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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The primary focus of the performance measurement movement in the State of Arizona is 

on “what matters.”  The direction has been primarily from within the executive branch with 
departments developing performance measures and the Governor focusing on key “themes” of 
government.  Legislative use of performance measures is just beginning and expected to expand 
during the 2000-2001 budget cycle. 

 What is important to learn from the State of Arizona is that the development and use of 
performance measures, although legislatively required by Laws 1993, Chapter 252 that agencies 
develop strategic plans with a mission statement, goals, objectives, and performance measures, is 
viewed as useful by program and department staff. Performance measures have become a 
management tool for these program and department directors and in many cases associated staff 
members. This has helped institutionalize the use of performance measures and contributed to 
the continued evolution of using measures of performance within the executive branch.  This 
should aid in their use by the legislative branch.   

 The Governor has been effective in emphasizing and supporting performance measurement 
in the state.  It is the Governor’s Office that establishes the strategic plan for the state.  Currently 
the Governor is developing key indicators that cut across state agencies.  These measures will be 
used to identify, track, and report progress towards achieving the state’s strategic goals. 

 Arizona has been successful in legislative support of performance measurement.  Beginning 
in 1993 legislation has been passed and continues to be amended to improve the performance 
measurement initiative in the state.  With this legislative support has come changes in other 
process, including term limits, a biennium budget, and performance budgeting.   

 Legislative and executive cooperation is also evident in the state.  The Office of Strategic 
Planning and Budgeting works with the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in establishing and 
modifying agency and program performance measures.    

 There are a number of citizen groups that are active in the state.  Although there are no clear 
indication that these citizen groups helped choose the performance measures that are used, their 
interest in the government and its programs certainly helped identify areas of concern to the 
agencies.   

 The Auditor General performs audits of performance measures used by state agencies and 
programs.  These reports are provided to the legislature for review.  The agencies find these 
reports and the assistance provided by the Office of the Auditor General to be helpful in 
improving performance measures. 

 Although legislation was passed in 1993 and subsequent years, the first test of performance 
measures comes in the 1999-2001 biennium budget cycle.  Agencies have been using 
performance measures for many years, many before the 1993 required use.  Because of the 
length of time, approximately seven years from formally requiring the use of performance 
measures and the use of performance measures in the budget cycle, agencies, in general, realize 
the management purposes for using performance measures.  Many agencies are using 
performance measures to improve “what matters.”   

http://www.state.az.us/
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/Instruct.html
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/StratPlan.html


   

TYPES OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED AND THEIR ORGANIZATIONS 
 Interviews were conducted with elected officials, administrators within the executive 
branch, citizen representatives, and a member of the media.  The names, titles, and organization 
of these individuals are indicated in the Table 1, below: 

Table 1: Individuals Participating in Case Study 

Interviewee/Official Title Organization 

Randall Gnant Senator, Chair, Appropriations 
Committee 

Arizona State Senate 

Edward J. Cirillo State Senator, Chairman, 
Financial Institutions and 
Retirement Committee 

Arizona State Senate 

Bob Burns Representative Arizona House of 
Representatives  

Don L. Horne Administrator, Office of 
Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting 

Department of Corrections 

Barbra Chavira-McCluskey Strategic Planner, Office of 
Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting 

Department of Corrections 

Lynn D. Fedina Strategic Planner, Office of 
Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting 

Department of Corrections 

Lynne J. Smith Senior Fiscal Analyst Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee 

Stefan Shepherd Senior Fiscal Analyst Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee 

David P. Jankofsky Manager, Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting 

Department of Transportation

David Dodenhoff Institute Manager Office for Excellence in 
Government 

John Schilling Chief of Policy and Planning Department of Education 

Richard Zelznak Deputy Director Governor’s Office of 
Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting 

Michael Koppelman Deputy Director Department of Economic 
Security 

Gloria Diaz Administrator Office of Organization & 
Management Development, 

http://www.azleg.state.az.us/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/
http://www.adc.state.az.us:81/
http://www.adc.state.az.us:81/
http://www.adc.state.az.us:81/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/excellence/index.html
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/excellence/index.html
http://www.ade.state.az.us/
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/planning.html
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/planning.html
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/planning.html
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/


   

Interviewee/Official Title Organization 

Department of Economic 
Security 

Mary Peters Director Department of Transportation

Sam Maroufkhani Chief of Staff Department of Transportation

Bob Gustafson Project Coordinator, Intermodal 
Transportation Division 

Department of Transportation

Keven Ann Willey Editor of the Editorial Pages The Arizona Republic 

Bill Thomson Director, Performance Audit 
Division 

Office of the Auditor General

Melba Davidson Director Governor’s Office of 
Excellence in Government 

OVERVIEW AND RELEVANT BACKGROUND 
 There are three changes that occurred in the State of Arizona that contribute to the 
legislative interest in performance measurement. The first change was the 1993 legislation 
requiring agencies to report performance information in the budget process.  The second change 
also occurred in 1993 when the legislature passed a law regarding term limits.  Several 
individuals interviewed indicated that the requirements related to performance measures has 
provided a method for now non-career elected officials to determine, justify, and demonstrate 
improvements to government programs, services and activities within a relatively short amount 
of time.  The third change is the fiscal year. A change from an annual to biennial budget cycle 
allows a more long-term approach to state government operations.  Specifically, the new fiscal 
year more easily allows cost savings to be realized. 

