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FOREWORD

Founded in 1932, the Citizens Budget Commission (CBC) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan civic 
organization devoted to influencing constructive change in the finances and services of New York 
State and New York City governments. A major activity of CBC is conducting research on the 
financial and management practices of the State and the City and their authorities.

All research is overseen by a committee of trustees. This report was prepared under the auspices of 
the Budget Policy Committee, which we co-chair. The other committee members are: Jay Badame, 
Stephen Berger, Renee Boicourt, John Breit, Elaine Brennan, Michael Britchkow, Lawrence B. 
Buttenwieser, Vishaan Chakrabarti, Rose Christ, Eileen Cifone, Edward F. Cox, Eric R. Dinallo, Jake 
N. Elghanayan, Suzanne Finnegan, Ann Flynn, Arthur A. Gianelli, Bud H. Gibbs, Kenneth D. Gibbs, 
William J. Gilbane, Martin Grant, Peter C. Hein, H. D. Hemmerdinger, Kent Hiteshew, William N. 
Hubbard, David A. Javdan, Steven J. Kantor, Elias Kefalidis, Eugene J. Keilin, Tom Kennedy, Marvin 
Krislov, Michael J. Kuh, Richard A. Levine, Eric Linzer, James L. Lipscomb, Haeda Mihaltses, Frances 
Milberg, Charles J. O'Byrne, Edward V. Piccinich, Carol E. Rosenthal, Tom Rousakis, Michael L. 
Ryan, Edward L. Sadowsky, Brian P. Sanvidge, Timothy Sheehan, William C. Thompson, Merryl H. 
Tisch, Alair A. Townsend, James Whelan, Kevin Willens, Frederick S. Yosca, Michael A. Zarcone, and 
Walter L. Harris (ex-officio).

This report was prepared by Patrick Orecki, Senior Research Associate, under the guidance of 
Denise Richardson, Vice President of Research. David Friedfel, Director of State Studies, also 
provided research and editorial guidance. Kevin Medina, Director of Operations, designed the 
publication.

CBC staff provided a draft of this report for comment to performance management offices in 
Colorado, Maryland, Virginia, and Washington. A draft of this report was also provided to the New 
York State Division of the Budget and Executive Chamber. Their willingness to review and assist in 
our research does not imply any endorsement of this report’s findings and recommendations.

Jamie Rubin, Co-Chair

Alair Townsend, Co-Chair
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INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 pandemic continues to affect profoundly the people of New York State. State 
government has constructed a framework, “NY Forward,” to track the spread of and response to 
COVID-19, and establish goals and metrics to allow for a gradual reopening of industries, public 
spaces, and congregate social settings. NY Forward organized the planning, communication, and 
evaluation of regional conditions for transition, and its framework is disseminated through a written 
document and a regularly updated data dashboard which tracks regional progress.1 Governor 
Andrew Cuomo has stated that the value of NY Forward is to clearly and objectively inform public 
leaders, businesses, and all New Yorkers:

“Forget the anecdotal, forget the atmospheric, forget the environmental, forget the 
emotional. Look at the data. Look at the measurements. Look at the science. Follow the 
facts. And that’s what we’ve done here from day one. This is no gut instinct. This is look 
at the data, look at the science, look at the metrics. Move forward, measuring what you 
can and what you know, and then be prepared to adjust.” 

– Governor Andrew Cuomo, May 4, 20202

NY Forward shows the progress of the State’s regions in this pandemic, and also demonstrates 
the value of transparent, data-driven, forward-looking public management. The performance 
dashboard and the Governor’s daily briefings have proven to be popular and (more importantly) 
useful in understanding the difficult dynamics of re-opening.3 But the State’s difficult decisions 
go beyond the reopening processes. Broader budget and policy determinations, especially as the 
State confronts the pandemic’s fiscal impacts, would also benefit from goalsetting and performance 
management.

Currently, New York State lacks a systematic performance management system—one that tracks the 
right metrics for all agencies, authorities, major programs and services; analyzes them to determine 
if governmental activities are efficient, effective, and of high quality; and incorporates them into 
a structured management process to improve performance and ensure accountability. Elected 
officials and public managers should be accountable for agencies’ and authorities’ performance 
based on established benchmarks. Other states and localities have successfully implemented 
performance management systems. New York State should use these best practices to design and 
implement a performance management system that offers comprehensive data about agency and 
authority programs, staffing, and spending. 

Such a system would benefit the public–which would receive better value services and insight 
into the performance of the public sector—and it would aid decision-makers, who could use 
performance information to inform resource allocation. 

