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BUDGETING FOR OUTCOMES TO MANAGING FOR RESULTS - SYNOPSIS
Property Tax Reform in the State of Florida has brought with it many challenges for local governments across the State. Our Legislature and our Citizens told us that they wanted property tax relief. For Polk County, this meant a projected loss of $74 million in ad valorem revenue over two fiscal years.

Polk County took this challenge seriously and researched ways we could balance our budget while balancing the needs of the community with reduced revenue.  One thing we knew for certain was that old budgeting techniques, such as across the board cuts, were not practical.  Across the board cuts assume that all programs have the same priority.  Because the reductions in revenues and associated cuts are here to stay, reducing all of our services did not make sense.  To handle program/service reductions, we needed an innovative approach that focused on prioritizing the services we provide citizens.
Our research led us to “Budgeting for Outcomes,” a concept one of our commissioners brought back from a governing conference several years ago.  The concept was almost too simple. Set the priorities of government and buy the results that citizens value (at a price they are willing to pay).  Florida property tax reform initiatives from the State Legislature and approved by voters dictated the price citizens were willing to pay for government. In these changing times, we were responsible for establishing the priorities of government and then “buying” the results that offered the “biggest bang for the buck” based on the desired outcomes.
The Budgeting for Outcomes (BFO) concept was derived from the book “The Price of Government,” by David Osborn and Peter Hutchinson.  Hutchinson co-founded the Public Strategies Group, the consulting firm that assists governments in implementing BFO. We hired Public Strategies Group to coach and guide us in implementing this innovative budgeting initiative.

BFO, as you are about to read, provides for transparent budgeting process which truly involves citizens in each step.  Remember … our citizens set the price of government, so it only makes sense that they help us with purchasing the results that mean the most to them.
The first step: hold focus groups around the county to determine what results, or outcomes, our citizens expect from government. Since Polk County has five seated commissioners, we held five focus groups – one in each district.  Public Strategies Group led these meetings with NO government presence. 
Our community identified six results/outcomes they expect from us:   

1. SAFETY: People feel safe from crime, fire and the effects of natural disasters. 
2. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: Good paying jobs and business opportunities are available here in Polk County and our people are appropriately trained and educated to take advantage of them.

3. GOOD GOVERNMENT: Citizens trust that County government is well run and is a good steward of their tax dollars.

4. BASIC NEEDS: People in Polk County who are at risk because of their health or economic status will get their basic needs met, and are as self-sufficient as possible.

5. NATURAL RESOURCES AND RECREATION: Polk County has clean and plentiful natural resources for recreation and environmental health.

6. GROWTH:  Polk County grows in a manner and pace that county residents find livable, and allows them to move around the county safely and without excessive congestion.

The next step was to create six “Results Teams” - one for each result area. The teams were tasked with identifying strategies to obtain the desired “Outcomes” and establishing key indicators for success. They were also charged with developing “Requests for Offers” (like RFP’s) for county divisions to submit their proposed budgets towards. Each Results Team consisted of one citizen, three county staff members (knowledgeable about the programs being evaluated), three county staff members (not subject matter experts), and one budget analyst. To maintain objectivity, no one from the County Manager’s office or department directors was assigned to these teams.
Departments/Divisions submitted their proposed program budgets – each of which addressed a specific priority result area. Then, the Result Team members ranked “program offers” based on how much they believed the programs contributed to the desired outcome.

While all of the above was going on, the Board created a “Guidance Team” comprised of five citizens – one appointed by each County Commissioner. The citizen team was designed to ensure the integrity and credibility of the process.  The Guidance Team met at each critical step in the process, ensuring that results teams followed guidelines and keeping a close watch on the overall proceedings.  They did not make decisions, but observed and oversaw the process.

After the Results Teams ranked the programs submitted to each result area, they met with the Board of County Commissioners in a day-long workshop to discuss their priority rankings. Later, the Board members each ranked all of the programs in each result area.

The County Manager used the Result Team and Board rankings to purchase programs until the money ran out.  Higher ranked programs were purchased first, then medium ranked programs and so on. Lower to medium ranked programs where either recommended for elimination or reduced funding.  

So far, Polk County has used this process for two budget cycles. We have received a “thumbs up” from the citizens on the Results Teams and the Guidance Team.  As we continue to adapt and implement the process, we will increase the number of citizens who serve on the Results Teams. Both employees and citizens agreed that this would benefit the process and the outcome.

We are also in the beginning stages of taking this BFO to the next level – “Managing for the Results” we just purchased. We will use the six result areas and their indicators for success to determine whether or not we are moving in the right direction with our purchases. 
COMPONENTS OF YOUR PRESENTATION

INNOVATION/CREATIVITY: 
How did you encourage creativity in order to generate solutions?