 The governor sets the tone for performance measurement through the State’s strategic plan, 
in which he has outlined five major themes.  Departments develop their own measures and align 
department goals, objectives, and measures with the governor’s strategic planning themes and 
along with goals specified in their own strategic plans.  For example, the Department of 
Education, which reports to a separately elected superintendent, has an extensive performance 
measurement and reporting process covering all school districts and schools in the state.  While 
the focus and alignment of the Department's goals may relate more to the superintendent than the 
governor, this Department does communicate about performance regularly with the governor as 
well as legislative leadership. 

 The main uses and effects of performance measurement appear to be experienced by 
departmental administrators and managers regarding program operations.  Departments use 
measurement to better understand and improve performance, e.g., to determine and focus 
attention on the “drivers” of performance.  These “drivers” of performance may include 
performance measures that appear to be output or workload measures but provide information 
that is useful to know if and when alternative methods of providing services should be explored.  
There have apparently questions raised about performance measurement in the budget 
appropriations process.  There is a case of a federally mandated program being allocated 
additional funding to continue its efforts when federal funding decreased.  However, it is unclear 

http://www.arizonarepublic.com/
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/excellence/index.html
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/excellence/index.html
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.ade.state.az.us/
http://www.ade.state.az.us/
http://www.ade.state.az.us/administration/legislative/v1Issue3.htm
http://www.state.az.us/standards/
http://www.ade.state.az.us/sais/default.htm
http://www.ade.state.az.us/sais/default.htm


   

whether this was solely based on the performance of the program or a state policy decision to 
fund the program beyond the federal funding level.   The legislature’s uses of performance 
measurement has been limited, but growing.  In 1997, Laws 1997, Chapter 210 which converted 
the budget process to a two-year cycle, requires budgetary review and approval in the first year o 
the cycle and program evaluation and authorization in the second cycle.  This will help achieve 
the intent of the 1993 and 1997 budget reform legislation of further integrating budgeting and 
strategic planning into a more programmatic format.    

 Most of the communication about department and program performance has occurred within 
and not external to government.  Those interviewed claim that communication within 
departments, between departments and the governor, and between the executive and legislative 
branches have been extensive and has influenced the performance focus of agencies.  External 
communication about government performance with citizens and the media has been much more 
limited.  , There has been some public reporting of performance-related information by 
departments and out of the offices of the governor and legislature.  FARE, a citizen “good 
government” group, has made use of the publicly available information to probe into the costs 
and services of the state government.  Except for education, however, there has apparently been 
little interest among the general public or the media in reporting performance information.  The 
Department of Education does extensive external reporting about performance of all school 
districts and each public school in the State.  Newspapers report school-by-school results as well, 
measured by test scores. 

 The state budget officer was cited as pushing the 1993 legislation, and the governor’s budget 
office appears to play a role in reviewing measures and performance reports, and in packaging 
performance information with agency budgets that are sent to the legislature. 

FINDINGS 
 The findings of this case study are obtained through interviews using a semi-structured 
interview instrument and review of relevant documents provided by the State of Arizona.  This 
information is organized around three themes that provide a basis of understanding performance 
measurement in the state of Arizona.  These themes are (1) people and their roles; (2) uses and 
effects of performance measurement; and (3) implementation and use of performance measures.   

People and Their Roles 

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

 Performance measurement in Arizona is identified primarily as an initiative originating from 
the Governor’s Office, especially the budget office.  While the legislature initiated the 
performance measurement initiative by passing the 1993 act requiring measurement of 
performance by state agencies, the main interest and impetus has come from the governor.  It 
was noted, however, that more legislators are becoming interested in the information being 
generated by state departments and agencies.  

 The development of performance measures is generally described as a cascading process 
driven by the state strategic plan, high level goals expressed by the governor, or departmental 
strategic plans. Each agency and program is generally responsible for developing its own 
measures of performance that they try to align with higher level goals and strategic themes.  The 

http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc/ch210br.htm
http://www.state.az.us/executive.html
http://www.state.az.us/executive.html
http://www2.ade.state.az.us/srcs/main.asp?intSSN=0&intUID=0&intAccess=0
http://www2.ade.state.az.us/srcs/main.asp?intSSN=0&intUID=0&intAccess=0
http://www.governor.state.az.us/


   

Governor’s Office, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Office of Strategic Planning 
and Budgeting may modify measures submitted by agencies.  Legislators provide input regarding 
the measures through the appropriate appropriations subcommittee.  Agency operating 
approaches (e.g., how much they use service contractors, where they see that particular 
operational issues drive costs or outcomes) also help determine some measures.   

 The Governor’s Office is beginning to isolate measures that cut across agencies.  By linking 
measures with the strategic goals for the state, many departments play a role in subsequently 
attaining those goals.  Therefore, many agencies are developing, tracking, and improving 
different measures that coincide with these strategic goals.  For example, improving the 
economic conditions within the state is a strategic goal identified by the governor.  The 
Department of Commerce has responsibility for promoting the creation of jobs and the 
Department of Economic Security aids by training workers for jobs.  Lack of performance by the 
Department of Commerce will cause a higher unemployment rate that impacts food stamps and 
cash assistance payments that could ultimately impact the performance of the Department of 
Economic Security. 

 The Department of Economic Security began a quality initiative approximately six years 
ago.  There was a need to develop performance measures to track progress towards achieving the 
Department’s strategic plan.  Initially, the executive management team of the Department 
determined the goals of the organization and the indicators needed to measure progress toward 
achieving that goal.  The executive management team also determined what factors influence 
those indicators.  The indicators and contributing factors became the key performance measures 
of the Department.  Once the Department adopted these performance measures, the staff 
participated in the process by tracking and identifying changes needed to the measures.   