State leaders have previously considered implementing a performance management system. The 
“Key Item Reporting System” (KIRS) was enacted by the Legislature and Governor Hugh Carey 
as part of the Accounting, Financial Reporting and Budget Accountability Act of 1981, but it was 
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repealed in 1992.4 New York State’s most recent effort to institute government-wide performance 
management was Governor Andrew M. Cuomo’s Spending and Government Efficiency (SAGE) 
Commission convened in 2011. The SAGE Commission recommended that the State develop and 
implement a performance management system, dubbed “NYPerforms,” which would draw on best 
practices from other states and “serve as both a means for reporting information to the public and 
a management tool for State officials.”5 Despite the SAGE Commission’s view that the system could 
be operational and public for some agencies before the end of 2013, no such system yet exists. A 
plan issued by the State’s Division of the Budget in 2018 serves as a strong basis for performance 
management, but the existing framework is incomplete and not public.6 

This report identifies the key components of a quality performance management system, provides 
a system framework, identifies best practices and examples from other states’ systems, reviews 
the State’s past attempts at implementing a system, offers an example of how a performance 
measurement and management system would work, and makes implementation recommendations.

The Citizens Budget Commission (CBC) recommends the State implement a performance 
management system that: 

 � Identifies key agency and authority programs and establishes output and outcome goals for 
each program;

 � Identifies metrics for each program, including input (such as staffing and resources), process, 
output, outcome, quality, and efficiency measures;

 � Establishes performance targets for each program’s outputs, outcomes, quality, and 
efficiency;

 � Establishes implementation benchmarks for new initiatives; 

 � Identifies risks and pressures to State programs from adverse shocks such as natural disasters 
or economic downturns; 

 � Institutes a management and accountability process to review metrics and incorporate 
findings into ongoing management; 

 � Allows for oversight and auditing of data;

 � Links to the budget cycle to inform budget and policy decisions for elected officials, agency 
administrators, and staff;

 � Provides public information about agency, authority and program performance that is 
accessible, readily understood, and provides quantitative measurements of service delivery 
efficiency, cost, and quality; and 

 � Is established through statutory provisions that promote consistency in reporting across 
agencies, authorities, and administrations.  



3

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
COMPONENTS

A performance management system has two fundamental components: a) performance metrics 
and implementation benchmarks, and b) a management review process. Performance metrics are 
of little value unless they are used to manage and enhance accountability, and management needs 
the right data to improve programs and manage spending. Management reviews the metrics to 
evaluate practices and progress toward reaching established goals and priorities and to assess 
program quality and efficiency. 

Component #1: Performance Measurement

Performance metrics should include readily collected and understood data that reflect program 
activities and performance accurately. To monitor established programs and inform management, 
a portfolio of performance metrics should include inputs, processes, outputs, outcomes, quality, 
and efficiency.7 New initiatives should include initial implementation benchmarks to ensure timely 
execution, followed by performance metrics that reflect the program’s activities. 

Performance metrics should fulfill the following criteria:

1. Complete: The measures should cover each program component to link resources and 
activities (inputs, processes, and outputs) with the results (outcomes, quality, and 
efficiency) of governmental performance. 

2. Consistent: The same metrics should be measured regularly to determine trends.

3. Useful: Performance metrics should be tailored to inform management at each level 
of government, including line staff, managers, agency heads, and the executive. Data 
collected should reflect accurately the key program elements at the right accountability 
level. A line supervisor will need data pertaining to performance for his or her functional 
area; the agency head will need data on all of the agency’s functions. Collecting data that 
lacks a functional purpose or that does not inform program performance distracts from 
useful tasks and wastes resources. At the top level, the right metrics enable the executive 
to evaluate an administration’s achievement of policy goals, quantifying the processes 
of working toward those goals. Useful metrics reflect performance, inform planning and 
management, and allow for comparisons with similar programs in other agencies and 
jurisdictions. 

4. Feasible: Data collection should not be onerous. For example, if the State aims to measure 
traffic volume on a road, it should utilize mechanical vehicle counters, not assign staff to 
visually count the number vehicles. Since collecting data on each minute activity is not 
feasible, performance metrics should emphasize mission-critical programs and activities 
that require the most resources and have the greatest impact. 
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5. Timely: Performance measurement data should be timely. Lagged data do not help inform 
contemporary decisions. 

6. Valid: To help guarantee the validity of performance data, oversight and auditing authority 
of reported performance should be granted to relevant bodies (such as the Legislature and 
State Comptroller) within the scope of existing authority and responsibilities.

7. Public: High-level performance metrics should be publicly available to enable elected 
officials and the public to understand how State services are being delivered and how State 
resources are being expended.8 Some granular data may be used internally by management, 
but would have little value to the public and need not be published regularly. 

Performance metrics offer data that may be used to demonstrate the process, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of operations, and identify areas that are exceeding, or lagging, their benchmarks. 
Performance metrics also facilitate comparisons among entities that offer similar services in other 
jurisdictions, or among entities that have similar procedures in different programs. Examples range 
from measuring customer waiting times for motor vehicle registration, tax submission processing 
times, or bridge maintenance performed.

