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Agenda

Tuesday, April 19

8:30 am


Continental Breakfast

9:00 – 9:15


Welcome & Introductions

9:15 – 10:30


OMB’s Program Assessment Rating Tool 

10:30 – 10:45

Break

10:45 – 12:30pm

PART Rating of IL Programs

12:30 – 2:00


Lunch

2:00 – 2:30


Outcome & Success Measures

2:30 – 3:00


Performance Measures for SILCs & CILs

3:00 – 3:15


Break

3:15 – 4:00


What These Measures Mean for You
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Wednesday, April 20

8:30 am
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Brainstorming Responses

10:30 – 10:45

Break


10:45 – 12:30pm

Creating High-Performance Organizations

12:30 – 2:00


Lunch 

2:00 – 3:00


Communicating Success

3:00 – 3:15


Break

3:15 – 4:00 


Action Planning

4:00pm


Adjourn

Defining, Measuring, And 

Communicating Success!

A National Conference Workshop
Portland, OR
April 19 & 20, 2005
Your Seminar Leader…

Greg Newton is the principal of Greg Newton Associates, a training, consultation, and marketing firm that helps forward-looking public and not-for-profit organizations use private-sector strategies for marketplace and mission success.  Since 1982, Greg has provided training to a wide variety of community-based organizations, including Centers for Independent Living on topics such as entrepreneurial endeavors, total quality management, consumer satisfaction, and marketing.  He has an undergraduate degree from Ohio University and an MPA from Harvard University.

Greg Newton Associates
One Hanson Street

Boston, MA  02118

617.426.5588
newtongreg@aol.com
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ABOUT ILRU

The Independent Living Research Utilization (ILRU) Program was established in 1977 to serve as a national center for information, training, research, and technical assistance for independent living.  In the mid-1980’s, it began conducting management training programs for executive directors and middle managers of independent living centers in the U.S.  

ILRU has developed an extensive set of resource materials on various aspects of independent living, including a comprehensive directory of programs providing independent living services in the U.S. and Canada.

ILRU is a program of TIRR, a nationally recognized, free-standing rehabilitation facility for persons with physical disabilities.  TIRR is part of TIRR Systems, a not-for-profit corporation dedicated to providing a continuum of services to individuals with disabilities.  Since 1959, TIRR has provided patient care, education, and research to promote the integration of people with physical and cognitive disabilities into all aspects of community living.

ABOUT NCIL

Founded in 1982, the National Council on Independent Living is a membership organization representing independent living centers and individuals with disabilities.  NCIL has been instrumental in efforts to standardize requirements for consumer control in management and delivery of services provided through federally-funded independent living centers.

Until 1992, NCIL’s efforts to foster consumer control and direction in independent living services through changes in federal legislation and regulations were coordinated through an extensive network and involvement of volunteers from independent living centers and other organizations around the country.  Since 1992, NCIL has had a national office in Arlington, Virginia, just minutes by subway or car from the major centers of government in Washington, D.C.  While NCIL continues to rely on the commitment and dedication of volunteers from around the country, the establishment of a national office with staff and other resources has strengthened its capacity to serve as the voice for independent living in matters of critical importance in eliminating discrimination and unequal treatment based on disability.

Today, NCIL is a strong voice for independent living in our nation’s capital.  With your participation, NCIL can deliver the message of independent living to even more people who are charged with the important responsibility of making laws and creating programs designed to assure equal rights for all.

ABOUT THE IL NET

This training program is sponsored by the IL NET, a collaborative project of the Independent Living Research Utilization (ILRU) of Houston and the National Council on Independent Living (NCIL).

The IL NET is a national training and technical assistance project working to strengthen the independent living movement by supporting Centers for Independent Living (CILs) and Statewide Independent Living Councils (SILCs).

IL NET activities include workshops, national teleconferences, technical assistance, on‑line information, training materials, fact sheets, and other resource materials on operating, managing, and evaluating centers and SILCs.

The mission of the IL NET is to assist in building strong and effective CILs and SILCs which are led and staffed by people who practice the independent living philosophy.

The IL NET operates with these objectives:


Assist CILs and SILCs in managing effective organizations by providing a continuum of information, training, and technical assistance.


Assist CILs and SILCs to become strong community advocates/change agents by providing a continuum of information, training, and technical assistance.


Assist CILs and SILCs to develop strong, consumer-responsive services by providing a continuum of information, training, and technical assistance.
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Learning Objectives
1.
Present how the Federal Government is measuring your success and what the expectations are for performance.
2.
Discuss the implications of these new measures on your SILC, CIL, Board, staff, and consumers, and what these measures may mean for your program operations and outreach strategies.
3.
Show how high-performing organizations create a performance culture, and give ideas for infusing staff with a commitment to the achievement.
4.
Identify meaningful ways to communicate your performance to key stake-holders and your community to get credit for the great work you do.

5.
Exchange ideas; brainstorm strategy.
Agenda Topics...

1.
OMB’s Program Assessment Rating Tool:


What It Is and How It’s Being Used

2.
The PART Rating of IL Programs:


Results, Achievements, Improvement Arenas 

3.
Outcome and Success Measures:


What Is Being Evaluated?

4.
Performance Expectations for SILCs and CILs:


How Are You Doing?

