramatic overhaul of the County’s
system for management. The Office of Management and Budget was charged with developing a
performance measurement system, and they in turn contracted with Harry Hatry of The Urban
Institute to guide initial development of measures.

Figure 2

Prince William County Development of Performance Measurement System
Components

During FY1993, the Co
PAMS system) and condu
Audit Supervisor, the Co
measures to be used.

In 1994, the Board of
Program Planning Ordinan
Ordinance changed Count
allocating resources to pl

F

   FY1

FY1992 
Steps in Building PWC System
FY2000 Activity Costing

FY1999 Goals, Objectives,Activities

FY1997 - FY1998        Performance Based Budget Targets

FY1996                     Strategic Plan  Community
Outcome Measures

FY 1995    Service Efforts & Accomplishments Report

Y 1994  Budget Service Levels

993                           Reporting, Citizen Survey

                                         Strategic Plan, Measures
Source: Marshall (March 1998).
10

unty set up systems to collect and report performance measures (the
cted the first citizen survey. Based on the recommendation of the
unty decided to use the GASB guidelines to define the types of

 County Supervisors adopted Ordinance 94-47, the Financial and
ce (Prince William County, Board of County Supervisors, 1994). The
y law to require a framework for planning government services,
anned services, and providing accountability for achievement of

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
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budgeted service levels. It called for developing a strategic plan to provide policy guidance for
service delivery and resource allocation and called for periodic updates by the County Executive
on accomplishment of prior period strategic plan objectives. The strategic plan was to include a
mission statement for the County government, major goals for the County, strategies to achieve
the goals, and objectives for performance. The 1996–2000 Strategic Plan reflected this
transition, and identified specific community outcome targets in economic development/quality
growth, effective government, public safety, transportation, and education.

The Ordinance also called for goals, strategies, and objectives to guide resource decisions in
the County’s operating and capital budgets. The annual budget was to provide, among other
things, a description of existing and proposed programs, and a description and analysis of service
level targets, data, and trends. Periodic service level reports were to include information on the
status of strategic plan efforts, actual program service  levels and targets, citizen satisfaction with
services, and service efforts and accomplishment reports, as well as to include benchmark
comparisons, past performance trends, and established performance targets. The County’s first
citizen survey was developed in 1993 to meet the objective of measuring citizen satisfaction with
services. In 1995, the County’s first Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report was produced,
with the required benchmark comparisons, past performance trends, and performance targets.
During FY1997 and FY1998, the County continued the transition to results oriented government
by requiring performance based budget targets. In FY1999, goals, objectives, and activities were
developed, leading to development in FY2000 of a new County budget system, and the
beginning of activity costing for programs, which one County official indicated would help get at
the sometimes difficult linkage between funding and measurement.

FINDINGS

PEOPLE AND THEIR ROLES

Who has been involved in initiating, developing, and using performance measurement, and how
have they been involved?

Marshall (1996) said that in the early 1990s, County Executive Jim Mullen had an interest in
quantitative performance information to help manage for results, and he was the catalyst for
developing performance measurement activities, which were largely led by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). Many interviewees credited Craig Gerhart, who as Director of
OMB led the early efforts to develop and use performance measures, which he continued
supporting in his role as Assistant County Executive, Deputy County Executive, and Acting
County Executive, and now County Executive (as of March 21, 2000). According to one
interviewee, “he was the thread that held things together.” Staff within OMB were extensively
involved in developing measures, especially measures used in the budget development and
reporting process. As Management Consulting Supervisor, Martha Marshall was extensively
involved in performance measurement activities, although she is now an independent consultant,
working with other jurisdictions to develop performance measurement systems. Jim Webster,
Audit Supervisor, was involved in developing performance audits for the County, auditing
performance measures, and developing the Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report.

As in most governments, operating department management and staff were responsible for
developing, collecting, and reporting performance measures, including collecting benchmark
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data used in the Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report. The County Board of Supervisors
has supported development and use of performance measures as a policy initiative and,
according to several interviewees, has been an active user of performance measures. Citizens
have been involved with developing strategic plans and providing input to the budget process
through citizen surveys and public hearings. According to one interviewee, outcome measures
are recommended by the community and approved by the Board, although another interviewee
said that other than developing the strategic plan, it is not clear that citizens are that actively
involved. Citizens are certainly involved in developing strategic outcome targets, and they have
information at their disposal in the budget process. Some departments, such as Social Services
and Libraries, have appointed boards made up of citizens. Interviewees indicated that these
boards receive internal reports, budgets, and other performance measurement information.
Citizen views are represented in the citizen survey and are an important component in the SEA
Report and the annual budget process. In the case of Social Services, the State of Virginia is
actively involved in identifying and collecting some performance measures, which are required
for certain programs such as Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF).

USES AND EFFECTS OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

What intended and expected uses and effects of performance measurement were articulated?

What actual uses and effects of performance measurement were identified?

Introduction to Use of Performance Measures

The County Executive, executive staff in the Office of the County Executive, the Board of
County Supervisors, and department and agency staff collaborated to create a major change in
the way in which the County does its business, although one interviewee said that everyone did
not necessarily have the same understanding. Execution of the changes in the way the County is
managed was an iterative process, or as one interviewee put it, with pieces that came together
over time, as demonstrated in Figure 2. The County now has a comprehensive performance
measurement model, which one interviewee referred to as “a grand scheme.” The overall intent
was to establish a system of accountability focused on developing community and program
results, tying resources to accomplishing results, and reporting to government officials, elected
officials, and the public on the extent to which results are accomplished. The County’s
comprehensive approach results in a continuum of performance measurement development and
use, which is further discussed below.

Resource Allocation and Other Decision Making

Intent and Expectations

One senior official captured the intent of using performance measures for resource allocation
by stating that the intent was to put a structure in place for management of the people’s
resources, instead of using a “hip pocket” management style. This official expected the cost of
government to be reduced, while still providing a level of service to compete.