Component #2: Management Review

Performance metrics should demonstrate the process, efficiency, and effectiveness of operations.  
However, measurements themselves will not lead to improvements in performance and 
accountability. That comes when there is an established management process that uses the data 
and established goals and benchmarks to review performance, identify problems and strategies to 
correct them, and hold managers accountable.9 

Goal Setting

Performance Measurement

Performance Measurement

Planning & Development

Implementation

Performance Review

Evaluation

Figure 1: Basic Performance Measurement and Management Cycle
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Figure 1 illustrates the management review process and its components: 

 � Goal-setting: Public officials set goals and priorities for public programming; 

 � Planning and Program Development: Leaders and managers develop plans and identify 
program models to achieve public policy goals;

 � Implementation: Elected leaders support public policy with resources and agency managers 
implement planned programming. 

 � Program and Performance Review: The executive, agency heads, managers, and line staff 
hold regular periodic reviews to discuss performance based on experience and performance 
data collected throughout implementation. 

 � Evaluation: Public officials use the findings of performance review to develop management 
actions to improve performance. Management may adjust goals based on these findings and/or 
develop plans to implement selected actions. 

Management relies on consistent and repeated assessment. Successful performance management 
requires participation throughout the administrative hierarchy—from the chief executive through 
agency heads, managers, and line staff.10 Managers and their supervisors should review the 
performance measurements together to identify shortcomings and successes, enhancements 
to improve overall program performance, and identify and develop solutions to performance 
deficiencies.11 Corrective actions identified in the process require consistent follow-up to ensure 
implementation, to evaluate the effect of identified solutions, and to adjust the actions as needed 
to address changing conditions.  
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BEST PRACTICES FROM OTHER STATES

Examining performance management systems in four states revealed commonalities in their 
development and implementation: Colorado’s State Measurement for Accountable, Responsive, 
and Transparent Government (“SMART”) Act system, Maryland’s “Managing for Results,” and 
“StateStat,” Virginia’s “Virginia Performs,” and Washington’s “Results Washington.”12 These systems 
are described in detail in Appendix B of this report. These states’ experiences offer four important 
considerations:

1. Performance management systems often emerge from political change. The four states 
implemented their systems at the start of new gubernatorial administrations. Colorado’s 
system was enacted by the legislature in 2010 in response to fiscal stresses from the 
recession and immediately prior to the start of Governor John Hickenlooper’s first term. 
Governor Hickenlooper led the system’s implementation and recommended statutory 
amendments to the system’s design that were subsequently enacted. Maryland’s 
“StateStat” launched as a variation of CitiStat, a performance management system led by 
Governor Martin O’Malley during his preceding tenure as Mayor of Baltimore. “StateStat” 
was succeeded by “Managing for Results” with change of gubernatorial administration to 
Governor Larry Hogan. “Virginia Performs” was implemented by Governor Tim Kaine at the 
beginning of his term, and built on the work of the Council on Virginia’s Future, an advisory 
body convened in the first year of former Governor Mark Warner’s administration. “Results 
Washington” was created by executive order in Governor Jay Inslee’s first year in office.  
 

These four experiences indicate that performance management systems are often 
initiated by new gubernatorial administrations, but ongoing administrations—particularly 
as they seek to leverage the success of their initiatives—can also drive the implementation 
of performance management to better manage resource allocations and spending 
priorities. On the other hand, the impact of administrative change can also result in a 
performance management system being diminished or eliminated. The requirement to 
establish and maintain a performance management system should be adopted in statute 
to assure that changing administrations will not eliminate a useful management tool. 

2. Systems are characterized by central responsibility and links to budgeting. Performance 
management functions are administered by a single responsible office, and often 
are linked to budgeting functions. In Colorado, the Lieutenant Governor functions 
as a central operating officer for the state and oversees its performance management 
system. In Maryland and Virginia, responsibility for performance management is 
housed within each state’s budget department. Washington is somewhat different; 
Washington’s Office of Financial Management has a role in performance reporting 
as part of the budget process, but Results Washington is a distinct function.  
Relating program budgets to performance management allows for evaluation of programs’ 
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efficiency and value. In all four states, budget offices use their systems for performance 
budgeting. Whether in the budget office or as a separate entity, linking performance 
management to budget functions offers a broad view of government operations as budget 
divisions interact with every agency and conduct cyclical work.

3. Measurement must be actively linked with management to yield improvement. The case studies 
show differing approaches to linking measurement and management.13 Only Colorado 
has current statutory requirements linking measurement and management. In addition 
to quarterly reviews, Colorado’s agency heads and the Lieutenant Governor present 
performance plans to the legislature at least once per year. In Maryland, a regular, public 
system of meetings among multiple levels of staff was common practice until a change 
of gubernatorial administration diminished the process, which was possible since regular 
reviews were not required under state law. Quarterly progress updates are required under 
Virginia’s system, and agency reviews are conducted with the Department of Planning 
and Budget through strategic planning and regular progress reports, but many of the 
statutory requirements of Virginia’s system have expired.14 Results Washington includes 
regular meetings to discuss performance. Results Washington previously tracked 200 
various indicators; Governor Inslee modified the system to track 20 key program outcome 
measurements.