5.
What These Measures Mean for You:


Affect on Who You Serve and How You Serve

6.
Brainstorming Responses:


Meeting the New Performance Expectations

7.
Creating High-Performance Organizations:


Building Commitment to Accomplishment

8.
Communicating Success:


Who Needs to Know What to Get Credit

9.
Action Planning:


Taking the Learning and Making It Happen

Defining, Measuring, And Communicating Success!

OMB’s

Program Assessment

Rating Tool (PART):

What It Is

and

How It’s Being Used

The PART Rating

of Independent

Living Programs:

Results, Achievements,

And

Arenas for Improvement

The President’s Management Agenda:

“Funding What Works!”

-
Government Results Performance Act (‘93)

-
President’s Management Agenda (’01)

-
Vision for Reform:


-
Citizen-Centered


-
Results-Oriented

-
Market-Based

-
“Active, but Limited Government”
-
“Focus on Priorities and Do Them Well”
-
Goals:


-
Shift the burden of proof

-
Focus on “base” not “increment”

-
Focus on results

-
Impose consequences

-
Demand evidence
-
Performance-Based Budgeting

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration

The PART:

Program Assessment Rating Tool

What is the purpose of PART?

-
Assess and improve program performance to achieve better results.

-
Identify a program’s strengths and weaknesses to inform funding and management decisions aimed at making the program more effective. 

-
Examine all factors that affect and reflect program performance including program purpose and design; performance measurement, evaluations, and strategic planning; program management; and program results.

-
Allow programs to show improvements over time and comparisons between similar programs. 

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/part/index.html

PART Key Definitions:
-
Strategic goals:  Statements of purpose used


to develop operational performance goals. 

-
Performance goals: Target levels of performance expressed as a measurable objective, against which achievement can be compared.

-
Performance goals are either outcomes or outputs and incorporate targets and time-frames into a performance measure.

-
Performance measures: Indicators or metrics used to gauge program performance and are either outcome or output measures.

-
Targets: Quantifiable or measurable characteristics that tell how well a program must accomplish a performance measure.

-
Long-Term Goals: Performance several years or more in the future.
-
Annual Goals: Yearly increments.

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/part/challenges_strategies.html

Outcomes, Outputs, Inputs, Efficiency…

-
Outcomes: Intended result or consequence that will occur from carrying out a program or activity. Outcomes are of direct importance to beneficiaries and the public generally. Outcomes may relate to society as a whole or to specific beneficiaries of programs, depending on size and reach of the program.

-
Outputs: Goods and services produced by a program or organization and provided to the public or others. 

-
Inputs:  Resources, often measured in dollars, used to produce outputs and outcomes. Performance measures may include consideration of inputs, particularly in context of cost-efficiency or unit costs.
-
Efficiency Measures:  a program’s ability to implement its activities and achieve results (an outcome or output), relative to resources (an input such as cost and time).  The best kind of efficiency measure addresses the cost of achieving a unit of outcome. 

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/part/challenges_strategies.html

Discussion Questions…

1.
Have you adopted strategic and performance goals?  If so, what are they?

2.
How do you measure success with your adopted performance goals?

3.
What are the outcomes of your CIL or SILC?

4.
What are the outputs of your CIL or SILC?

5.
What are the inputs of your CIL or SILC?

6.
How much do the inputs cost to achieve the outcomes and outputs?

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PART ASSESSMENTS

This document contains details of the most recent program assessments as of the date the 2005 Budget was published (February 2004).

Programs originally assessed for the 2004 Budget were reassessed only where evidence showed an agency’s rating was likely to change. Programs not reassessed are presented in this document in the form of reprints of the original worksheets and are footnoted “FY 2004 Budget”.

Program:
Independent Living (IL) Programs

Agency:
Department of Education

Bureau:
Office of Special Education and


Rehabilitative Services

Type(s):
Competitive Grant

Overall Rating Section Scores

Section 1 – 100%

Section 2 - 13%

Section 3 – 40%

Section 4 - 8%

Results Not Demonstrated

What is the distribution of PART ratings? 

Distribution of 399 programs assessed by PART:

Rating
% of programs
Effective

11%

Moderately Effective

26%

Adequate

21%

Ineffective

05%

Results Not Demonstrated

37%

What does a score mean?
Numerical scores are a measurement of the distance that a program has come or needs to go in performing to 100% of standards for all aspects that determine effectiveness.  Numerical scores for each section of a PART help focus on where a program needs most improvement, whether in design and purpose, planning, management, or results/accountability. 

How do scores translate into ratings?
Rating
Range
Effective
85 - 100

Moderately Effective
70 - 84

Adequate
50 - 69

Ineffective
0- 49

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/part/2004_faq.html

“Results Not Demonstrated”:
This rating means that a program does not have sufficient performance measurement or performance information to show results, and therefore it is not possible to assess whether it has achieved its goals.

It is not on the same scale as the ratings “Ineffective”, “Adequate”, “Moderately Effective”, or “Effective”, each of which indicates evidence of a certain level of program performance.
Regardless of overall score, a rating of Results Not Demonstrated is given when programs do not have agreed-upon performance measures or lack baselines and performance data.
Because the PART employs an evidence-based analysis, the PART’s first goal is to help ensure that Federal programs have a basis on which to assess their effectiveness, to the extent that the collection of data and impact information are feasible and cost effective. 