Performance measures in the County were developed program by program as part of a
program budgeting approach. The process began with development of objectives and missions.

http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/dss/
http://www.state.va.us/
http://www.dss.state.va.us/division/childsupp/childsupu.shtml
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/cxo/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/00apprbud/volume1/strategicbasedoutcomebudget.pdf
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The programmatic family of measures were developed to address the objectives and missions.
Although there was a sense that there may be a need to refine the objective statements because
they are often a list of activities, not objectives, the intent appears to be to better understand and
document government programs and to identify measures related to what the programs would
accomplish. The budget process is now used to refine measures. One departmental interviewee
indicated that the ultimate goal of the budget process was not clear, because the changes in the
approach took several years to accomplish, and it takes at least two to three years for
performance measures to be useful for decision making in the resource allocation process.

In addition to providing information for decision making in the budget process, performance
measures in the budget process are also used to inform users about department programs and
program changes that may affect workload. The process was characterized by one interviewee as
a chance to “market” the department and to keep decision makers informed. One example cited
was the change in County welfare programs due to the Federal welfare reform process. The Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program became the Temporary Aid to Needy
Families (TANF) program. This triggered workload changes, and the Department of Social
Services used performance measures to inform decision makers about the impact of system
changes.

The 1994 Strategic Plan called for rewarding good organizational performance by
developing a program to allow County agencies and departments keep a percentage of budget
saved at the end of each fiscal year, although it is unclear if this practice is currently in place. By
the time the 1996–2000 Strategic Plan was developed, specific community [and program]
outcomes and targets had been developed to guide the annual budget process. The County’s shift
from a line item budget to outcome budgeting was intended to facilitate this process. When
resources are added to the budget, specific outcome and performance targets to be achieved are
identified and tracked against actual results (Prince William County, 1998).

Prior to becoming Acting County Executive, Craig Gerhart was at the center of development
of performance measures in Prince William County. Mr. Gerhart was asked how the strategic
plan, performance measurement, and the budget process interact. In particular, he addressed the
difficult question of whether poor performance results should be used as an indication that a
program needs additional resources, or whether departments and agencies should be held
accountable and have budgets cut when results are poor. Mr. Gerhart discussed the following
graphic (Figure 3) to explain his response.

Figure 3

Relationship Between Strategic Goals and Performance Results in Prince
William County
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The County’s budget process allows emphasis on the extent to which efficiencies have been
achieved in implementing County programs. The County developed an FY98 Efficiency Report
to provide a wide range of measurement information on County program efficiencies. The
Report focuses on programs that provide more services or higher-quality service at the same
cost, that demonstrate reduced costs while providing the same or more service, or that receive
grants. The report serves both as a mechanism for considering resource allocation and other
decisions and as an accountability mechanism demonstrating and communicating effective
government practices (Prince William County, 2000d).

Departments use performance measures to understand and make decisions involving resource
and staffing needs. For example, the Library Department uses performance measures from
branches and individual units to establish staffing patterns and needs.

Police clearance rates provide another, albeit somewhat controversial, example of the effect
of using performance measures for resource allocation and decision making. The Chief of Police
(Deane, 1999) expressed a concern about an audit that resulted in public criticism of the
department’s clearance rate. The Chief was able to use performance measures to point out that
the relative resources compared to benchmark entities must be considered. According to one
official, it was clear that the closure rate was going to decline. The Police Department’s budget
had declined during the 1992 recession, although population and demand for services continued
to grow. Performance measures were used to justify the Police Department’s staffing plan, using
a managed workload concept that tied workload measures to the number of officers. The staffing
plan was then used to justify the number of officers needed, and new police officers were added
to increase the number of crimes “cleared” and to improve results. While the Chief expressed
concern about use of clearance rates as an external performance measure, it is clear that the
public debate focused on the Police Department’s resource needs. More than one interviewee
cited the addition of new officers as an example of shifting resources to a program with strategic
importance when comparable program measures illustrated that performance was less than
desired (low clearance rates), and analysis illustrated that the County had fewer police officers
per capita than benchmark organizations.

Table 4

Selected Highlights of the

Prince William County Budget Development Process

July–August Phase I Agencies report to Office of Executive Management on prior-year
performance in achieving adopted agency outcomes and service
levels

September-October Executive staff meet with agencies to review FY97 performance
and FY99 proposed goals, objectives, activities, outcomes, and
service levels

October 14 Phase II Budget instructions and performance budget targets, including
outcomes, service levels, revenues, expenditures, and County tax
support, distributed to agencies by Office of Executive

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/leap/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/library/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/00apprbud/default.htm
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Management

November 23 Agencies submit Phase II budget increase requests and responses
to performance budget targets to Office of Executive Management
for review, analysis, and recommendations

December . Agency budgets allocated by activity

February 23 County Executive presents Proposed Fiscal Plan to the Board of
County Supervisors

Late February–Early April Board of County Supervisors conducts community meeting and
budget work sessions with County government staff to review and
deliberate the budget

March 6 Office of Executive Management briefs Citizen Budget
Committees regarding upcoming fiscal year budget and CIP

March 24 and 25 Board of County Supervisors conducts two public hearings
regarding the proposed budget and tax and levy rates

April 13 Board of County Supervisors adopts the Fiscal Plan and CIP

July 1  Fiscal year begins; execution of activity budgets

Source: Prince William County (2000a).

Effect of Use

Does the use of performance measures in the budget process work as intended? According to
the majority of those interviewed, use of performance measurement in the budget process is
pretty much as advertised. Performance measures are considered, both in terms of prior-year
results and as targets for the current and future years. As one interviewee put it, performance
measurement is the predominant decision point for the budget process, and it is helpful for
achieving higher performance. The Board of Supervisors is said to use the performance measures
in considering budget proposals. Citizens generally do not get heavily involved, unless they have
a specific interest, although the County provides ample opportunities through public hearings
and budget committees on which citizens serve.

Marshall (March, 1998) said that better resource allocation was one of the effects of
development and use of performance measures, and that the budget had shifted toward
investment to implement the County’s Strategic Plan. In addition, she credits the County’s
managing for results orientation with having resulted in more efficient government, and she cited
a reduction of 11 percent in the cost per capita over six years, adjusted for inflation.

Webster (1999) provided examples of budgetary changes that he attributed to comparative
performance measurement. Detectives were added to the Police Department to investigate child
abuse cases because of the low number of such cases identified in the County. Library costs were
reduced when comparisons to other jurisdictions showed that the County’s costs were relatively
high.