4. Implementation requires investment. Implementing a performance management system 
requires initial investments and ongoing resources. Staff throughout the entire hierarchy 
should be involved, and training improves the effectiveness of the performance 
management system. Colorado, for example, offers an annual “Performance Management 
Academy.” The training program educates staff on performance management topics 
ranging from problem identification to performance management in action. Trained 
employees in Colorado report increases in competencies with performance management 
and recommend that their colleagues also take the training.15 Still, the relatively modest 
investments of staff time and fiscal resources for an appropriate system should be justified 
by vast improvements in transparency, accountability, and performance. 
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ILLUSTRATING THE POTENTIAL OF PERFORMANCE 
MANAGEMENT IN NEW YORK STATE

Past Efforts 

Statewide performance management is not a new idea in New York State. The Key Item Reporting 
System (KIRS) was enacted during the tenure of Governor Hugh Carey in 1981.16 KIRS was 
implemented shortly thereafter under Governor Mario Cuomo. The Executive selected the 
agencies to be included in the KIRS system, but the effort was short-lived as agencies criticized 
the legislative requirements.17 The statute authorizing KIRS was repealed as part of broader budget 
reform legislation in 1992.18

Governor Andrew Cuomo’s 2011 Spending and Government Efficiency Commission (SAGE) 
Commission included experts from government and the private sector who were tasked to provide 
recommendations to “modernize and right-size state government, improve performance, increase 
accountability and save taxpayers’ money.”19 In early 2013 the Commission recommended a three-
part strategy to achieve that goal: reorganize government, reduce costs and improve service, and 
build a culture of performance and accountability.20 

The SAGE Commission recommended the State develop and implement a performance 
management system. The SAGE report included screenshots of a sample performance data portal 
and projected that the first State agencies could implement fully NYPerforms before the end of 
2013.21 CBC highlighted NYPerforms as “perhaps the most important, potentially transformative” 
recommendation of the SAGE Commission.22

Despite successful implementation of many of the SAGE Commission’s other recommendations 
and the view that NYPerforms could be operational for some agencies in less than a year, no 
comprehensive performance management system exists six years later.23 In 2018 the Division of 
the Budget (DOB) issued a guidance bulletin requesting certain agencies begin strategic planning 
and developing a performance review process. The guidance required many of the attributes of a 
comprehensive performance management system. Agencies were asked to set a mission, identify 
goals, and communicate how performance would be measured. The process would be directed by 
DOB and would inform budget-making decisions.24 The budget briefing book that accompanied 
the fiscal year 2020 Executive Budget proposal further expanded on the concept. The briefing 
book describes aspects of the intended performance management process and highlights positive 
performance indicators.25 Similarly, the Fiscal Year 2021 Executive Budget briefing book discusses 
the implementation of performance management. To date the system has many shortcomings:

Lack of Utility

Executive Budget briefing books serve as the source for description and dissemination of 
performance data associated with the DOB system. For example, the briefing book’s “Performance 

about:blank
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Profiles” for each subject area “highlight agency programs and achievements.”26 The Performance 
Profile related to transportation lists four panels with the following information: (1) the amount 
of funding contributed by the State to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority capital plan; 
(2) the amount of funding proposed for the two-year Department of Transportation (DOT) 
capital program; (3) the amount of funding within the DOT capital program for a new round of 
upstate airport projects; and (4) a benchmark date for implementation of cashless tolling on the 
Thruway system.27 The first three items have little value; they present planned inputs which are 
each already presented in greater detail in financial plan documents. The fourth panel is partially 
useful, presenting a target timeframe for implementation of a new initiative. To align with those 
best practices previously outlined in this report, the briefing book should present a portfolio of 
performance metrics measured relative to goals, reported consistently, and presented so can be 
used to inform decisions by elected officials and agency management by tying spending to results. 

Lack of Comprehensiveness

The SAGE Commission recommended that NYPerforms include both State agencies and authorities. 
DOB’s 2018 guidance included 57 agencies and authorities but excluded major agencies and 
authorities such as the State Department of Education, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA), and the New York State Thruway Authority.28 These entities directly affect both the State’s 
overall fiscal and policy priorities, as well as those of related agencies and authorities. Moreover, the 
SAGE report explicitly mentioned transportation authorities, stating, “Including both agencies and 
authorities in a statewide performance management system will help to address a major obstacle 
to improving performance and increasing accountability – the lack of visibility into the operations 
of State authorities. Because agencies and authorities often work in the same functional area (for 
example, transportation), this lack of visibility makes it difficult to present an integrated view of the 
operations and performance of State government.”29

Lack of Transparency

The SAGE Commission recommended public disclosure of high-level agency information and 
performance data. The Commission’s report included snapshots of the proposed information that 
it recommended be available for public view.30 The data outlined in the 2018 DOB bulletin are 
being compiled and used for internal decision-making; however, none of the data have been made 
public.31 Making performance data publicly available for major initiatives as the DOB guidance 
bulletin outlines is necessary to increase transparency and accountability.