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/part/2004_faq.html

Independent Living Programs

The Headlines:

PART, Section 1…

-
Program purpose is clear

-
Program has specific need

-
Program is not duplicative

-
Program design is free of flaws

-
Program is effectively targeted

This is great news!

Overall Rating:  100%

Section 1:

1.1

Is the program purpose clear?  

Answer: YES   Question Weight:  20%

Explanation:  Independent Living (IL) programs promote: (1) leadership, empowerment, independence, and productivity of individuals with disabilities; and, (2) the integration and full inclusion of individuals with disabilities into mainstream American society.

Evidence:  Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, Title VII, Chapter 1, Parts B and C

1.2

Does the program address a specific and existing problem, interest or need? 

Answer: YES   Question Weight:  20%
Explanation:  Unlike vocational rehabilitation and other disability programs within ED, IL programs provide services (information and referral, independent living skills training, peer counseling, and systems and individual advocacy) to persons whose disabilities might make competitive employment difficult to obtain, but for whom independent living goals are feasible. The IL programs are uniquely designed among 

Federal disability programs to help states and localities assist individuals find the support they need to live independently in a community-integrated setting, as mandated by the Supreme Court decision Olmstead v. LC. In addition, demographic trends in aging and disability mean the need for these services is likely to increase.

Evidence:  By 2020, the number of people with disabilities is projected to increase to 53.7 million or 1 in every 6 Americans (Census Bureau Projection). The likelihood of having a disability increases with age. Moreover, within the disabled population, the number of Americans 65 and over aging with disabilities was estimated to be 34.9 million on November 1, 2000, which is 12 percent higher than it was in the 1990 Census. According to the most recent disability supplement to the National Health Interview Survey conducted by the Census Bureau, 4.9 million people receive help in at least one basic activity of daily living (ADL) and an additional 8.3 million people receive help with an instrumental activity of daily living (IADL) but not an ADL.  (SOURCE: NHIS-D, 1994-95). The NHIS-D data also show that 45 percent of people with disabilities live alone, and 26 percent of those who live with others, need more help than they are getting.

1.3

Is the program designed so that it is not redundant or duplicative of any other Federal, state, local or private effort?
Answer: YES   Question Weight:  20%
Explanation:  In most States, centers for independent living (CILs) are supported through a combination of Federal, state, and local funding. 

Redundancy and duplication are limited through a two-tiered funding structure. Program funds are first allocated among States according to their relative share of population and then distributed through intra-state competitive grants. But States must justify the need for new CILs or increased funding to existing CILs through a Statewide Plan for Independent Living (SPIL), which describes efforts to coordinate Federal and State funding for CILs and services. However, the CIL program overlaps with RSA's Independent Living State Grants program. Since funding for CILs and the IL State Grants program requires that States demonstrate their ability to serve the entire state through the SPIL, the programs could be consolidated into a formula grant to States, with set-asides for State administrative expenses and Statewide Independent Living Council expenses.  

Evidence:  SPIL requirements are stated in Title VII, Chapter 1, Section 704(k) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.

1.4

Is program design free of major flaws that would limit the program's effectiveness or efficiency?
Answer: YES   Question Weight:  20%
Explanation:  There are no major flaws in the design of the program but RSA could improve program efficiency while maintaining its goal of fostering independence for persons with disabilities. One alternative would be to administer the CIL program as a formula grant and allow RSA staff to devote more time to Federal activities monitoring, promoting best practices, addressing policy and legal issues, and fostering improved financial management practices among grantees.

1.5

Is the program effectively targeted, so resources will reach intended beneficiaries and/or otherwise address the program's purpose directly?
Answer: YES   Question Weight:  20%
Explanation:  There is no evidence that services are being provided to beneficiaries who do not need or merit them. States must demonstrate in their SPILs that new funding is used to address unserved or underserved communities. Statutory changes would be required to authorize targeting of services within a CIL based on financial need, membership in an underserved disability group, or other characteristics, such as age/gender.

Evidence:  State Plans for Independent Living, Section 704 reports submitted by CILs.

Independent Living Programs

The Headlines:

PART, Section 2…

-
No long-term measures

-
No annual measures

-
No targets and timeframes

-
Do partner on goals

-
Independent evaluations done

-
Budgets not tied to results

This is not good!

Improvements have been made!

Overall Rating:  13%

Section 2:

2.1

Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program?

Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%
Explanation:  The program has not established measures that focus on outcomes in the long-term. States currently collect data for GPRA on outputs - such as the number of individuals who leave nursing homes and other institutions for community-based housing and the number of individuals at risk of entering nursing homes who are receiving IL services and can remain at home. However, variation in data reported by CILs casts doubt on their validity. As part of its revision of the Section 704 reporting requirements, RSA is currently re-examining the four core areas of service and translating them into long-term, performance-oriented goals and measures. The Department is also working with OMB on developing an appropriate efficiency measure for this program.

Evidence:  Forthcoming: Corrective action plan or other document explaining the proposed changes to the Section 704 reporting requirements and providing justification for these changes.

2.2

Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures?
Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%
Explanation: Pending development of new long-term outcome measures.

2.3

Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program's long-term goals?

Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%
Explanation:  RSA currently collects annual data for GPRA on numbers of individuals served under the CIL program and the IL State Grants program and the percentage of consumers served under these programs who achieve their goals. RSA is revising its Section 704 reporting requirements and developing annual measures that will show progress toward long-term outcomes. The Department is also working with OMB on developing an appropriate efficiency measure for this program.

Evidence:  Forthcoming: Corrective action plan or other document explaining the proposed changes to the Section 704 reporting requirements and providing justification for these changes.

2.4

Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures?
Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%
Explanation:  Pending development of new annual performance measures.

2.5

Do all partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) commit to and work toward annual and/or long-term goals of the program?
Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%
Explanation:  OSERS takes specific steps to ensure that all partners commit to and work toward the existing annual goals. Program solicitations (priority packages) explicitly include all program goals, and grant applications and progress reports assess performance and continuing relevance against these goals. Although existing program measures do not meaningfully measure the program's responsiveness to its stated goals, all partners do commit to and work toward these goals. Program staff is also currently working to develop both annual and long-term goals that are more appropriate for this program. Once the revised annual and long-term goals are implemented, OSERS can continue to use its current process to ensure that all program partners actually commit to and work toward the new measures.

Evidence:  Forthcoming: Corrective action plan or other document explaining the proposed changes to the Section 704 reporting requirements and providing justification for these changes.

2.6

Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance to the problem, interest, or need?

Answer: YES   Question Weight:  12%

Explanation:  RSA has conducted regular evaluations of the Independent Living programs and used the findings and recommendations to improve program management. The final report for the most recent evaluation is currently under ED review. Unlike other principal offices within the Department however, OSERS administers its own program evaluations, potentially limiting the independence and objectivity of the findings.

Evidence:  Previous evaluations: Berkeley Planning Associates, 1986; Research Triangle Institute, 1996; Research Triangle Institute, 1998; CESSI, Inc., 2002.

2.7

Are Budget requests explicitly tied to accomplishment of the annual and long-term performance goals, and are the resource needs presented in a complete and transparent manner in the budget?

Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%

Explanation:  The budget request has typically focused on program outputs, such as the number of new centers that could be supported, rather than program outcomes, such as reducing unmet need or increasing the number of individuals meeting independent living goals or the number of individuals leaving nursing homes.

Evidence:  Congressional budget justifications.

2.8

Has the program taken meaningful steps to correct its strategic planning deficiencies?

Answer: NO   Question Weight:  12%

Explanation:  The IL program is in the process of revising the Section 704 reporting requirements. RSA is re-examining the four core areas of service and will translate the priorities associated with them into long-term, performance-oriented goals and measures. The criteria being developed will enable the IL program to collect on a yearly basis specific information tied to outcome measures.

Evidence:  Forthcoming: Corrective action plan or other document explaining the proposed changes to the Section 704 reporting requirements and providing justification for these changes.

Independent Living Programs

The Headlines: PART, Section 3…

-
No regular collection of timely and credible performance data

-
Low accountability for results

-
Do spend the money

-
No efficiency measure

-
Do collaborate, coordinate

-
Strong financial management

-
Low oversight of grantees

-
Need public data display

This is not good!

Improvements have been made!

Overall Rating:  40%

Section 3:

3.1 
Does the agency regularly collect timely, credible performance information, including information from key program partners, and use it to manage the program and improve performance?
Answer: NO   Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  Each CIL grantee is required to have an annual independent audit. RSA uses these audit findings, site visit reports, and annual performance data submitted by grantees for section 704 reporting requirements to identify and correct program weaknesses. Grantees currently collect data based upon the minimal requirements in section 725 of the authorizing legislation. RSA's ability to draw meaningful conclusions about center outcomes based on these data has been limited. RSA is currently revising the section 704 reporting requirements and will propose indicators to collect higher quality annual outcome data to inform management decisions.

Evidence:  Forthcoming: Corrective action plan or other document explaining the proposed changes to the Section 704 reporting requirements and providing justification for these changes.

3.2 
Are federal managers and program partners (grantees, subgrantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) held accountable for cost, schedule and results?
Answer: NO   Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  Education Department Performance Appraisal System which links employee performance to relevant Strategic Plan goals and action steps, and is designed to measure the degree to which a manager contributes to improving program performance. However, ED cannot demonstrate specific ways by which RSA managers are held accountable for linking their performance standards to the program's long term and annual measures. Program partners are subject to project reviews and grant monitoring but these oversight activities are not designed to link partners to specific performance goals.

3.3 
Are funds (Federal and partners') obligated in a timely manner and spent for intended purpose?

Answer: YES
Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  IL programs successfully obligate appropriated funds by the end of each fiscal year. Funds are spent in accordance with program authority and Department regulations. For the past two years, however, applicants have had fewer than 45 days to submit applications for grants under this program. RSA should take steps to ensure that grant competitions are announced on a regular schedule that provides sufficient time for the preparation and review of applications.

Evidence: Audit reports, ED grant award database, and solicitations for grant competitions in Federal Register.

3.4

Does the program have procedures (e.g. competitive sourcing/cost comparisons, IT improvements, appropriate incentives) to measure and achieve efficiencies and cost effectiveness in program execution?
Answer: NO 
Question Weight:  10%


Explanation:  This program has not yet instituted procedures to measure and improve cost efficiency in program execution.  However, as part of the President's Management Agenda, the Department is implementing "One-ED" -- an agency-wide initiative to re-evaluate the efficiency of every significant business function, including the development of unit measures and consideration of competitive sourcing and IT improvements.