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
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The County received a National Association of Counties 1995 Achievement Award for its
outcome focused Budgeting for Results process. Additional evidence of the success of the budget
process has also been cited by the County. The decline in the overall cost of government, the
shifting of resources to strategic goal areas, and the input of citizens demonstrating citizen
satisfaction are cited by the County as examples that the outcome budget process is working. As
of 1998, taxpayers were paying $143 a year less per capita for general fund services than in
1992, adjusted for inflation. Between 1992 and 1998, percentage change in per capita cost of
programs demonstrated a shift of resources to those areas that are strategic initiatives. In 1996,
the Citizen Survey demonstrated that 90.9 percent of citizens were satisfied or very satisfied with
services, and citizen satisfaction with value for tax dollars had grown from 65.5 percent in 1993
to 74.4 percent in 1996 (Prince William County, 1998). Satisfaction with value for tax dollars
rose to 80.6 in 1998, but fell back to 75.9 percent in 1999. By 1998, overall satisfaction with
County services had grown from 90.5 percent in 1993 to 93.3 percent in 1998 (Wood and
Guterbock, 1998). The rating was 89.3 percent in 1999, a statistically significant reduction that
was not explained in the Citizen Survey results (Prince William County, 2000c).

Strategic Planning, Performance Monitoring, and Performance Improvement

Intent and Expectations

As noted above, the County’s results orientation involved developing a countywide strategic
plan, identifying community and program outcomes, and using performance measures in the
budget process to focus on actual results achieved and projected results based on allocated
resources. The expectation was that a results orientation would encourage achievement of
strategic targets, more efficient and effective use of resources, and, ultimately, improvement of
performance. A high-ranking government official cited the County’s Commission on the Future,
comprised of 15 citizens, as being very helpful in developing the strategic planning process. If
the County could identify what it wanted to accomplish, that would help “keep the front end
straight,” by focusing on the outcomes that fit the strategic goals to be accomplished.

As might be expected, departmental representatives are focused on community and strategic
outcomes to be achieved, and on issues related to performance monitoring and departmental
management. As one departmental representative put it, the original intent was to look at what
citizens were getting for their tax dollars and to gauge how individual departments were
performing against expectations. The goal was to mesh it all together and have the various
performance measurement components (such as the SEA Report) and budget components (such
as the Capital Improvement Plan budget) support one another. The goal of the County is not to
increase numbers for their own sake, but rather to see performance measurement as a
management tool.

Some departments and agencies were already using performance measures to monitor
program processes and results. The Library Department had begun developing performance
measures in the early 1980s, when the American Library Association began encouraging library
systems to track outputs in addition to inputs. The intent was to use the data developed to support
the planning process. When the County began its efforts, the Library Department felt well
situated, because what they had been doing with performance measures related to what they
perceived the County wanted. One department manager had not known what to expect but,
because of prior experience with performance measurement, may have had higher expectations

http://www.naco.org/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/01propcip/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/library/
http://www.ala.org/
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than others. The manager had expected more of a focus on outputs and expressed concern
because the department’s ability to impact outcomes was more tenuous than other departments
and agencies.

One department shared the frequently expressed concern that it would be difficult to measure
the immediate impact of programs with results that are more long-term in nature. In the case of
the Department of Social Services (DSS), concerns were expressed about the ability to do long-
term tracking of results when clients come in and out of the County’s support system. While
DSS was, of course, concerned about meeting the needs of the County, Department management
indicated that their primary audience was DSS staff, with the intent of providing staff with
information that would allow better customer service.

In other cases, lack of data to monitor performance was a concern to those responsible for
program oversight. As might be expected, it is difficult to conduct performance audits to
examine efficiency, effectiveness, and achievement of outcomes if there is no performance data.
A staff member in the Office of Executive Management hoped that development of performance
measures would ensure that there is adequate data for performance audits and other oversight
activities.

For FY2001, in order to achieve the County’s strategic goals in government effectiveness,
the County has committed to seek to provide a more favorable level of service as measured
against similar jurisdictions with comparable costs, and to identify causes for significant
variances from other jurisdictions or the private sector and to take corrective actions (Prince
William County, 2000b).

Actual Use

Interviewees extensively discussed how actual use of performance measures relates to three
general themes: strategic planning to achieve community and program outcomes, measuring
performance to ensure citizen and customer satisfaction, and monitoring and improving
performance.

•  Strategic Planning to Achieve Community and Program Outcomes

According to Executive Office staff, the strategic planning process heavily considers citizen
satisfaction. Citizens also have input into the state required comprehensive land use plan. The
Board of Supervisors recently decided to include desired levels of service as part of the Strategic
Plan, in part to force developers to offset the operating cost of their development activities to the
government. Examples of measures include cost per student per school, cost of parks, and the
cost for fire and rescue given the number of anticipated residents or businesses in a development.
Measures can be used to ensure consistency across the County and to monitor cuts to the cost of
infrastructure. As for the County’s Strategic Plan, the process is very public, which one
interviewee indicated is the key to setting and achieving strategic plan objectives. Citizens,
elected officials, and staff are all involved in developing the plan. When they come to consensus,
the plan goes to the County Planning Commission for coordination with the planning process,
then to the Board of Supervisors for approval. As a result, according to one interviewee, a lot of
people buy into the process, and the plan is more effective and has more public buy-in than if
staff tried to put it in place without public participation.

•  Measuring Citizen and Customer Satisfaction

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/dss/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/planning/
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Citizen and customer satisfaction appears to be a major focus for the County’s performance
measurement efforts, and this is seen as a legitimate vehicle for gauging the County’s
performance. Marshall (May 1998) identified three major uses for the County’s citizen survey.
These included strategic planning, including identifying issues and measuring community
outcomes, gauging program performance, and learning and improvement. As a component of the
SEA Report, the citizen survey is not just a tool for measuring citizen perceptions, but is used to
capture data on the government’s performance.

The Police Department is particularly interested in the citizen survey results regarding
community perceptions of safety, and how the community thinks they are treated by the
Department. In particular, the Department monitors how it is viewed by minority groups in the
County. The Chief of Police seemed especially pleased that minorities did not differ in how they
rated the Department.