Lack of Statutory Provisions

Colorado, Maryland, Virginia, and Washington implemented performance management systems at 
the start of new administrations and through statute or executive order. The SAGE Commission 
report and the DOB framework are administrative documents advanced by administrative 
prerogative. Absent statutory requirements, the program outlined in the DOB memo and Executive 
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Budget may not continue to be implemented and could easily be diminished or terminated. To be 
most effective, a more complete system should be supported by the Legislature and codified in 
statute. 

Currently Available Data and Management Systems 

The State should leverage its existing financial and programmatic data to build its performance 
management system. DOB has data on disbursements on individual programs and general 
government operations carried out by the State workforce. The data is compiled and reported 
in the State’s Financial Plan, Capital Program and Financing Plan, budgetary appropriations and 
program legislation, Open Budget, and the Statewide Financial System.

Other publicly available data cover some of the processes, outputs, and outcomes of State 
government. New York State launched the Open Data NY portal in March 2013 in accordance with 
the Governor’s Executive Order 95.32 When the portal launched, 244 data files were available. 
As of April 2020, there are 1,683 data files in its catalog, including open data provided by local 
governments.33 The catalogued data cover a broad range of topics, with the largest share of data 
related to health. Certain COVID-19 data are included on the portal, with six files from New York 
City government and one dataset on testing outcomes from the New York State Department of 
Health. (See Figure 2.)

Figure 2: Data Files Available on Open Data NY by Subject Area, April 2020

Health
541
32%

All Other
244
15%

Transportation
248
15%

Human Services
108

6%

Economic Development
109
6%

Government
& Finance
194
12%

Energy
& Environment
239
14%

Source: New York State Office of Information Technology Services, Open NY Quarterly Report April 2020 (April 10, 2020), https://data.ny.gov/data-
set/Open-NY-Quarterly-Report-April-2020/25ir-ahmn.
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The portal includes some helpful data on process, such as Department of Motor Vehicles’ data on 
the issuance of traffic tickets. The portal also includes relevant output data, such as the number of 
meals funded by the New York State Office of the Aging and some outcome data, such as recidivism 
in the criminal justice system. Alternately, some of the available data may be of interest to some 
members of the public but is not useful for measuring State government performance, such as past 
winning lottery numbers.34 

Other performance data is available from individual agencies outside of the Open Data NY portal. 
For example, data on the condition of pavement on the State’s roadways is not available in the 
portal but is available on the Department of Transportation’s website.35

In addition to the useful available performance data, there are some existing examples of 
performance management. The Business Services Center operated by the New York State Office 
of General Services (OGS) is one successful example. In 2012 OGS launched the Business Services 
Center (BSC), a subdivision charged with unifying and improving procurement, human resources, 
and other functions.36 The BSC was quickly successful in improving performance related to its 
core functions. The BSC reduced transaction times, and interest costs to the State, and saved an 
estimated $34 million in workforce costs at State agencies in its first four years of operation.37 

While the BSC provides an example of performance management in State workforce operations, 
the Department of Health’s (DOH) management of tobacco control programs offers an example of 
successful performance management in a grant-based portfolio. DOH sets regular goals related to 
reducing tobacco use, secondhand smoke exposure, and increasing access to cessation services. 
The agency regularly evaluates progress toward those goals, and tailors tobacco control programs 
as needed. In addition to internal measurement and management, DOH contracts for independent 
evaluations of its efforts. The evaluation strategy is required by State law and informed by a State 
advisory council on tobacco policy and by federal standards for evaluation. The success of tobacco 
control performance management illustrates that State agencies have the experience and capacity 
to execute performance management when required.38 

Potential Application of Performance Management

Successful performance management systems’ characteristics can be illustrated with an example 
applied to maternal care programs currently administered by the New York State Department of 
Health (DOH). DOH’s maternal care goal is “to improve the health of under-served women, infants 
and children through improved access to and enhanced utilization of perinatal and prenatal care 
and related services.” The State operates a multi-lingual hotline for expecting and new parents, 
promotes best practices in clinical care by providers, and provides education on postnatal care. 
DOH states that these strategies have helped New York State reduce infant mortality rates by 34 
percent in the past decade.39 

The State’s maternal care programs have the beginnings of a framework for comprehensive 
performance management. There is a codified goal with identified strategies implemented by 
DOH. These are positive steps, but much more can be done to improve performance management 
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by developing performance metrics, collecting data, benchmarking against past results; analyzing 
the outcomes of various initiatives could enable DOH to reduce mortality rates further by focusing 
resources on the strategies that have proven to be most effective. Figure 3 lists sample metrics for 
each programmatic stage.

The sample metrics presented in Figure 3 would allow the State to evaluate its programs for 
maternal care on an ongoing basis. Unit costs of programs could be determined, and the reach 
of programs assessed. Importantly, program outcomes could be compared to programs in other 
states. Cross-sectional comparisons will reflect ways that the program can be better targeted on 
geographic and demographic bases. 

In this example, the public would benefit from improved transparency in government performance. 
Public administrators would benefit from a robust, repeated process of measuring and managing 
performance. Elected leaders would benefit from having information to better direct resources to 
achieve the goal of reducing infant mortality. 