 According to several individuals interviewed the term limit requirement was a primary 
reason for the legislative interest in performance measures. Performance measures could be used 
to demonstrate need for improvement and when improvement had occurred.  One elected official 
stated that use of performance measurement was a part of his campaign platform and an attempt 
to suggest bringing more fiscal discipline into state budgeting and administration.  Also, the 
change to a biennial budget process allows the legislature to review matters of policy separately 
from determining appropriations. 

 There is no clearly defined process for citizens to participate in developing performance 
measures in Arizona.  There is antedotal evidence to suggest that the departments may have a 
vested interest in developing performance measures out of a concern for citizen satisfaction and 
accountability to the public.  The department housing social services has advocates for specific 
programs that often participate and provide feedback to the agencies about acceptable levels of 
service and performance.  Citizen surveys and news reports are also helpful in determining the 
concerns of the public.  Several departments also indicated that positive or negative reporting by 
the media influences program objectives and thus the performance measures that are developed 
to track achievement towards these objectives.   

Generally, the citizen role in developing measures has been indirect.  For example, 
citizens may comment at appropriations hearings, or may call legislators and ask for certain data.   
Also, citizen complaints about service quality may lead to the development and collection of 
certain measures.  Media and citizens are considered by at least one department.  For example, 
the Department of Economic Security gets input for its strategic plans and for new programs by 
hosting community forums. 

http://www.governor.state.az.us/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.governor.state.az.us/
http://www.azcommerce.com/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.azcommerce.com/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/links/reports/index.html
http://www.de.state.az.us/links/reports/index.html
http://www.de.state.az.us/links/reports/1999DESWR.AR(6).PDF


   

 It is interesting that the media contact expressed little knowledge of Arizona's performance 
initiative, and noted seeing performance information "very rarely."  However, the media is 
provided copies of the Attorney Generals audits.  And, in Arizona, the media does report on the 
performance of government activities and programs.  A news report comparing child support 
collections by Arizona with other states and territories indicated that Arizona was the worst in 
the nation.  Attention to this problem prompted the Child Support division of the Department of 
Economic Security to track child support collections and identify processes that would result in 
improved child support collections.  The media report on this poorly performing program and the 
Department’s efforts as result of this report led to the development of specific performance 
measures.  Eventually, child support collections for children increased, and Arizona has been 
labeled "most improved" in such collections by United States Department of Human Services.  
The improved performance of this program was reported by the media, reinforcing the important 
role that performance measurement can play to the Division staff.  

Uses and Effects of Performance Measurement  
 Comments under the two questions below contrast “intended and expected” uses and effects 
of performance measurement with “actual” uses and effects to date.  While not all “intended and 
expected” uses and effects have been realized, several interviewees suggested that the current 
performance measurement initiative in Arizona, although required since 1993, is still relatively 
new so some of these intended uses and effects may yet develop in time. 

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 
 Individuals' concepts about the intended use of performance measures illustrate distinctions 
across and within branches.  That is, within in the executive branch, at the executive and 
department director level, there is general agreement that performance measurement is intended 
to improve the performance of government.  Within the departments, however, administrators 
and staff provide a variety of reasons for the initiative, from a need for explaining how funding is 
used or understanding the cost of programs, to improving performance, and communicating the 
results of the program to the legislature to prevent funding reductions. Finally, some believe that 
the initiative may be to respond to the public at large.   

 The legislature is interested in the performance of programs.  The economy within the state 
is growing and it is within this time of growth that government needs to improve performance.  
Many members of the legislature indicate that the public does not want to continue to pay more 
for the same level of government services.  Therefore, the government has an obligation to its 
citizens to be more effective with the funding available.   

 Essentially, the intent as well as expectations for performance measurement in Arizona can 
be classified into three broad categories—(1) resource allocation and other decision making; (2) 
strategic planning, performance monitoring and performance improvement; and (3) 
accountability and communication.  

http://www.de.state.az.us/links/dcse/index.html
http://www.de.state.az.us/
http://www.de.state.az.us/


   

Resource Allocation and Other Decision Making 

Intent and Expectations 

 The public expectation for government services and programs today is "do more with less," 
or, at the very least, curtail growth in spending yet offer the same level and even improved 
services.  The citizens of Arizona expect this from their government as well.  Several individuals 
from departments expressed this sentiment as the foundation for the State's performance 
measurement initiative.  Most believed, however, that resource allocation was a secondary 
reason for using performance measures.  There was a general feeling that if performance 
measurement improved productivity and accountability, then growth in government expenditures 
could be controlled. 

 There was also an expressed need for the use of performance measurement to prevent the 
legislature from reducing funding or eliminating programs.  According to some, this is a recent 
practice in Arizona.  That is, departments or programs that are unable to provide data to show 
their effectiveness are at risk of losing funding.  

 Still others indicated that the purpose of the performance measurement initiative was to 
explain to the legislature what was being purchased with appropriations. For example, members 
of the Department of Economic Security expected performance measures to be used to illustrate 
to the legislature that funding was used in an appropriate manner. They hoped to use 
performance measures to defend resource requests and to prevent funding decreases by 
demonstrating that their program results could be tied directly to the appropriations. Finally, one 
individual stated that privatization issues were a contributing factor to the use of performance 
measures in the department. 

 The sentiment expressed by most of those interviewed concerning the expectations for the 
use of performance measures regarded an opening up of budget process; internal to departments 
and programs to provide decision aid through objective measurement, and then to the legislative 
branch to provide information about what is really going on in agencies. 

Actual Use 

 While many were clear regarding the intent of Arizona's performance measurement initiative 
(to save program funding or to provide appropriate rationale for funding increases), not one 
individual provided an example of a direct relationship between the use of performance measures 
and funding levels. Several individuals indicated that departments are required indicate during 
the budget process the types and level of services that the current or requested funding will 
support.  Performance measures will help departments must be more accountable for the funding 
they receive.   