3.5

Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with related programs?
Answer: YES
 Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  At the federal level, the independent living programs collaborate with: each other, other RSA and Federal programs, such as Social Security. To receive funding under the State grants program, each Designated State Unit must have a State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL) that demonstrates that it has appropriate planning, financial support and coordination, and other assistance to appropriately address, on a statewide and comprehensive basis, needs in the State for the provision of independent living services. 

The plan must document the working relationship between programs providing independent living services and independent living centers, the vocational rehabilitation program, and other programs providing services for individuals with disabilities. At the local level, CILs must demonstrate in their section 704 reports that they collaborate with other disability, health, and employment service providers to coordinate services that will enable individuals with significant disabilities to live independently in their own communities.

Evidence:  State Plans for Independent Living, Section 704 reports submitted by CILs.

3.6 
Does the program use strong financial management practices?
Answer: YES  Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  No internal control weaknesses have been identified for the Independent Living programs.

Evidence:  Inspector General Department audits

3.7 

Has the program taken meaningful steps to address its management deficiencies?

Answer: NO  Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  RSA has not demonstrated that it has a system in place to identify and address management deficiencies within programs.

3.CO1

Are grants awarded on a clear competitive process that includes qualified assessment of merit?

Answer: YES  Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  RSA administers all available program funds through a clear competitive process that uses external panels of peer reviewers. However, grantees that have successfully competed for an award are not required to compete again as long as they meet the performance standards for the program. As a result, the majority of appropriated funds are distributed each year non-competitively.

Evidence:  Rehabilitation Act of 1973

3.CO2 
Does the program have oversight practices that provide sufficient knowledge of grantee activities?
Answer: NO  Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  Independent annual audits are required for each CIL to ensure that grantees are meeting the terms of their awards and spending funds appropriately.  RSA is also required by statute to perform site visits of 15 percent of grantees and 1/3 of designated state units each year.

However, the regional and headquarters staff have had difficulty meeting the requirement.

Evidence:  Audit and site visit reports.

3.CO3

Does program collect grantee performance data on an annual basis and make it available to the public in a transparent and meaningful manner?
Answer: NO  Question Weight:  10%

Explanation:  RSA collects annual performance data through the Section 704 reporting requirements. For reasons discussed above, the current reporting requirements do not generate data with which RSA can draw meaningful conclusions about grantee performance. In addition, the data collected through the Section 704 reporting requirements have not been made available to the public. Through a cooperative agreement with RSA, Independent Living Resource Utilization (ILRU) Center has agreed to compile program performance data through grantee responses to the section 704 reporting requirements and publish this performance data on its website. The most recent data available online are from 1998 and the most recent data for SILCs are from 1997.

Evidence:  ILRU website: http://www.ilru.org/704/index.html

Independent Living Programs

The Headlines:

PART, Section 4…

-
No progress long-term goals

-
No annual goal achievement

-
No improved efficiencies

-
No benchmarks against others

-
Meets legislative requirements

This is not good!

Improvements have been made!

Overall Rating:  8%

Section 4:

4.1 
Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term performance goals?

Answer: NO  Question Weight:  25%

Explanation: These programs have not established measures that focus on outcomes in the long-term.

Evidence: N/A
4.2

Does the program (including program partners) achieve its annual performance goals?

Answer: NO  Question Weight:  25%

Explanation: These programs are currently working to develop and implement more appropriate annual performance goals.

Evidence: N/A
4.3

Does the program demonstrate improved efficiencies or cost effectiveness in achieving program goals each year?

Answer: NO  Question Weight:  25%

Explanation: The Department is working with OMB on developing an appropriate efficiency measure for this program.

Evidence: N/A

4.4

Does the performance of this program compare favorably to other programs, including government/private, with similar purpose and goals?
Answer: N/A  Question Weight:  0%

Explanation:  Although programs with similar goals and purposes may exist, no current studies, analyses, or evaluations have attempted to compare the Independent Living program to these programs.

Evidence: N/A
4.5

Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is effective and achieving results?

Answer: SMALL EXTENT  Question Weight:  0%

Explanation:  Previous evaluations of these programs did not attempt to measure its effect on outcomes.  However, the evaluations do indicate that the programs were meeting the legislative requirements.

Evidence: Previous evaluations: Berkeley Planning Associates, 1986; Research Triangle Institute, 1996; Research Triangle Institute, 1998; CESSI, Inc., 2002.

The President’s

2006 Budget Proposal

Independent Living (IL) has made progress in addressing the management and program deficiencies identified in the PART.
IL has developed:

-
a schedule and performance measures to ensure the timely posting of data;

-
an efficiency measure that determines cost per successful outcome; and,

-
annual and long-term performance measures that capture program objectives. 

Due to delays in revising the program's data collection instrument, data will not be available until 2006.  IL has made limited progress on developing an improved site visit system and a plan for conducting high quality evaluations.
Recommended Follow-up Actions Status:

Action taken, but not completed:

Develop long-term performance goals and measures that reflect the four core areas of services and the standards and assurances for the IL State Grants and CIL programs.

Completed:
Develop at least one efficiency measure for each IL program.

Action taken, but not completed:
Reduce the time needed to collect and analyze grantee performance reports and make the aggregate data available to the public on the Department's website in an accessible format.