This example is possible because the State has a stated goal for maternal health programming. While 
many areas of government lack this level of planning and transparency, implementing performance 
management would improve government performance by institutionalizing program goal setting, 
benchmarking, data gathering, and resource measurement to inform agency managers. 

Outcomes

Infant mortality rate (count)
Count of parents using recommended 

postnatal care practices (e.g., 
breastfeeding, safe sleeping)

Count of newborns exhibiting 
healthy bioindicators (e.g., BMI, 

weight, height)

Share of providers trained in prental and postnatal 
care best practices (percentage)

Enrollment of eligible newborns and parents in 
health plans (Medicaid, CHIP, etc.)

Outputs

Figure 3: Sample Performance Metrics

Sources: CBC staff analysis based on New York State Department of Health, “Prenatal Care in New York State” (November 2016, accessed January 14, 2020), ww-
w.health.ny.gov/community/pregnancy/health_care/prenatal/; and National Committee for Quality Assurance, “Prenatal and Postpartum Care (PPC)” (accessed Janu-
ary 14, 2020), www.ncqa.org/hedis/measures/prenatal-and-postpartum-care-ppc/.

Cost per training 
(in dollars)

Cost per call
(in dollars)

Efficiency

Trainings conducted by 
DOH staff for prenatal pro-

viders (count)

Trainings in postnatal care 
provided to new parents 

(count)

Educational materials on 
postnatal care distributed 

(count)

Calls received by maternal 
health hotline (count)

Process

Process

Funding disbursed for grant 
programs (in dollars)

Inputs

Funding disbursed for program 
administration (in dollars)

Staff for prenatal program 
administration (in FTEs)

Quality

Share of 
particpating 

parents using 
recommended best 

practices

Share of partici-
pating newborns 
exhibiting healthy 

bioindicators
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RECOMMENDATIONS

CBC recommends the State follow the SAGE Commission recommendations and other states’ best 
practices to implement a performance management system that: 

 � Identifies key agency and authority programs and establishes output and outcome goals for 
each program;

 � Identifies metrics for each program, including input (such as staffing and resources), process, 
output, outcome, quality, and efficiency measures;

 � Establishes performance targets for each program’s outputs, outcomes, quality, and 
efficiency;

 � Establishes implementation benchmarks for new initiatives; 

 � Identifies risks and pressures to State programs from adverse shocks such as natural disasters 
or economic downturns; 

 � Institutes a management and accountability process to review metrics and incorporate 
findings into ongoing management; 

 � Allows for oversight and auditing of data;

 � Links to the budget cycle to inform budget and policy decisions for elected officials, agency 
administrators, and staff;

 � Provides public information about agency, authority and program performance that is 
accessible, readily understood, and provides quantitative measurements of service delivery 
efficiency, cost, and quality; and 

 � Is established through statutory provisions that promote consistency in reporting across 
agencies, authorities, and administrations.  
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CONCLUSION

New York State’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the usefulness of 
performance management and the value of implementing it across all agencies and authorities in 
State government. The State has proven capable of nimbly compiling and reporting much of the 
relevant data, and New Yorkers have benefitted from and appreciated the transparency. As the 
Governor’s response to the pandemic has shown, policy decisions are better informed using a data-
driven, systematic approach. 

State leaders should look beyond the pandemic to implement a complete, transparent performance 
management system. The continued failure to implement this system perpetuates a vacuum of 
accountability within State government. Creating the system will require an investment of fiscal 
and human resources that will yield long-term benefits. This framework is especially important as 
the State confronts the pandemic’s economic impacts. Lawmakers, managers, and the public will 
benefit from important data points for managing in an environment of fiscal stress.
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APPENDIX A: BASIC PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT 
CYCLE (EXPANDED)

Goal Setting

Performance Measurement

Performance Measurement

Planning & Development

Implementation

Performance Review

Evaluation

Public officials set goals and priorities for public programming.

Agency heads develop strategic plans to achieve public policy goals.

Elected leaders support public policy with resources and agency managers 
implement planned programming.

Regular periodic reviews are held to discuss performance based on 
experience and performance data.

Public officials use the findings of performance review to develop 
management actions to improve performance.
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✓

Performance measurement is...
...getting the right data...