 There appears to be cultural change regarding how the budget is viewed.  A few individuals 
indicated that the budget is considered a plan rather an avenue for requesting funds. These 
individuals were cautious, however, adding qualifiers like “but this [idea] has not matured.”  
There appears to be some disconnection between the types of performance measures that are 
used in the budget process and the information that the departments measure to improve 
performance.  For example, several departments indicated that additional measures beyond those 
previously developed for internal management purposes were developed to report progress along 
the Governor’s five key themes Do you mean here that measures used in the budget process 

http://www.de.state.az.us/


   

(submitted to the Governor and subsequently to the legislature) are different from those used 
internally by departments?  Examples?  Why would this occur? 

 During budget development, both the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting and the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee receive funding requests from executive departments.  
These entities formulate separate budget requests.  The Office of Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting uses a body of measures from the Master List of State Government Programs to 
determine if budget requests are in line with department goals.  Performance measures are then a 
part of the proposed budget presentation of the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting and 
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.  Budget allocation decisions make use of performance 
measures, as one elected official said, “at the margins and would not affect the allocation 
decision if they were not available.” 

 Healthy Family is controversial pilot program that was established approximately six years 
ago for providing parenting classes, child care, and other services to at-risk families in an attempt 
to provide relief.  The public was concerned about the cost of this program, and in particular 
wanted to know what future savings could be identified therein.  The perception was that large 
sums of money were “dumped” on families in order to intervene on behalf of a child that may 
never have been subjected to abuse.  Because of the focus on this program, over the past five 
years the Department has been collecting outcome data for children in the Healthy Family 
program compared to those not in the program. To date, they continue to refine the measures and 
so that a comprehensive report of outcomes can be communicated to the legislature.    

Effect of Use 

 It is heartening that there was a feeling expressed by those interviewed that the performance 
measurement initiative in Arizona has realized a slower rate of growth of government 
expenditures and even lower taxes. One example of the effects of the use of performance 
measurement, however, is slightly contrary to this perception.  Federal funding for the Child 
Support Division of the Department of Economic Security decreased even though the department 
was performing beyond its targets.  Subsequently, supplemental funding was provided by the 
legislature to compensation for the decrease in federal funding.  It is unclear whether the funding 
increase was based upon performance or to prevent Division performance from deteriorating. 
One legislator explained that additional funding might be provided to improve programs that 
were performing poorly or as an investment to generate future expenditure savings.  (Such as 
increased funding for a new computer system in one year to streamline program administration 
in subsequent years.)  

Strategic Planning, Performance Monitoring, and Performance Improvement 

Intent and Expectations 

 Many consider that the intent of the performance measurement initiative is to get 
administrators to better explain what their programs are about, and how they conduct their 
activities to accomplish program goals. Department directors most often explained the reason for 
developing and using performance measures is to improve programs.  Performance measures are 
intended to indicate what has been achieved, the current level of performance, and where 
improvement is needed.  In the words of several individuals interviewed, “What gets measured 
gets done.”  One individual added that measuring performance helps the planning process. 
Finally, program staff indicated that they were grateful that interest in outcomes was evidenced 

http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/mlist/execsumm.pdf
http://www.de.state.az.us/links/prevent/preserve.html


   

at the department level.  There seemed general consensus that development and use of 
performance measures would help management teams better understand their programs.  

 There are a number of examples that illustrate the intent behind the performance 
measurement initiative in Arizona.  For instance, prior to the development of performance 
measures, the Department of Economic Security was only able to identify isolated cases of 
departmental support to a child.  The legislature and the public were interested in more than 
these isolated cases, however.  They wanted to know about the overall performance of the 
Department including how many cases are investigated annually.  The Department could tell 
how much money had been spent to conduct investigations but could not explain the outcome of 
investigations for the dollars spent.  Internally, Department administrators and staff are interested 
in developing data to support operations improvement.  

 The Department of Economic Security developed performance measures to track its 
progress towards achieving the goals established in their strategic plan.  The Department has as 
one of its principle statements that they are to "manage by facts.”  In order to manage by facts 
and to improve the operations of the Department there was a need for measurement over time. In 
particular, the Protective Service Division was interested in developing a performance 
measurement outlook.  For example, one immediate goal was to investigate 100 percent of child 
abuse cases reported.  

 Others from offices such as the Governor’s Office of Excellence articulated similar reasons 
behind the performance measurement initiative.  The intent of performance measurement was 
stated as identifying achievement on critical issues and if no achievement was indicated, to 
explain why.   

Actual Use 

 At the time of the interview (June 1999), the Governor was formulating the strategic plan for 
the state.  As a part of developing this plan, five themes were identified including, (1) education; 
(2) children’s health and well being; (3) economic prosperity; (4) quality of life; and (5) good 
government.  Within those themes, 17 goals measured by 30 to 40 critical performance measures 
were being developed.  During the visit to Arizona, it was stressed that this plan was "under 
development" and was not yet formally communicated throughout the government. As one of the 
interviewees noted, some of these measures stipulated are output measures and some are 
“moving towards” outcome measures.     