No action taken:

Devise and implement an improved audit and site visit system to ensure that the agency is meeting its statutory oversight requirements.

No action taken:

Conduct periodic and high quality evaluations of each of the IL programs.

www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2006

Defining, Measuring, And Communicating Success!

Success

Measures:

What Is Being Evaluated?

Performance

Expectations

For

SILCs and CILs:

How Are You Doing?

Rehabilitation Services Administration
FY 2006 Program Performance Plan

Independent Living Centers
Program Goal:

To promote and support a philosophy of in-dependent living, including a philosophy of consumer control, peer support, self-help, self-determination, equal access, and individual and system advocacy, in order to maximize the leadership, empowerment, independence, and productivity of individuals with disabilities, and the integration and full inclusion of individuals with disabilities into the mainstream of American society.

Objective:

Through the provision of IL services (including the four IL core services), increase the percentage of CIL consumers who report having access to services needed to improve their ability to live more independently and participate fully in their communities. 

Targets and Performance Data:

-
Indicator:

Increase the percentage of CIL consumers 

who report having access to previously

unavailable transportation, health care, and

assistive technology.

-
The 2006 target is to establish a baseline


-
Source:  Self-reported data; 704 report

-
Data disaggregated by transportation,



health care accommodations, assistive



technology

-
Indicator:


Increase the percentage of CIL consumers


moving out of institutions. 


-
FY 2005 data will establish a baseline;



FY 2006 target is baseline plus one percent


-
Source:  Self-reported data; 704 report

-
Indicator:


Increase percentage of community services


available to persons with disabilities. 

-
FY 2006 target is to establish a baseline. 


-
Source:  Self-reported data; 704 report


-
Data disaggregated:  transportation,



health care accommodations, assistive



technology, housing

-
Objective:


Improve the efficiency and transparency of


the Centers for Independent Living Program. 

Indicator:  Number of months from due

date to release of CIL data to the public.


-
This is a new measure for 2005;



FY 2005 data will establish the baseline.

-
Source:  RSA office records and files.

www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2006plan.gedlite-g5raindependentcenters.html

Rehabilitation Services Administration
FY 2006 Program Performance Plan

Independent Living State Grants
Program Objective:

Through the provision of services (either directly or through grants and/or contracts), increase percentage of consumers receiving services funded through IL Title VII, Part B funds who report having access to services needed to improve their ability to live more independently and participate fully in communities.

Targets and Performance Data:

-
Indicator:

The percentage of Part B consumers who report having access to previously unavailable transportation, health care, and assistive technology provided by the DSU will increase. 

-
FY 2006 target is to establish a baseline

-
Source:  Self-reported data; 704 report

-
Data disaggregated by transportation, 


health care accommodations, assistive


technology

-
Indicator: 

Increase the percentage of consumers

reporting satisfaction with IL services. 


-
FY 2006 target is to establish a baseline


-
Source: State's consumer satisfaction survey (required by 34 CFR 364.38) collected every three years as an attachment to the State Plan for Independent Living


-
No formal verification

-
Objective:

Improve the efficiency and transparency of

the IL Title VII, Part B Independent Living

Program. 

Indicator:  Make Title VII, Part B data

available to the public.
-
This was a new measure in FY 2005. 

-
Source:  Self-reported data; 704 report

www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2006plan/edlite-g5raindependentstate.html

Independent Living Program Measures

Independent Living State Grants Program 

Long–Term and Annual Measure #1:
As a result of services provided directly by the DSU or by a DSU grantee or contractor, increase the percentage of Part B consumers who report having access to (previously unavailable) transportation, appropriate accommodations to receive health care services, and/or assistive technology resulting in increased independence in at least one significant life area.

Data Collection:

Revisions to the 704 Report include a section to specifically address this measure.  (This measure also serves as an annual measure.

Your Thoughts…

Independent Living Program Measures

Independent Living State Grants Program 

Long-Term Measure #2: 

Percentage of consumers receiving/who have received IL services reporting satisfaction with IL services received.

Data Collection:

Section 704(n) of the Rehabilitation Act requires States to establish a method for the periodic evaluation of the effectiveness of the State Plan including evaluation of satisfaction by individuals with disabilities.  Revisions to the State Plan include requests for more detailed information on the evaluation done by each State.

Your Thoughts…

Independent Living Program Measures

Centers for Independent Living

Long-Term and Annual Measure #1:

As a result of services provided directly by a CIL (including referral to another service provider) increase the percentage of CIL consumers who report having access to (previously unavailable) transportation, appropriate accommodations to receive health care services, and/or assistive technology resulting in increased independence in at least one significant life area.

Data Collection:

Revisions to the 704 Report include a section to specifically address this measure.

Your Thoughts…

Independent Living Program Measures

Centers for Independent Living

Long-Term and Annual Measure #2:
Through the provision of IL services (including the IL four core services) increase the percentage of CIL consumers who move out of institutions into a community-based setting.
Data Collection:

Revisions to the 704 Report include a section to specifically address this measure.

Your Thoughts…

Independent Living Program Measures

Centers for Independent Living

Annual Measure #3:

Increase the percentage of CILs with staff, board members, and/or consumers participating in committees, advocacy initiatives, public information campaigns, or other community events, designed to increase the accessibility of transportation, health care, assistive technology, and housing for persons with disabilities.
Data Collection:

Revisions to the 704 Report include a section to specifically address this measure.