The Department of Social Services is focused on improving its working relationship with its
customers. A survey form with results from customer satisfaction surveys is posted in the lobby
of the Department. Customer input is often used to drive changes in the Department’s approach.
For example, the Department focused on its timeliness, in order to address client concerns about
how long it took to get into the County’s system and begin receiving benefits. According to the
Department, they have been able to meet Department standards most of the time. Programs are
state supervised but locally administered.

•  Monitoring and Improving Performance

Webster (1999) indicated that SEA data has been used to improve performance, to identify
areas to improve and issues to pursue, to make budget decisions, and to inform. Performance
measures are used for operational improvement; a high-ranking government official indicated
that the agencies are “first and foremost” the target of performance measurement efforts. The
Office of Executive Management provides quarterly updates to the Board of County Supervisors
on progress towards achieving priorities established in the Strategic Plan. Progress towards
achieving outcome goals is provided as part of the annual budget process.  Examples of measures
provided to the Board include fire and rescue response times, which may point to a need to
redistribute staffing, and the number of juvenile arrests, which were used by Police to justify an
ordinance for a juvenile curfew. As a result, juvenile crime has gone down. Staff in the Office of
Executive Management indicated that some departments pay more attention to using
performance measures for this purpose than others.

One Library Department manager indicated that performance targets are set for both desired
community outcomes and desired program outcomes, the Library is interested in tracking trends
over time, as opposed to looking at specific program targets in a given year. The department uses
performance measures to monitor changes in the needs of their clients.

The  Department of Social Services uses performance measures to track progress toward
operational goals. One example is the TANF program, which, as a component of welfare reform,
resulted in a two-year deadline to shift the focus of County welfare programs. Data is tracked
both for the State and for use by County managers, although the County selectively identifies its
own measures as well. Applications are processed by the County on the state computer system.
The State then reports performance measures back to the County. Examples of measures include
the number of cases processed, and how long it takes to process a case. DSS focuses on using
measures such as these to monitor customer service and the impact of process improvements,

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/police/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/dss/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/library/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/dss/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/dss/
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and it changed the organization and focus of DSS employment teams. As a result, caseloads were
reduced from 2,000 to 1,250. DSS began tracking the wages of clients who became employed
under welfare reform and found that, while the results are steadily rising, there are still a lot of
working poor in the County. The data is fed back to staff, incorporated into presentations on the
effect of welfare reform, and shared with community service agencies so that community
impacts and influences can be considered, and to examine overlaps in information. The
Department felt that the results over the previous three years had produced good results and
expected the trend to continue; one manager stated, “If we are serving customers, other measures
will fall in place.”

Effect of Use

With all of the County’s emphasis on strategic planning to achieve results, citizen
involvement and consideration in the measurement process, and monitoring of results for
operational and outcome progress, what has been the effect of using measures? If one of the keys
to government success is keeping citizens and taxpayers satisfied, then Prince William County
has been successful. Marshall (March 1998) said that the County’s Citizen Survey reported a
high level of satisfaction with services, with over 90 percent satisfaction every year since 1993.
Other results from the 1997 citizen survey include:

•  citizen sense of value for tax dollars improved from 65.5 percent to 75.8 percent;

•  satisfaction with the tax level was 53.2 percent;

•  trust in the county government was nearly 70 percent; and

•  satisfaction with the county’s efficiency and effectiveness was rated at almost 90 percent.

Those interviewed did not extensively discuss the effect of strategic planning, performance
measurement, and performance improvement. This could be because the impact of performance
measurement on the budget process was such a predominant subject.

Accountability and Communication

Intent and Expectation

In the two previous sections, several of the examples given of performance measurement use
clearly pointed to the County’s commitment to accountability and communication. The County’s
continuing effort to produce a Service Efforts and Accomplishment Report is indicative of this
commitment. The County’s web page includes a copy of the latest SEA Report), thus making
County performance information widely available to citizens and taxpayers. The 1999 SEA
Report is the County’s fifth report on major governmental service areas. The intent of this
continued commitment is made clear in the introduction to the 1998 SEA Report.

Traditionally governments provide the community with information on where
tax dollars are spent but provide very little non-anecdotal information on what is
accomplished through the expenditure of those funds. This report attempts to
provide the Community, the Board of County Supervisors, and County
management with information on not only what resources are provided to County
government agencies but also the results that are achieved by County agencies
with the funding provided to them.

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/bocs/
http://quote.yahoo.com/p?v&k=pf_49
http://quote.yahoo.com/p?v&k=pf_49


21

The report is also unique in that it provides comparisons to performance over
the prior five years and the performance of other jurisdictions. Prince William
County has entered into the Service Efforts and Accomplishments initiative in the
belief that this information will help improve services as well as improve
accountability and trust in government. Prince William is one of only a handful of
jurisdictions in the Country that provides SEA reporting to the community. The
report can be a powerful tool for public accountability and operational
improvements if used correctly (Prince William County, 2000e).

In the interest of correct use of performance measures and an appropriate focus on
accountability, the County indicated its intent that performance measures be properly used in
noting that because of the many factors that may cause variances in the data, care must be taken
not to misuse the data by casting blame where substantial variances exist. Rather, notes the SEA
Report, variances in critical measures should trigger more in-depth analysis and, where
appropriate, improvements in operating methods and resource allocation (Prince William
County, 2000e).

Strategic plans provide a useful mechanism for communicating the intent and expectations of
government. It should come as no surprise that a government committed to accountability and
communication has strategic objectives that address these issues. The FY 2000 Strategic Plan
(Prince William County, 2000b) identifies several County initiatives for increasing
communication to the public. Strategy 8 calls for improved dissemination of information to
citizens. Strategies include exploring new methods to provide timely, accurate, comprehensive
information to the public regarding County government; employing existing technologies to
increase the availability of County information to citizens; and using the Cable TV license
renewal negotiations to expand opportunities for public, education, and government information.
Strategy 9, public accountability to the citizens of Prince William County, calls for a wide
variety of strategies to promote accountability. These include, among others:

•  network and share consulting reports, studies, and surveys with or from other jurisdictions
rather than paying for new studies;

•  review independent audit findings and provide implementation recommendations, utilizing
consultant services where necessary;

•  add schools, parks, Service Authority, solid waste, transportation, Administrative Boards &
Commissions, and other expenditure areas to the SEA Report;

•  incorporate activity costing into the Annual Fiscal Plan;

•  establish an efficiency program for County government; and

•  develop methods to survey citizens about specific agency programs and activities.