 The Governor uses the five themes and the performance measures for policy development 
and to focus on achieving policy directives.  For example, one goal within the Quality of Life 
theme is to strive for safe, healthy air.  This is measured by the number of clean air days per year 
with a target for 1999 of 365 clean air days in the calendar year.  As stated above, these themes 
and targets were part of a strategic plan being developed in June 1999.  The themes and the some 
of the targets were established and agencies began tracking and reporting progress prior as they 
continued to develop additional targets.  When an ozone alert occurred after the target was 
establish (prior to the strategic plan completion), the unofficial target of 365 clean air days in 
1999 could not be achieved, yet the employers allowed employees to leave work early and 
telecommute to prevent further slippage from the target.   

http://www.de.state.az.us/links/suspect/cps.html
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/planning.html
http://www.adeq.state.az.us/environ/air/readings.html


   

 The good government theme cuts across all departments within the state.  A goal within the 
good government theme is for the state to “deliver courteous, efficient, responsive, and cost-
effective service to the citizen owners and employees of the state government.”1  This goal is 
measured in a number of different ways including employee satisfaction surveys, citizen 
satisfaction surveys, retention of employees, and number of electronic transactions performed by 
government.    

 While statewide measures have been and continue to be developed that link directly to the 
Governor's five themes, similar practice at the department level has been difficult.  That is, 
departments often have to use different indicators to address the five themes from those used to 
measure performance of their programs.  And, there has been some informal discussion 
regarding the link between department/program performance and that of department directors.  
This is a concept that needs further fleshing out, however. 

 The Department of Economic Security uses a variety of measures to track and improve 
performance.  These measures are output and outcome measures including number of 
investigations and amount of child support collected accuracy rates, client satisfaction, and the 
quality of life resulting from the program.  These measures provide an overall indication of the 
performance of the programs and are primarily used by management and staff to improve 
program quality. 

 The Protective Service Division within the Department of Economic Security uses output 
measures to improve performance.  The number of child abuse investigations was tracked for 
many years prior to the performance measurement initiative and indicated that only 84 percent of 
all child abuse cases were investigated.  The Protective Service Divisions developed indicators to 
provide an indication of performance to improve the number of investigations and to achieve 
their target of investigating 100 percent of all reported child abuses cases.  For example, one 
indicator was transit time of the caseworker.  This indicator revealed a large amount of a 
caseworkers time was being used in transit to investigate cases effectively reducing the amount 
of time that was available to investigate other child abuse cases.  The division recommended 
changes in operations, in part because of the information that the transit time indicator provided.  
The change in operations included operating divisional locations and hiring additional staff to 
accommodate within remote divisions.   

 The Department of Economic Security uses a number of performance indicators to measures 
performance. For example, a concern over the accuracy of food stamp support provided 
prompted creation of the measure, food stamp accuracy rate.  Similarly, concern over the number 
of complaints resulted in the creation of the measure, response rate to child protective service 
complaints.  Both measures provide an indication of performance of the staff and by reporting 
this measure there has been attention by the staff and management in changing operations and 
improving performance. Different remedies to improve these rates were applied incrementally.  
The effect of each remedy on the rate was reviewed to determine which remedies had a positive 
impact on each rate.  

 There are departments and programs that use private or non-profit organizations to deliver 
services to the public.  Some of the departments and programs have issued contracts containing 

                                                 
1 From a confidential draft of “Strategic Direction of the State.” 

http://www.de.state.az.us/links/reports/98annual.html
http://www.de.state.az.us/links/reports/98annual.html


   

performance requirements for as many as ten years.  There is increasing use of the of outcome 
measures in these types of contracts.   

 The Department of Corrections developed and used performance measures to reduce 
personnel turnover.  From their use of performance measures, they found that 12,000 individuals 
need to be recruited to obtain 3,000 applicants, of which 1,500 can be processed through 
behavioral and health testing and sent for training at the Academy in order to eventually hire 380 
correction officers.  Approximately 85 percent of the new hires can be expected to successfully 
complete training and eventually work as a corrections officer.  Because of the time and money 
involved in recruiting, training, and hiring corrections officers, retention is very important.  The 
Department is performing exit interviews when a corrections officer leaves to determine the 
factors that contribute to a decision to leave employment.    

Effect of Use 

 The use of performance measures to achieve goals and improve performance has different 
effects.  In some cases, performance indicators fail to measure what they were designed to 
measure and therefore need refinement or changes before becoming useful.  Performance 
measures often identify where performance improvement is needed but further analysis is then 
necessary to determine the appropriate program, process, or resource changes needed to realize 
improvement.  In such case, performance measures merely help to identify the problem. 
Subsequently, management and staff must find the root cause for the performance shortfall.  As 
program processes, resources, or other factors are changed, the performance measures can then 
become useful in identifying factors with the greatest impact on the performance of an agency 
activity or program. 

  The Child Support Division of the Department of Economic Security provides an instance of 
how performance measures were developed that then helped recognize the need for program 
improvement and subsequently led to improvement of service in the Division. Child support 
collections is a primary goal in this Division.  The State of Arizona ranked 54th in the nation in 
child support collections (including Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and the District of 
Columbia).  By tracking child support collections over a period of years, it became apparent that 
there was no substantial improvement in the total amount of child support collected.  Division 
administration reviewed the processes related to the collection of child support to determine what 
actions or resources were needed to improve performance for this measure.  Management and 
staff identified the establishment of paternity rights and court ordered child support as two key 
factors that influence child support collections.  The Division then re-focused its attention on 
these two key factors.  The result was a substantial increase in child support collections with 
Arizona being identified as the most improved state for child support collections the following 
year.   

 The program managers and staff interviewed suggested that over time performance 
measures have a purpose beyond justifying the existence of programs.  For example, the 
Department of Economic Security experienced the staff improvement of processes noted above 
along with the expanded use of performance measures to help them to better manage their 
programs as well as demonstrate measurement validity and reliability. Even when performance 
measures indicate room for improvement, a cost/benefit comparison can then be helpful in 
determining whether real change in the program is necessary. In general, across the executive 

http://www.adc.state.az.us:81/AR98/AR98cont.htm


   

branch, there is heightened awareness of the usefulness of performance measures for 
management purposes.    