Your Thoughts…

Independent Living Program Measures

Independent Living State Grants Program 

and Centers for Independent Living

Efficiency Measure:
Number of months from data due date to analyze, review and release data to the public.

Data Collection:

RSA office records and files used as data source.

Your Thoughts…

Defining, Measuring, And Communicating Success!

What These Measures

Mean for You:

Effect on Who You Serve

And

How You Serve

Brainstorming

Responses:

Meeting the

New Performance

Expectations

Performance and Data:

-
“Results not demonstrated” was assigned due to lack of measures and baseline data for targets; now measures have been defined and targets are being developed.  The next step is judgment of the Independent Living program as “effective, moderately effective, adequate, or ineffective”.

-
The performance data is to be displayed publicly and will be used by your friends and your enemies.

-
Your performance influences funding and regulatory decisions by the Administration and Congress.

-
The performance data is for all SILCs and CILs, so both individual organization and collective system performance is important.

-
Data collection and display is the efficiency indicator.

-
Timely, accurate collection and reporting of required data was always important and now is very important.
Manage

performance...

________________________________________________________

-
Manage pool

-
Manage entry

-
Manage value

-
Manage exit

-
Manage data

Independent Living State Grants Program 

and Centers for Independent Living

Efficiency Measure:
Number of months from data due date to analyze, review and release data to the public.

Current Status:

-
Who has the primary responsibility for the submission of the 704 report?

-
Is the report submitted on time?  If not, why?

-
What importance is assigned to data?

-
How is the data collected?

-
Who enters the data?  How?

-
What are the expectations for timely entry?

-
Who compiles and analyzes the data?

-
How is the data displayed?  To whom?

Continuous Improvement:

Managing Data:

Impact of the Measures on Operations:

-
Your SILC or CIL may have other goals and measures beyond these.

-
These measures are for Independent Living Program grants.

-
These measures do not necessarily include everything you do, nor are they the measures for every program you administer.

-
These measures may influence your priorities, whom you serve, and how you serve.

-
The four core services should be designed to assist you in meeting these measures.

-
The Independent Living Plan is very important, since it’s the guiding document for “access for increased independence” and “moving consumers into a community-based setting”.
-
You will want to assess your current status on each measure and decide where you want to be.
-
You may want to map processes and identify key interventions and service steps for continuous improvement.

	How do the four core services

support the measures?


	Four

Core

Services


	Access to 

Increased 

Independence
	Move 

Institution to

Community
	Staff, Board,

Consumer

Advocacy

	Information

and

Referral


	
	
	

	Independent Living

Skills


	
	
	

	Peer

Support


	
	
	

	Individual/

System

Advocacy


	
	
	


Independent Living State Grants Program 

and Centers for Independent Living

Long-Term and Annual Measure #1:

Increase the percentage of CIL consumers who report having access to (previously unavailable) transportation, appropriate accommodations to receive health care services, and/or assistive technology resulting in increased independence in at least one significant life area.

Current Status:

-
Do you currently have this as a prime goal?

-
How important does staff believe this goal is?

-
Who is responsible for achieving this goal?

-
What are the major challenges, if any, to meeting this goal?  

-
How many consumers currently report access that was previously unavailable?  (Do not?)

-
Which core service/s contribute most to the accomplishment of this goal?

-
What role does the Independent Living Plan play in achieving this measure?

-
Do consumers set newly-acquired access to transportation, health care service accommodations, and/or assistive technology goals in their IL plan?

-
Does the IL Plan identify specifically what access is needed and what access is currently not available?

-
Who monitors the IL Plan?


How frequently is it updated?

-
How do consumers report access?  When do you ask?  How do they decide?

-
To whom do they report it?  How frequently?


How is it documented?

-
How frequently is access achieved by referral 
and how frequently through direct service?

-
Is new access most frequently achieved in transportation, health care service accommodation, or assistive technology?

Continuous Improvement:

Access to Increased Independence

Centers for Independent Living

Long-Term and Annual Measure #2:
Through the provision of IL services (including the IL four core services) increase the percentage of CIL consumers who move out of institutions into a community-based setting.
Current Status:

-
Do you currently have this as a prime goal?

-
How important does staff believe this goal is?

-
Who is responsible for achieving this goal?

-
What are the major challenges to meeting it?  

-
How many consumers currently move out of institutions into a community-based setting?  (How many do not?)

-
Which core service/s contribute most to the accomplishment of this goal?

-
What counts as an “institution”?  What counts as a “community-based” setting?

-
Are there phases and/or stages to “moving”?


If so, are these included in the IL Plan?

Continuous Improvement:

Move Institution to Community

Centers for Independent Living

Annual Measure #3:

Increase the percentage of CILs with staff, board members, and/or consumers participating in committees, advocacy initiatives, public information campaigns, or other community events, designed to increase the accessibility of transportation, health care, assistive technology, and housing for persons with disabilities.
Current Status:

-
Do you currently have this as a prime goal?

-
What are the major challenges to meeting it?

-
Does your CIL currently have staff, board members, and/or consumers participating in committees, advocacy initiatives, public information campaigns or other community events?

-
Who is most likely to participate?