One interviewee described the context for accountability. Board resolutions are required to
address performance measurement issues. Performance levels are set by law, with approval by
the Board of the strategic plan, and for selected County programs. Establishment of such targets
encourages accountability, and performance measures provide a means for government officials
to be held accountable for those standards.

When asked the intent of the County’s performance measurement efforts, one interviewee
indicated that the County’s efforts provide a mechanism for accountability to the community and

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
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for evaluation by the community. The citizen survey raised awareness of the County’s efforts. As
another interviewee put it, performance measurement is a mechanism so management can be
held accountable for reaching the desired service levels.

Actual Use

The County makes information available through a wide variety of vehicles. In the 1999
citizen survey, 23 percent of those surveyed reported having visited the County’s web site.
Citizens who found their way to the web page of the Office of Executive
Management(http://www.pwcgov.org/oem/) in January 2000 would have found seven reports
that incorporate performance measurement information and provide a basis for accountability
and communication, including two budgets (FY1999 and FY2000), the FY2000 Strategic Plan,
the 1999 Citizen Survey, the FY98 Efficiency Report, and a Draft Human Services Strategic
Goal. In addition to these reports, the Office of Public Information also produces a quarterly
citizen newsletter called Prince William Reports, which provides some results information. In the
interest of accountability and frequent communication, periodic status reports are produced
within the government for most of these reports, with service quality measures getting the most
emphasis. Also, many departments produce monthly, quarterly, or annual reports and distribute
those reports to staff, advisory board, community service providers, and, in some cases, to state
agencies responsible for funding or oversight of county programs.

•  SEA Report

Involving the public in selecting and monitoring measures is the ultimate in government
accountability. The SEA Report provides an opportunity to demonstrate improvement of
programs over time, demonstrate results compared to other benchmark jurisdictions, and
communicate with the public on issues that are of interest to them. In the area of police services,
a citizen focus group suggested tracking data on the percentage of crimes committed by
juveniles. One challenge that government officials have is explaining factors that affect
performance results. As noted above, the SEA Report does a commendable job of expressing the
caution that must be taken in drawing conclusions about performance results. In addition, at the
insistence of the Board, more narrative information has been added to the SEA Report to help
provide context for performance results. One government official expressed concern about the
number of variables that can impact the results included in the SEA Report.  The Chief of Police,
both in interviews and in public statements about his Department’s results, demonstrated a great
facility in being able to explain factors that can affect results. Despite his concerns, the Chief and
other officials felt that performance measures are a “great tool for educating the community.”

Even though nearly a quarter of the citizens included in the citizen survey had visited the
County web page, and despite the availability of the SEA Report in County Libraries, one
government official expressed doubt if anybody outside of the government looks at the SEA
Report. It was this official’s opinion that elected officials and the county government are the
audience for the SEA Report, while noting that the general public is aware of the citizen
satisfaction survey.

•  Role of the Media

A couple of officials voiced an opinion about the role of the media in reporting performance
measures, particularly the citizen survey. One high-ranking official indicated that “ultimately
[performance measures] should be for the public, [but] measures never get published in the

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/oem/
http://www.pwcgov.org/oem/
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/splan2000/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/leap/default.htm
http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
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newspaper unless the numbers are negative. Most of the interest is at the County management
level because it is an audience that cares very much about [performance results].” The official
acknowledged that reporters say that positive highlights are not news. Given such an attitude
from the media, the official expressed concern about the difficulty of getting information to the
public so they can use it, and in a format that captures media and community interest.

•  Internal Reports

Performance measures can be incorporated in performance evaluations of personnel, both in
setting established targets for performance and for providing the basis for evaluation of actual
performance. According to one high-ranking government official, the County is not doing much
with performance measurement as a component of performance evaluations. Department heads
“go through a drill.” One department indicated that it uses a pay-for-performance system of
accountability, and indicated that performance standards are included on performance evaluation
forms, so employees and managers know what different ratings mean. However, the same
department official said that performance measures are not used in evaluating performance.

Effect of Use

The 1999 Citizen Survey demonstrated a string of improved ratings from citizens about the
County’s provision of information on government services. The first Citizen Survey in 1993
showed 70.9 percent satisfaction with information on government services. In 1996 the survey
results improved to 82.2, although results recently declined to 74.6 percent,information on
government services, although more recently satisfaction was reduced to 74.6 percent of those
responding, a statistically significant reduction from 1998, 1997, and 1996 results. The Citizen
Survey report did not include an explanation or interpretation of why satisfaction was reduced,
and the results were not received in time to get a reaction from interviewees for this case study.

The general consensus of interviewees was that the County’s efforts have resulted in
improved accountability within the government, and that the County does a pretty good job of
communicating. As one interviewee explained, “You can see what is being accomplished,” and
“the people that care about [measuring government performance] love the SEA Report.” County
efforts are a big leap forward for citizens and taxpayers in terms of the availability of
information, although several officials expressed concern about the level of interest among the
general public, and the need to work to make the public more aware of the availability of
accountability information because it is not clear how extensively information is being used by
the public.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

How is the quality of performance information perceived, and how have performance
measurement quality issues been addressed?

Perceptions of the Quality of Performance Information

Interviewees were asked to describe the characteristics of quality performance measures—
that is, their criteria for whether measures are of good quality. The question was open-ended, so
interviewees responded with more than one response. Over half of those interviewed said that
data had to be valid, verifiable, or accurate. Other characteristics cited by two or more
interviewees included comparable, clear and easily understood, outcome or goal oriented,

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/99survey/default.htm
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consistent over time and reliable, verifiable, easy to capture and measure, and useful to managers
and staff. Other responses included cost-effective, practical, and objective, and those that
measure service quality.

Two interviewees indicated their belief that the County was doing pretty well overall in
having measures that meet this criteria. Concerns were expressed by two interviewees. One said
that some citizens question the objectivity of the data because it is collected by the departments
themselves, although the citizen survey is conducted by consultants from the University of
Virginia. Another mentioned concerns about the quality of data collected by the state, because
data is sometimes missing, and the state cannot explain how data is collected. Overall, however,
the interviewee felt that the state data is reliable.