 As is the case in the Department of Corrections (noted under Actual Use above), using 
performance measures is helpful in identifying where costs can be saved or eliminated.  
Administrators from the agencies considered in this study expressed that performance measures 
were useful in identifying problems and helped determine the most cost-effective solutions to 
those problems. 

Accountability and Communication  

Intent and Expectation 

 Many of the individuals interviewed believe the intended outcome of the performance 
measurement initiative in Arizona is to improve accountability.  Performance measures 
characterize critical tasks and can indicate when goals are achieved.  A few expressed the 
expectation that the initiative would evolve into a performance budgeting system or that 
departments would become more interested in outcomes and customer satisfaction.  Nonetheless, 
there was little expectation that performance measures would be used to influence resource 
allocation decisions.   

Actual Use 

 The state budget is the formal document where performance information is communicated.  
A monthly report of each department’s key measures is provided to the Governor.  Any other 
communication about performance that is communicated is determined and accomplished 
through individual departments, often at the program level.  Such communication may involve 
external sources as well.  

 There are many documents published and circulated within the government to communicate 
about program and department performance.  Some departments produce printed documents 
highlighting successful performance in key areas.  These departments use this medium to inform 
the legislative and executive branches of performance. Also, many departments publish the 
results of employee and customer satisfaction surveys.  Some departments have newsletters or 
fact sheets that include performance information.   

 Communication about performance external to the public is conducted by the media and 
other public service information.  For example, the state universities publish a scorecard of 
government performance.  The media play a key role in communicating to the public especially 
when government fails to perform although there have been instances when improvement in 
government services has also reported program and service improvements have been reported.   
Finally, some departments, particularly those with social service programs, communicate and 
report about program performance both formally and informally through special interest groups 
and citizen advisory boards.   

 The Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting publishes a report each year called the 
Master List of State Government Programs.  This report is a summary by program of each 
department.  It includes funding received, goals, targets and performance measures.  This report 
is available to the public, although those interviewed expressed doubt that the public realizes that 
this document exists.    

http://www.state.az.us/ospb


   

Effect of Use 

 Overall, it remains unclear whether the public realizes Arizona's use of performance 
measurement for accountability improvement purposes.  The information is circulated internally 
throughout the government and available within the department.  And, technically it is available 
on the Web.  However, as noted above, those in government are not sure that citizens are aware 
of the information available about the performance of Arizona's agencies and programs.  

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 
 In the early stages, the general perception of the performance measurement initiative by staff 
within departments was that it served the purpose of external justification to the chief executive 
and the legislature regarding program existence and funding. However, questions and concerns 
about how well the performance measures represented desired results helped change the focus of 
the initiative from an externally driven one to an internally desired tool.  The emphasis on the 
quality of measures resulted in program managers and staff consideration of the usefulness of 
performance measures for internal management purposes.  This evolution in thinking among 
executive branch administrators and staff helped strengthen the initiative and improve the 
usefulness of performance measurement government-wide.  Individuals were asked specifically 
what characteristics about performance measures are most important in using performance 
measures for management purposes.  The following includes their responses: 

 Is valid - Does measure help determine if goal(s) is attained? Does measure provide an 
indication of what is needed to achieve goal(s)?    

 Is quantifiable 

 Uses information that is available 

 Represents work that is being done 

 Is related to employee performance 

 Is something that department/program is accountable for 

 Is outcome based 

 Has an emphasis on efficiency 

 Is helpful to management operations 

 Is informative 

 Is accurate -  can be audited and determine how it is calculated 

 Is dependable 

 Is consistent 

 Most individuals indicated that many of the characteristics listed above do not accurately 
describe measures currently being used. Although much progress has been made in developing 



   

performance measures, it is difficult to find a measure that is quantifiable, easily collectible, and 
accurately measures the outcome desired. 

 

Efforts to Address Information Quality Issues 
 The quality control effort in Arizona is decentralized.  There are instances where the Auditor 
General and independent evaluators are used to assess performance data as well as assist the 
departments and divisions in improving performance measures for particular programs.  The 
Governor’s Office of Excellence, the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting, and the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee were identified as key entities that help departments develop high 
quality performance measures.  There is also assistance provided by elected officials and 
legislative to specific programs or departments in formulating and improving the quality of 
measures.     

 As departments incorporate performance measurement into their management and budgeting 
process, actual measures change, some are dropped, and additional ones are developed.  The 
departments themselves realize the need for additional and/or different measures to explain 
performance. Reporting performance results also causes measures to be questioned and 
improved.  In one instance, it was necessary for a department to change its computer system to 
eliminate data integrity issues associated with having multiple systems in multiple locations 
across the state.  In other cases, departments reported that providing emphasis on data entry and 
discussing how the data was used served to resolve quality issues surrounding the performance 
measures over time. 

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

 Training about performance measurement is provided by the state through external and 
internal sources.  Some departments use external consultants for training and assistance in 
developing mission statements and performance measures. Office of Strategic Planning and 
Budgeting provides training and guidelines to the departments.  The Governor’s Office of 
Excellence also provides some basic training to departments as well.  Some of the larger 
departments provide training through a "train the trainer" programs.  The “train the trainer” 
program invests in formalized training by external consultants, workshops, etc. and internal 
resources such as the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting for one or a few members of 
the agency staff.  These trainees become the trainers for the larger agency or government at a 
reduced cost.  This process is often more effective because internal training can be unit specific.  