Staff?  Board Members?  Consumers?

-
How important is system advocacy in your CIL?  Is system advocacy, individual advocacy, and/or service delivery emphasized the most?

Continuous Improvement:

Staff, Board, Consumer Advocacy

Independent Living State Grants Program 

Long-Term Measure #2: 

Percentage of consumers receiving/who have received IL services reporting satisfaction with IL services received.

Current Status:

-
How do you currently measure consumer satisfaction?

-
Do you measure mid- and/or post-service?

-
What do you ask about?

-
How many are satisfied?

-
What are the levels of satisfaction?

-
How does it vary by type of consumer and/or by service?

-
How do you display the data?

-
How do you use the satisfaction data to improve your service delivery?

 Consumer satisfaction…

-
Consumer service is what you do and consumer satisfaction is how people react.

-
Consumer satisfaction is driven 
by both the procedural and personal aspects of service.

-
Exceeding expectations satisfies.

-
Sometimes, reducing dissatisfaction is even more important than creating satisfaction.

-
Staff determines the quality of consumer service, but the organization determines consumer satisfaction.

-
Internal customer satisfaction leads to external satisfaction.

Consumer satisfaction

is determined by

how the reality meets

the expectations.

If expectations are met or exceeded,

the customer is satisfied.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________

Consumers come with expectations

- Past consumers have had

expectations set by

previous experiences. 

- New consumers may have

no or unreasonable expectations.  

- You set expectations by

what you say and do.  

_______________________________________________________________________________________________

Set consistent expectations!

Under-promise and over-deliver!

If you must, disappoint early!

Have a service recovery strategy!

What increases

consumer satisfaction?

________________________________________________________

1.
Personal and Procedural

2.
First Impressions

3.
Accurate Answers to Questions

4.
Alternatives

5.
Speed in Service Delivery

6.
Convenience/Ease of Access

7.
Customization

8.
Most Important is Done Well

9.
Perceived Value and Progress

10.
Tangibility

How do you measure
consumer satisfaction?

________________________________________________________

Two satisfaction measurement methods:

1.
Behavior measurement


Example:  How many who were scheduled


for a second meeting actually came?

2.
Preference measurement


Example:  How was satisfaction with the


first meeting ranked?

Best measurement when you use both!

________________________________________________________

Two types of satisfaction data:

1.
Qualitative


Example:  Consumer comments

2.
Quantitative


Example:  Evaluation surveys

Best measurement when you use both!

Satisfaction Systems…

-
Suggestion systems


Throughout the process ask the consumers what they think.

-
Complaint systems


Always seek and welcome complaints from consumers and move to correct/ameliorate immediately.

-
Feedback systems


At the conclusion of each process step and within each activity, seek formal assessment from customers.

-
Evaluation systems


At the completion of the program, formally assess the final satisfaction with the final results.

Collecting

Satisfaction Data:

-
Informal “asking”

-
“Tell Us What You Think” Forms

-
Mail/Telephone Surveys

-
Consumer Focus Groups

-
Consumer Service Feedback Forms

-
Feedback Forms on Each Activity

-
Complaint Forms and Process

-
Statistical Analysis of Behavior

-
Post-Service Evaluation

Continuous Improvement:

Consumer Satisfaction

Defining, Measuring, And Communicating Success!

Creating a

High-Performance Organization:

Building Commitment

to Accomplishment

Communicating Success:

Who Needs to

Know What

So You Get Credit for

Your Good Works

Four elements

of leadership...

________________________________________________________

Management of...

1.
Meaning
2.
Attention

3.
Trust

4.
Self

Leadership:

Management of Meaning

-
Ensure all communications have a mission context

-
Be clear on the purpose of all activities

-
Problem-solve improvements and celebrate success

-
Build a new culture, nurture relationships, and create affiliation

-
Improve staff morale though hygienics and motivators

-
Seek and give recognition for
the behaviors you want

Leadership:

Management of Attention

-
Identify input, process, and output measures

-
Prioritize measures and communicate most important

-
Display data in many methods, many formats, and many times

-
Expend time on priorities and ask questions on progress

-
Dedicate staff (where possible) to priorities

-
Form teams focusing on data themes and improvement

Measures are Key to Success!

WYMISWYG!

What You Measure Is

What You Get!

Measures

define 

what is most important.

If you want to

change an

organizational culture, 

the first thing you must

change is

what you measure.

You can’t improve

what you

can’t measure.

Change your culture!

Expectations

- Clarity

- Consistency

- Measures

Beliefs

- Alignment

- Integration

- Process Mapping

Values

- Enunciation

- Communication

- Display of Data

Norms

- Modeling

- Rewards/Punishments

- Rituals/Ceremonies

Continuous Improvement:

High-Performance Organization

Communicating Success…

-
Define targets first

-
Identify the significant influentials

-
Define “problem” and “solution”

-
Vary media and message by target

-
Promote benefits and outcomes

-
Focus on main message

-
Repetition means recollection

-
Seek frequency of contact

-
Seek alternative messengers

-
Conduct special events

-
Find ways to partner

-
Make it personal

Continuous Improvement:

Communicating Success

Defining, Measuring, And Communicating Success!

Action

Planning:

Taking the Learning and Making It Happen

Best Bets!  Next Steps!

Best Bets!  Next Steps!