Efforts to Address Information Quality Issues

Interviewees were asked about organizational efforts to address information quality issues.
Appropriate use of performance measures is one clear way that quality can be addressed. In the
1998 SEA Report (Prince William County, 2000e), the County’s discussion of report limitations
is one indication that some attention has been paid to issues of quality in wanting to ensure that
information is appropriately used by citizens, elected officials, and appointed officials. Cautions
were raised about using inter-jurisdictional comparisons. Data was adjusted to account for
service and definitional variations, although some variations may not be identifiable.
Appropriately, the SEA Report calls for further detailed analysis where extensive variation is
found, or when contextual information cannot explain service variations. The report also
acknowledged the aggregate nature of the data presented and that subgroup results may be
different.

To further ensure the validity and reliability of data, data is subjected to periodic (albeit not
annual) audits for accuracy. Data received from comparison jurisdictions is not subject to audit.
Data is reviewed annually for major variations from prior years, and there is follow-up on cases
that appear substantially out of line. By thoroughly presenting the SEA Report methodology, the
County helps users to understand how the report is developed, and in doing so increases the
chances that better informed users will appropriately use performance measurement information.
Finally, the SEA Report acknowledges the evolutionary nature of the performance measurement
process, thus encouraging users to be patient as measures are more thoroughly developed and
results are better understood (Prince William County, 2000e).

Interviewees addressed other efforts to assess quality. The most frequently cited quality
control mechanism was the possibility that an audit would be conducted. The Office of
Executive Management’s Audit and Analysis staff conduct periodic audits of departmental
information, including the results captured in the SEA Report. A 5 percent margin of error is
used to identify accuracy problems that are material in nature, because an effort of more than 5
percent might be significant to a decision maker. Data is tested during audits, and reporting
documentation is then examined. The Board of County Supervisors was provided with a report
on the accuracy of measures, which is yet another way that County departments are held
accountable for results. Audit staff expressed hope that during second round audits, improvement
in the quality and accuracy of measurement information would be found.

One interviewee provided an example of a program budget that was recommended for a
reduction partly because of concerns that data being provided was not accurate. Results from a

http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/default.htm
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substance abuse treatment program showed that fewer than half of those entering the program
completed the program, and of those who completed the program, only about 25 percent were
viewed as successes. Since the County was spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on the
program, budget staff found that results were not adequate. Program staff complained that the
measures were wrong and that problems with sampling and data systems caused artificially low
results. According to the interviewee, when the Board saw the data and heard the explanation,
they said, in essence, “Tough. Either get it right or you don’t get the money,” and the
recommended budget cut was upheld. The interviewee indicated that the absence of reliable data
was indicative of a greater ill. The message was clear that departments and agencies were
responsible for the quality of data and would be held accountable for it.

Other mechanisms to ensure the quality of data that were cited by interviewees include:

•  Quality control mechanisms are in place within departments and agencies, and analysis
performed by agencies to understand factors affecting performance results.

•  There should be careful selection of measures, including discontinuing reporting of measures
that are not useful, and identification of alternatives that are more useful; making sure that
measures are not included because of a desire to have measures for every category of
measurement (e.g., inputs, outputs, outcomes). More than one interviewee mentioned a
willingness to change measures, and to sacrifice trend data for better performance measures.

•  The budget process provides for some quality control. Budget analysts will ask about the
source of data, and how results were achieved.

•  Confusing presentations of data should be avoided—for instance, where an increase in a
performance measure is a negative result.

•  Research and analysis are needed to better understand what drives statistics (e.g., closure rate
and its relationship to staffing levels.

•  The board should question data that point to the need for quality, consistency, and contextual
information to help users understand the significance of performance results.

What kinds of organizational supports are provided, and how have organizations been changing
to accommodate performance measurement?

According to Marshall (March 1998), the County has developed several organizational
systems to support performance measurement efforts. Human Resources developed strategic
capabilities and also mechanisms to reward performance and knowledge. Other organizational
supports include developing goals and missions, and having results focused information systems,
making information accessible to all, and enabling knowledge management and growth.

Interviewees reported that training was provided early in the performance measurement
development process by the Urban Institute, and that one-time training was provided in 1995.
Training was provided on how to use the computer-based PAMS system for collecting and
reporting performance information. (As indicated earlier in this study, the PAMS system was
discarded after several years because the budget cycle was the primary focus of performance
measurement use, and the cost of quarterly data collection and tracking became prohibitive.)
Performance measurement became a larger component of the work performed by Budget and
Audit staff, thus shifting resources to oversight of performance measurement. Both senior

http://www.urban.org/
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County officials and department officials indicated that the Audit Supervisor, Jim Webster, was a
resource on which they could depend, both in terms of use of audits to ensure quality
measurement and because of Mr. Webster’s knowledge of, and ability to explain, the County’s
use of performance measures. Generally speaking, department representatives indicated that very
little performance training was provided.

An October 1998 memorandum from the Budget Officer to Agency Directors indicated that
agencies received training in activity cost allocation methods, an overview of the budgeting
component of the County’s new Performance Series Financial System, and hands-on
performance budget training on how to use the new budget system (Peacor, October 14, 1998).

EVOLUTION OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

What barriers have been identified to making effective use of performance measurement and are
those barriers being addressed?

Marshall (March 1998) identified eight barriers to performance measurement in Prince
William County, including:

•  failing to see the big (systemic) picture;

•  expecting performance measurement to be quick or easy;

•  trying to use budgeting systems to accomplish strategic thinking and priorities;

•  fear or reluctance to listen to customers;

•  fear of accountability for results;

•  not understanding the “learning” side of performance improvement;

•  systems that don’t support managing for results (activity based information systems,
compliance and input focused human resources); and

•  adversarial relations with media—bad news sells.

Webster (1999) identifies eleven potential pitfalls of performance measurement, citizen
surveys, and SEA reporting, although the extent of the impact of these barriers in Prince William
County was not clear. Potential pitfalls are:

•  apples-and-oranges comparisons;

•  inadequate comments or contextual information;

•  insufficient agency involvement;

•  improper selection of comparison jurisdictions;

•  no process for validating data;

•  inadequate mission statements;

•  results indicators that are not connected to mission;

•  no appreciation of materiality (whether findings are critical to note);

•  failure to clearly define measures;
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•  minimal contact with peers in comparison jurisdictions; and

•  failure to address possible accounting differences (how costs are captured) in surveys.