✓Covers inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes of policy

✓Reflects efficiency and quality

✓Is consistent, useful, feasible, timely, and public

...to make the right comparisons.
Compares progress over time relative to goals

✓Compares to intermittent targets

✓Compares to other states
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS IN SELECT STATES

DescriptionState
Performance 

Measurement Example Positive Components Potential Improvements

Colorado

 

Maryland

 

Maryland's primary performance management system is implemented 
through the Managing for Results (MFR) process. MFR is set forth in 
Maryland state law, and is defined as, "a planning, performance measure-
ment, and budgeting process that emphasizes use of resources to achieve 
measurable results, accountability, efficiency, and continuous improvement 
in State government programs." The process requires agencies to create 
annual comprehensive plans with performance goals, and to measure 
performance relative to those goals. An annual MFR report is provided to 
the legislature and the public in January of each year. The MFR report 
includes a narrative of performance results on a Statewide basis, and 
individual agencies compile more specific trend data for performance 
metrics. Maryland law further creates the StateStat program to serve as an 
accountability check. StateStat is modelled on the CityStat model 
implemented in Baltimore (which was based on ComStat from the New York 
City Police Department). StateStat created the process by which agency 
heads coordinated implementation of improved performance. StateStat was 
ostensibly replaced by the Governor’s Office of Performance Improvement 
(GOPI) in 2015. GOPI was created via Executive Order following a change in 
gubernatorial administrations, but continues the function to serve as a 
coordinating office for performance. Most MFR functions are managed by 
the state Department of Budget and Management. 

Colorado's PMM system was first required by act of the state legislature in 
2010 with the State Measurements for Accountable, Responsive, and 
Transparent Government (SMART) Act. The SMART Act was driven by the 
state's legislators, seeking better information to make budgetary decisions in 
the aftermath of the Great Recession. The legislation required development 
of strategic plans by agencies and goal-setting. It created links between 
agencies and legislative budget functions, with legislators and staff to serve 
as liasons. Agencies were required to submit annual strategic plans ot the 
legislature, which then had an opportunity to offer comments and recom-
mendations related to the plans. However, implementation of the SMART 
was incomplete. Staff were untrained in how to develop performance 
management reports, timing of legislative hearings was suboptimal, and 
infomration was not publicly accessible. The SMART Act was overhauled in 
2013, authorizing training of staff, giving oversight authority to the Office of 
State Planning and Budgeting, and normalizing performance reviews. Now, 
all agencies create strategic plans on an annual basis. The legislature has an 
opportunity to review those plans, and to hold hearings to speak directly 
with the Lieutenant Governor (who serves as the chief operating officer). A 
performance dashboard presents the most important performance metrics 
and targets. Annual performance plans and quarterly reviews for each 
agency are catalogued. Colorado offers performance management training to 
staff through the "Performance Management Academy."

Colorado's Department of 
Transportation has a slate of goals 
aimed at expanding modal 
transportation options to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled and 
improve environmental impacts. 
There are eight metrics related to 
that strategic goal, such as 
reducing per capita vehicle miles 
traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions from transportation by 
1 percent each annually.

• The SMART Act very effectively 
links performance measurement 
with management and 
decision-making. Regular reviews 
are public, and the legislature is able 
to hear firsthand from central 
administrators and agency heads. 
This facilitates better budget-mak-
ing and policy-making.

• Colorado's training program is 
highly developed. Staff are mostly 
pleased with Academy trainings and 
report higher competence in 
performance management 
techniques. 

Maryland set a goal of increasing 
kindergarden readiness. The goal 
was set during the 2014-15 school 
year to increase in each subse-
quent year. In 2014-15 the rate of 
kindergarden readiness was 47 
percent. In each years since then, 
the rate was below 47 percent. 
Maryland also reports other 
metrics related to the performance 
goals set in each department. 
There are 9 additional metric 
reported related to the goal of 
increasing kindergarden readiness, 
but targets are not listed for those 
metrics. 

• The existence of a coordinting 
entity is important. StateStat (and 
later GOPI) take on the role of 
turning performance data into 
coordainted performance manage-
ment within and among agencies. 

• MFR procedures are laid out 
generally in state law, making the 
reporting requirements statutori-
ly-required.

• State law explicitly requires that 
performance measures be made up 
of a combination of input, process, 
output, and outcome measures. 

StateStat utilized regular meetings 
between central staff and agency 
heads to discuss performance, a 
foundaitonal tenet of other Stat 
programs that has been reduced 
under GOPI. 

The State's current performance 
dashboard is simply organized, but 
lacks trend data and valuable context 
for the public. Performance data is 
organized into four broad program-
matic bucktes, and only high-level 
metrics are posted. Data is generally 
timely and regularly updated. 
However, only current year results 
are presented on the dashboard. 
Some metrics are also presented 
without useful context, siminishing 
their value when viewed in isolation. 
Performance plans also lack 
retrospective trend data and are not 
formatted consistently across 
agencies. 
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State Description
Performance 

Measurement Example Positive Components Potential Improvements

Virginia

 

Washington

 

The current statewide performance management system, Results Washing-
ton launched in 2013. Created by executive order by Governor Jay Inslee, 
Results Washington is organized around five general goals related to 
education, the economy, the environment, health and safety, and general 
government accountability. The system also includes data on a current 
governmental initiative: addressing the opioid crisis. Each of the major goal 
categories is divided into subcomponents or strategies. For example, the 
goal of providing a world class education to Washingtonian’s is divided into 
kindergarten readiness, economic security, effectiveness of the K-12 system, 
access to living wage jobs, retirement security, and young adult engagement. 
The outcomes of each of these educational subcomponents is measured on 
a selected group of performance measures.  Archived data on each of these 
metrics dating back to the launch of Results Washington is available on the 
website.  Monthly meetings are also held, known as Results Reviews, during 
which one or more agencies presents regarding goals and progress toward 
those goals in greater depth. Results Reviews offer an opportunity for 
conversational assessment of the work of State agencies and programs 
toward Washington’s goals, including direct involvement by Governor Inslee. 
Results Reviews presentations and video recordings are archived and 
publicly available. The Office of Financial Management also reports 
performance data as part of the state's performance budgeting process.