 As a part of the budget reform process, the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting hired 
a full time strategic planner in the department.   Other than that, however, there appears to be no 
formal allocation of funds from the legislature for organizational changes to support performance 
measurement.  Many of the larger departments have staff or entire units dedicated to developing, 
collecting, and reporting performance measures but this has been accomplished by redirecting 
funds within the department to support the performance measurement initiative.  Several 
departments have also extended the responsibilities of their staff. For example, the Department 
of Economic Security makes greater use of accounting staff to accommodate this initiative.  Of 
note, this Department experienced data integrity problems early in the performance measurement 
movement.  That is, it was necessary for the Department to upgrade their computer system to 
accommodate the performance measurement initiative as well as other processes.  

http://www.auditorgen.state.az.us/
http://www.auditorgen.state.az.us/
http://www.excellence.state.az.us/excellence/index.html
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/jlbc.htm
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/
http://www.state.az.us/ospb/


   

Evolution of Performance Measurement 

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

 The department and program directors provided insights of the problems that they 
experienced in developing and using performance measures.  The following is a list of the 
different issues and problems often confronted by these administrators: 

 We have a part-time legislature that does not have time to make the concentrated 
effort on performance.   

 It is hard to get around the political nature of appropriations.  

 We need sustained executive leadership. 

 If you cannot track your goal, then your mission and vision may need revising. 

 You must educate departments about what performance measures can do for them. 

 It is important that managers and politicians stick with the initiative. 

 You must often struggle to encourage individuals who are already very busy to be 
creative in developing measures. 

 There remains a fear that if we do not achieve the desired results because of issues 
beyond government’s control, then government is going to be held accountable and 
blamed for this failure. 

 It is important for managers to track and monitor performance measures that are 
important for their programs.  It is also important to allow managers to continue to 
modify and improve such data.   

 Performance measures that are poorly developed will hinder their effective use.   

 It is difficult to know if results are good or appropriate.    

 Measuring performance can take time away from the purpose of the program or 
department. 

 It is important that staff understand the importance of using performance measures for 
the management of programs. 

 This is “voodoo”.  This will indicates problems that do not exist.  We have always 
done it this way and are have never had problems. 

 While performance measures are developed because it is mandated, they are often not 
used because they are not understood. 

 We need success stories about using performance measures and their effects. 

 Development and use of performance measures is often viewed as additional work. 

 The performance measurement initiative is often viewed as bureaucratic. 

 We do not have enough staff to support the performance measurement initiative. 

 We find it difficult to identify what information is needed. 

 It is hard to convincing people that failure to meet goals will not be punitive. 



   

 We must develop a culture supportive of the use of performance measures.  

 We need resources. 

 There is a tendency by administrators to consider that their activities/programs are 
different and therefore support of performance measurement is problematic.   

 Employees must buy in to this process.   

 Audibility and measures being inconsistently used and reported, dependability, 
relevant 

 There are no trends or benchmarks against which to measure. 

 This system is too cumbersome. 

 This initiative requires that a lot of jargon be learned.    

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

 Throughout this study, many recurring themes were expressed that are grouped accordingly: 

 It is not possible to develop a set of data that can be used across programs because of 
the multitude of purposes that government programs are implemented to address.    

 It is important for programs and departments to take advantage of different 
approaches to the management of the programs.  For example, in the social service 
programs it may be helpful to use the expertise of individuals without social service 
experience to develop and improve performance measures.  That would help change 
mind-set that outputs are more value than outcomes.   

 In the beginning, the staff wanted to use the performance measures for an external 
purpose “to stop something.”  As the process evolved, the program managers and the 
staff began to understand that performance measures were useful to them in managing 
the program.  

 The members of the staff are a critical component in the success of performance 
measurement.  It is important for the staff to understand how they participate in 
developing, tracking, reporting and improving performance measurements.   

 Measures, like program goals, will change over time.  It is important to establish a 
system that will accommodate change. 

 Performance measures require the department to work together as a team. 

 It is important that performance measures are tied to the overall mission and vision of 
the organization.  As one interviewee noted, “departments without a clearly defined 
mission would have problems with performance measurement.”  

 Performance measures are only one part of overall budget reform.  The success of the 
performance measurement effort depends upon people throughout the executive 
branch using the information.   

 Budget allocations are often provided at the micro level where the decision is what to 
add to the base.  Budget processes that are micro-oriented are not going to be 
conducive to the use of performance measurement.  The biennial budget does provide 
opportunity and time to review budgets in greater detail.  States with full time 



   

legislatures are better suited for using performance measurement in the budget 
process as they have more time to interact with departments. 

 Performance measurement is a national phenomenon.  Many states are developing 
performance measurement systems, and budget processes that more strongly 
incorporate measurement.  However, there remains much work to be done to 
institutionalize performance measurement into decisions about resource allocation. It 
is important to have the right balance of measures, quality and outputs, important to 
measure performance in context of organization and time to determine both change 
and consistency. 

 Standardization of measurement across programs, departments, and states is difficult 
for many reasons.  Laws, and internal guidelines and policies are but a few constraints 
upon state agencies, departments and programs.  Performance data is subjective and 
very different from financial data.  There is no standard master list of performance 
measures.   

 Dual funding in social services and the requirements for information at the federal 
level make tracking other performance measures difficult. Often the federal 
government is interested in workload measures and short-term outcome measures.  
By focusing on these, these social programs are not able to determine what the long-
term affect or outcomes of their programs are.  

What are future expectations for the use of performance measurement? 

 Even given the words of caution above, most individuals interviewed were optimistic about 
the future for performance measurement in Arizona.  These individuals expected performance 
measures to continue to be refined and their use to become more widespread throughout 
government and internally at all levels of agencies and departments. Many expect departmental 
employees to continue to use performance measures for operations management.  There was also 
an expectation that performance measures would in deed become institutionalized in the state 
government over time.   