Interviewees were asked about barriers to making effective use of performance measures. In
addition to some of those identified above, barriers include:

•  the political nature of the process, and the risk in establishing a record that must be justified;
Marshall touched on this briefly when she discussed fear of accountability for results;

•  the difficulty in making comparisons that are fair, and identifying all costs and conditions to
make comparisons valid was cited by two interviewees; both Police and Libraries reviewed
benchmark agencies in the SEA Report in order to point out discrepancies that could affect
results; Webster discussed this in noting the pitfall of apples-and-oranges comparisons, the
risk of improper selection of benchmark partners, and minimal staff contact with peers in
comparison jurisdictions;

•  the difficulty of implementing performance measurement in a large organization; coming up
with the measurements does not mean they are being used as intended, if they are used at all;
another interviewee cited how time intensive it is to do regular (e.g., quarterly) reporting to
give staff the information they need, and how difficult is to get information out in a timely
fashion and into the hands of those who need it so that it can be used;

•  performance measurement is limited in that it cannot tell you why results are occurring; in
performance budgeting context, it cannot tell you how much it would cost to get results with
any certainty; this may lead some to say that performance measurement is too limited to
justify the expense, or that it would be too costly if combined with other analysis needed to
draw appropriate conclusions; and

•  systems of measurement are outmoded, and automated data collection is limited, which leads
to duplicate data tracking; for example the State system of collecting information in DSS
programs was cited as being outdated, and although information is collected locally, it is
reported statewide, thus limiting the ability of DSS to perform additional analysis and
reporting without additional data entry; this point is related to Marshall’s point that systems
do not always support managing for results.

What lessons have been learned from the performance measurement experience to date?

Hatry, Gerhart, and Marshall (1994) identified eleven lessons learned from Prince William
County’s early experience with performance measurement. The lessons learned, which mostly
relate to specific functions in which performance measurement is useful and to the types of
measures that are useful in those processes, include:

1. address service quality and outcomes explicitly in program reviews during budget and other
interim reviews;

2. set targets for indicators and assess progress based on experience and available resources;

3. provide timely performance data;

4. calculate breakouts of data for each indicator;

5. clearly identify and use intermediate and end outcomes;
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6. provide explanatory information with performance reports;

7. incorporate performance information in staff training;

8. incorporate performance measures into outcome based contracts;

9. include service quality and outcome progress in performance appraisals;

10. use service quality and outcomes in formulating and justifying budgets;

11. avoid using outcome information to indicate causes of the outcome.

Two years later, Marshall (1996) identified nine lessons learned that were somewhat less
specific and more process oriented than the lessons identified two years earlier. These include:

1. establish a vision;

2. commitment from the top is essential;

3. perseverance is the key;

4. visibly link measurement to decision making;

5. develop measures with broad involvement of stakeholders;

6. provide effective consultation on measurement [conceivably including training];

7. don’t reinvent the wheel;

8. know that data quality will be a problem; and

9. audit to ensure the accuracy of data, and to encourage quality record keeping and accurate
calculations.

Marshall (May 1998) and Webster (1999) identified six lessons learned that by and large
overlapped, and Webster added a seventh lesson:

1. use surveys as part of a larger system;

2. involve stakeholders (a repeat from Marshall, 1996);

3. be prepared to take action right away;

4. avoid opinion questions that put elected officials in a corner (unless the elected officials ask);

5. independence is highly beneficial; and

6. quality is essential; Webster added that data quality may be a problem, thus highlighting the
need for audits.

7. expect comparative measurement to raise interesting but unanswered questions that are
opportunities for learning (Webster, 1999).

Most interviewees discussed lessons learned, some of which overlap with Hatry, Gerhart, and
Marshall (1994) and Marshall’s and Webster’s earlier discussions. Additional lessons identified
include:

•  performance measurement provides an opportunity to talk to elected officials about issues
that would otherwise not have been raised (e.g., closure rate);
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•  many departments start by counting everything, which staff especially dislike; let us guide
the importance of what is to be collected;

•  integration with the budget process has been critical to success;

•  performance measurement is hard to do, and it is complicated to figure out how to do it well;
need to stay focused on what you are trying to accomplish, and if you do, it can make a
difference in how programs perform and how staff can be motivated.

What are future expectations for the use of performance measurement?

Marshall (May 1998) identified four future challenges for Prince William County, including:

•  sustaining momentum with limited resources;

•  strengthening our ability to analyze and improve performance;

•  developing useful learning partnerships with other local governments; and

•  aligning our support systems to reinforce managing for results.

Marshall (March 1998) identified the following four anticipated future trends:

•  managing for results is here to stay;

•  taking a systems view will deliver better performance, and better results;

•  public trust and confidence should increase; and

•  A results focus offers new opportunities to build partnerships within the organization and
within the community to achieve important outcomes.

Despite the challenges she identified, Marshall was optimistic that managing for results, and
with it use of performance measures, would last. Ideally, public trust will increase and managing
for results will continue in Prince William County. Will public trust increase sufficiently that the
challenge of sustaining momentum can withstand future potential fiscal and political pressures
that may argue against the County’s continued comprehensive use and reporting of performance
measures?

Interviewees did not address future expectations for the use of performance measurement.
Given that the County’s process for results oriented government is cyclical (Figure 1), it is
conceivable that the County’s efforts will continue as long as the process is valuable to elected
officials and other high-ranking government officials. The County’s steps in developing a results
oriented government (Figure 2) include the County’s plans through FY2000. Now that the
County’s budget is being developed using a new budget system to support activity-based budget
processes, and with a few years of positive experience using an outcome oriented approach, it is
conceivable that the County’s investment in results oriented government is sufficient to survive
whatever economic and political challenges the future may hold for performance measurement
use in the County.
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Supervisors directed the Office of Executive Management to include more contextual
information than earlier versions of the report. The report is intended to help address key
questions of citizens, elected officials, and government officials, including: Does Prince William
County spend more on a given service area than other jurisdictions? If so, are the citizens being
provided more service or a higher quality of service? Is a given service area providing more or
less service this year than in prior years? Is a given service area effectively accomplishing its key
objectives? The Introduction included useful discussions of limitations and methodology that
could provide excellent guidance to other jurisdictions considering development of SEA
reporting.