Virginia launched the Virginia Performs system in 2007. Virginia Performs was 
developed and originally implemented by the Council on Virginia's Future (CVF). 
The CVF was created in 2003 with responsibility for develping long-term 
planning, budgeting, performance mangement, and contuous improvement 
process. CVF found that existing strategic planning at Virginia's agencies was 
inconsistent. Virginia Performs aligned performance measurement and mange-
ment across the State's agencies. The CVF sunset in 2017, but Virginia's 
performance management systems include two main outputs: The Virginia 
Performs Scorecard and the Strategic Plan process. Both components are now 
manged by the Department of Planning and Budgeting (DPB). The Virginia 
Performs Scorecard is a basic, high-level annual summary of selected metrics that 
measure Virginia's performance in seven categories (economy, education, health 
and family, public safety, transportation, natural resources, and government and 
citizens). Each category has four to eight metrics, with 44 total metrics reported. 
Virginia Performs annually updates the Scorecard with relevant data, and reports 
the Scorecard on its website along with a description of the metric's importance 
and trend. The Strategic Plan process is more specific. With each biennial budget, 
each agency creates a strategic plan. The Strategic Plan outlines the agency's 
mission, financial overview, objectives, and other information. Importantly, each 
objective contains metrics by which objectives will be measured. Data related to 
each of these metrics is reported by the DPB. Trend data and targets are reported 
in the DPB portal are available for 85 agencies and 808 metrics.

The Virginia Department of Motor 
Vehicles includes in its strategic plan 
an objective to "provide our 
customers with service in a method 
and location that meets their needs 
in a timely and effective manner." 
Success toward this goal is 
measured based on four metrics 
(average wait time using DMV 
Direct services, average wait time in 
Customer Service Centers, number 
of transactions performed, and the 
percentage of transactions 
conducted through preferred 
services). DPB reports the data in its 
public portal. The average wait time 
for DMV Direct services is reported 
in minutes and seconds from 2006 
through 2018. The portal also 
includes goals for each metric. The 
current wait time is 13 minutes 14 
seconds. The DMV targets to keep 
wait times below 15 minutes 
through 2020 and improve to cut 
that time to 10 minutes by 2022. 

• Virginia Performs and the 
Strategic Planning process very 
effectively link budgeting with 
performance. 

• Scorecard data is also made 
available on a regional and county 
basis.

• The Strategic Planning portal is 
easy to navigate and contains 
relevant information for the public 
to access. 

• Past performance and 
forward-looking goals are clearly 
presented.

• Performance metrics cover both 
regular services and one-time 
initiatives.

• Strategic Plans offer both 
quantitative data and a manage-
ment narrative.

Kindergarten readiness, for 
example, is assessed in terms of 
pre-k readiness assessments for 
incoming students, availability of 
preschool enrollment slots, volume 
of home visiting services, and 
ratings of preschool service 
providers. Pre-kindergarten 
readiness in 2014 was measured at 
41 percent. Washington set a goal 
to increase performance on that 
metric by 2 percent each year 
thereafter, achieving 45 percent 
readiness by 2016. Actual 
performance toward this goal 
nearly achieved the target, rising to 
just above 44 percent in 2016. 
More recent data are also available. 

• Archived data allows for compari-
son in current evaluation period and 
previous periods.

• Statewide goals are linked to 
strategies which are measured on 
appropriate outcome measures.

• Reviews are publicly conducted 
and archived.

• Direct evaluation of performance 
among line staff, administrators, and 
elected officials promotes a 
transparent dialogue and contiguity 
of performance toward goals. 

• The system should be statutorily 

required. Washington's history with 

performance management systems has 

been as a leader in the field. However, 

over the nearly 40 years of utilizing 

performance management systems, there 

have been multiple iterations. Some have 

been legislatively required, others have 

been adminsitratively directed. 

• The system should be made permanent 

• Reporting should also be modified to 

link inputs with outputs and outcomes. It 

is not possible to evaluate outcome 

performance in marginal terms unless 

resources and processes are linked to 

outputs and outcomes. This data is 

available through the Washington Office 

of Financial Management, but it should be 

directly incorporated into Results 

Washington. 

• The CVF created Virginia Performs 
and managed it from 2007 until the 
CVF sunset in 2017. The CVF should 
have been a permanent agency or 
Virginia Performs should have been 
housed within a permanent agency. 
The sunset risked Virginia Performs 
shuttering with the CVF.

• Some metrics are inconsistently 
reported.
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