 There continues to be an expectation that using and effectively communicating the 
performance of departments and programs will be necessary to retain funding.   Further, some 
individuals expressed belief that tying performance measures to funding requests would help 
secure additional funding. 

 A few individuals expect performance measures eventually to be linked to employee 
appraisals and merit pay.  One individual stated that they expected the state to move towards 
program budgeting and away from a traditional, line item approach because of the performance 
measurement initiative.  Several others did not think performance measures would ever be used 
in allocating resources, as they believe it is a management and not a budget tool. 

 Many of those interviewed said that they expect performance measures to continue to be 
used to improve accountability in government.  Subsequently, many believe that performance 
measures will change how resources are directed.  There is some consensus that the performance 
measurement initiative will improve the quality of state government work in Arizona.   



   

REFERENCES 
Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting.  (June 15, 1999).  “Arizona Department of 
Corrections FY 1999, Goals, Measures, and Initiatives that address the Governor’s Strategic 
Direction.”   (Draft). 

Updated draft that of the Governor’s five themes and related goals from several agencies. 

 

Department of Corrections, State of Arizona.  (June 15, 1999).  “FY1999 Goals, Measures, and 
Initiatives that Address the Governor’s Strategic Direction.”   

Provides the goals for the Department of Corrections within the Governor’s five themes. 

 

State of Arizona.  “The Governor’s Strategic Direction for Arizona State Government”  (June 2, 
1999). Draft. 

This is a draft document that incorporates the vision, goals, and performance measurements into 
a comprehensive accountability plan for the state.  Five themes of education, children’s health 
and well-being, economic prosperity, quality of life, and good government are provide with goals 
for each of these themes. 

 

Senate Majority Staff, State of Arizona. (May 19, 1999).  “Recent Newspaper Clippings.” 

Newspaper articles from local newspapers that report on the performance of government. 

 

Program and Project Management Section, Department of Transportation, State of Arizona.   
(May 1999).  “Department Performance Measures.” 

This document provides performance measures for the Program and Project Management 
Section of the Department of Transportation. Provides actual versus targeted information about 
construction and costs. 

 

Department of Transportation, State of Arizona.  (1999)  “Performance Measurement.” 

Provides colorful charts and graphs illustrating the Department’s performance for a number of 
measures.  The measures include workload measures, customer satisfaction, quality measures, 
efficiency measures, and cost information. 

 

Department of Economic Security, State of Arizona.  (March 1999)  The DEScriber. 

This monthly publication of the Department of Economic Security provides a medium to 
communicate within government and to stakeholders on the performance of selected programs 
within the Department and communicates relevant information about programs.  

 



   

Department of Operations, State of Arizona. (1999).  Assorted Performance Measures. 

The Department of Operations exert from a published document not referenced that presents 
performance measures for the five divisions of (1) Operations Administration; (2) Facilities 
Design and Management; (3) Technical Planning and Resources; (4) Fleet Services; and (5) 
Communications.  This is a government department that provides services to other departments 
within the government.  The assorted performance measures includes key measures of 
performance grouped by outputs and outcomes and provides actual performance for the previous 
fiscal year, planned targets for the current fiscal year, progress towards the current fiscal year 
target, and recommended targets for the future. 

 

Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting, State of Arizona.  (1999).  Master List of State 
Government Programs. http://www.state.az.us/ospb/. 

Provides listing of an inventory of separate programs and subprograms from the three branches 
of government in the state.  This document is required by the budget reform legislation. 

 

Joint Legislative Budget Committee, State of Arizona.  (January 12, 1999).  Proposed Budget FY 
2000 and FY 2001: Analysis and Recommendations. 

  

Senator Edward Cirillo, Senate Appropriations Committee, State of Arizona.  (December 17, 
1998).  Memorandum to agency directors of subject Appropriations Hearing. 

The memorandum includes attachments that provides a format for agencies to communicate 
productivity when making budget requests. 

 

State of Arizona.  (1996).  Master List of State Government Programs.   

Provides listing of an inventory of 1,022 separate programs and subprograms from the three 
branches of government in the state.  This document is required by the budget reform legislation. 

 

Department of Economic Security.  (1995).  “Measuring Performance” 

Brochure that provides the Department’s guiding principles and performance measures for the 
government and stakeholders.  This package demonstrates the long-term efforts of the 
Department in performance measurement. 

 

State of Arizona.  (1995).  Master List of State Government Programs.   

Provides listing of an inventory of 1,151 separate programs and subprograms from the three 
branches of government in the state.  This document is required by the budget reform legislation. 

 

http://www.state.az.us/ospb/

	CASE STUDY:
	State of Arizona
	Focus on Performance
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	TYPES OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED AND THEIR ORGANIZATIONS
	OVERVIEW AND RELEVANT BACKGROUND
	FINDINGS
	People and Their Roles
	Who has been involved in initiating, developing, and using performance measurement, and how have they been involved?

	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
	Resource Allocation and Other Decision Making
	Intent and Expectations
	Actual Use
	Effect of Use

	Strategic Planning, Performance Monitoring, and Performance Improvement
	Intent and Expectations
	Actual Use
	Effect of Use

	Accountability and Communication
	Intent and Expectation
	Actual Use
	Effect of Use


	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
	Efforts to Address Information Quality Issues
	What kinds of organizational supports are provided, and how have organizations been changing to accommodate performance measurement?

	Evolution of Performance Measurement
	What barriers have been identified to making effective use of performance measurement and are those barriers being addressed?
	What lessons have been learned from the performance measurement experience to date?
	What are future expectations for the use of performance measurement?


	REFERENCES