———, Board of County Supervisors. July 19, 1994. Ordinance No. 94-47, Financial and
Program Planning Ordinance Amendments. Prince William, VA: Board of County
Supervisors.

Changes in County law requiring a framework for planning government services, allocating
resources to planned services, and providing accountability for achievement of budgeted service
levels. Calls for development of a strategic plan to provide policy guidance for service delivery
and resource allocation, and calls for periodic updates by the County Executive on
accomplishment of prior period strategic plan objectives. The strategic plan was to include a
mission statement for the County government, major goals for the County, strategies to achieve
the goals, and objectives for performance. The Strategic Plan goal, strategies, and objectives
were to guide resource decisions in the County’s operating and capital budgets. The annual
budget was to provide, among other things, a description of existing and proposed programs, and
a description and analysis of service level targets, data, and trends. Periodic service level reports
were to include information on the status of strategic plan efforts, actual program service levels
and targets, citizen satisfaction with services, and service efforts and accomplishment reports, to
include benchmark comparisons, past performance trends, and established performance targets.

———, Department of Social Services. 1997. Annual Report, July 1, 1996 to June 30, 1997.

http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/leap/tableofcontents.pdf
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/default.htm
http://www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sear/default.htm
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Includes the mission and guiding principles of the Department of Social Services. The annual
report presents a variety of measures, including workload, efficiency, and outcomes for five
department program areas.

———, Department of Social Services. July 22, 1998. “Data Presentation.”

Internal presentation to present data to Social Services Customer Service Teams, the intent of
which is to increase the Teams’ understanding and use of data, including analysis and
interpretation of data. Uses of data identified include caseload distribution, resource distribution,
training needs, funding (including staffing, planning, and forecasting), and development of
performance measures. Performance measures should gauge productivity; accuracy; timeliness;
quality; continuous improvement; and worker, team, and department evaluation.

———, Department of Social Services. October 1998. “Welfare Report in Prince William
County: Our First Two Years.” Prince William, VA: Department of Social Services.

Slide presentation that shows performance goals and results for the Department’s Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families program. Performance measures are used to document efforts to
shift the County’s welfare focus from a benefits program to an employment program.

———, Department of Social Services. December 1998. “Monthly Report, December 1998.”
Prince William, VA: Department of Social Services.

Internal monthly report tracks goals and actual performance against goals. Specific performance
measures are included, along with comments to help interpret the results.

———, Office of the Executive Management. 1994. “National Association of County’s Awards
Program Nomination Summary: Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting Program.”

Provides an overview of the County’s SEA reporting program. Information includes
identification of the problem or need for the program, including lack of public accountability on
what is accomplished; lack of information for business decisions; and lack of a competitive
environment for government programs. Four primary objectives for the SEA program are
identified, including improved public accountability; increased trust in government; operational
improvements; and promotion of learning in government. A history of development of the SEA
Report in the County is provided. Success of the SEA in achieving its objectives is also
documented.

Virginia Department of Social Services. December 1998. “Virginia Independence Program
Monthly Report, December 1998.” Richmond: Virginia Department of Social Services.

Provides a variety of workload, outcomes, efficiency, and effectiveness measures by region for a
state employment program. While measures are fairly well described, no information is provided
to explain difference in performance levels, which show a great deal of variance.
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Webster, James A. January 9, 1998. Audit of Community Services Board Performance Measures.
Prince William, VA: Office of Executive Management.

Provides results of an audit of performance measures of the Community Services Board.
Performance measures are reviewed by Internal Audit group in the Office of Executive
Management to evaluate the accuracy of data, and assist agencies in improving the accuracy of
the data. Performance measures from FY1996 for the Board’s ten programs are reviewed, as this
was the most currently available data at the start of the review. The Audit Implementation Plan
of the Board demonstrates that audits are a form of organizational support encouraging valid and
reliable collection and use of performance measures.

———. December 15, 1998. “Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report: Presentation to
Board of County Supervisors.” Prince William, VA: Office of Executive Management.

Presentation slides include information on background, methodology, and overview of the
County’s SEA Report. Includes presentation of FY1998 results, compared to historical and inter-
jurisdictional benchmarks

———. September 14, 1999. “PWC Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting.”
Presented at the September 1999 Regional Performance Measurement Consortium Meeting.
Prince William, VA: Office of Executive Management.

Presents an overview of the County’s system for results oriented government, and describes the
development of the County’s SEA Report. SEA data has been used for performance
improvement, to identify areas to improve and issues to pursue, to make budget decisions, and to
inform. Webster provides several examples of performance improvements in reducing crime,
increasing library circulation, and reducing time for rezoning cases, while also identifying areas
for improvement. Eleven pitfalls are identified, along with lessons learned and some common
observations.

Wood, Kathryn Franzen, and Thomas M. Guterbock. October 1998. “1998 Prince William
County Citizen Satisfaction Survey Report of Results.” Charlottesville, VA: Center for
Survey Research.

Provides results of the County’s legislatively mandated annual citizen survey. Results are
presented in graphic and tabular form. The random sample survey replicates the five previous
citizen surveys, intended to assess citizen satisfaction; compare citizen satisfaction to prior
surveys; determine citizen needs and preferences; analyze citizen subgroups for dissatisfaction;
and continue annual measurement of the overall perception of quality of life. The survey
demonstrates that perceptions of value for tax dollars had increased 15 percentage points since
1993. Since 1997, perception of safety in neighborhoods had increased by 4.4 percentage points,
and in business areas was up 10 percentage points. Overall, citizens perceptions of their quality
of life improved from 1997 to 1998, and citizen satisfaction with county government services
was 93.3 percent. Citizens were most satisfied with library services, voter registration, and
medical rescue and fire protection. Citizens were less satisfied with coordination of roads and
new development, and with planning and land use, than other service areas.

http://www.pwcgov.org/budan/sear/sea00/default.htm
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