The BFO process itself encourages creativity and collaboration. Results Teams, comprised of employees and citizens, were encouraged to be as creative as possible when designing the “causal maps” for each priority/result area - leading to creative and innovative requests for offers. The BFO process is not a cookie cutter method. It encourages creativity on the front end (planning) and in the program offers received by governmental and outside service providers. This creative approach helps foster healthy competition for services to provide the best outcomes for citizens.

In addition, involving citizens in our process opened a new layer of involvement, which brought with it a fresh outlook and approach to the services we provide and why.

How did your program/concept stretch or improve the boundaries of ordinary governmental operations?  
Ordinary government operations become ordinary because they repeat themselves. “Why fix it if it ain’t broken?” Our approach breaks through the traditional boundaries of internal upper management making all of the recommendations and decisions – the “ordinary” way of budgeting. We used citizen engagement and collaboration to improve the process. Including citizen participation on both Result and Guidance Teams stretched the ordinary boundaries of citizen involvement. Having employees serve on Results Teams blurred the boundaries of our ordinary management practices and empowered employees to become involved in the budget process.
Were new technologies necessary and what methods and/or applications did you incorporate? 
No - new technologies were necessary. Our Information Technology Division developed a ranking tool each Result Team and Board Member used to rank the programs.
Was an outside consultant used? If yes, the level of involvement and identify the firm. 
We hired Public Strategies Group to coach us in implementing the innovative budgeting process.  They served as a coach/mentor throughout the process including: administering focus groups; training Results Teams; and running/moderating meetings with the Guidance Team and Board Members for the first year of the process.
CITIZEN OUTCOMES:  
What customer needs and expectations were identified and fulfilled? 
Our customers are the citizens who receive services provided by government. They (the citizens) defined their needs during focus groups which resulted in identifying six results/outcomes they expected of government. Results Teams (including citizens) studied the intended results/outcomes and developed Requests for Offers. In the past, citizen involvement consisted of holding a public hearing or town hall meeting during which citizens could speak for 3 - 5 minutes, and were then disengaged. We wanted to increase the duration and depth of citizen involvement/engagement.  Citizens distrust of government stems from our lack of communication and citizen engagement. The BFO process helps us move in the right direction. Involving citizens with results teams to help us determine which services produce the most desired outcomes and asking citizens to serve on the Guidance Team overseeing the integrity of the process helped create a more transparent budget process and provided the citizens with first-hand knowledge to explain the process to their friends and families. Times have changed and we need to respond more quickly and effectively to the demands of our citizens.  Public hearings and town hall meetings are good tools for disseminating information and gathering ideas and input, but not for soliciting and engaging long-term, in depth citizen involvement in government processes with direct impacts on the outcomes citizens’ desire.
How did your initiative improve access to your government?  
The BFO initiative improved citizen access to our government. Citizens actively participated in our budget process through:

1) focus groups to help us establish citizens’ expectations of government; 

2) citizen representation on “Result Teams” that prioritized and ranked programs based upon the outcomes citizens expect from government;

3) creation of a “Guidance Team” comprised solely of citizens who observed the budget process and ensured its integrity; and
4) all meetings with Board members and Guidance Teams were video taped, aired on Polk Government Television, and posted to the county website.
How has the health of your community improved as a result?  Evaluating and developing the budget using the BFO process helped emphasize more transparency in government. Transparency and citizen involvement improves citizen confidence in government. Citizen confidence in government leads to healthy, productive dialogue that can be carried over to other aspects of government beyond budget. While not all programs were fully funded and some were eliminated completely, programs that best meet citizen-established needs and expectations will produce the best outcomes possible with available funding. The BFO process helped restructure and lay a stronger groundwork for further engaging citizens to continue improving the financial, infrastructure and integrity of government programs and services.
APPLICABLE RESULTS AND REAL WORLD ADVICE:
What are the applications you could share that would be of value to another local government?  
When faced with budget cuts, governments have traditionally implemented across the board cuts to all programs and services … a process that is not necessarily good for the programs or the people they serve. After taking a hard look at the funds budgeted in each area and determining where funds could be reduced, or repetition eliminated, we still needed to reduce spending. Using the BFO process forced each program to thoroughly evaluate their budgets and offer the best program they could provide at the lowest possible price. Rather than allowing government staff to determine which programs THEY thought citizens should prioritize, we sought citizen participation. Engaging citizens in the process made a big difference in how our community views government as a partner.

What are the results/outcomes?

Budgeting for Outcomes resulted in citizen involvement in the budget process, and purchasing and providing services to produce the best outcomes for citizens at a price they are willing pay. Citizens have a better understanding of government budgets and the cost of government, that all funds are not created or distributed equally. 
If performance measures were used, please describe the results.

When program “offers” were submitted, EACH program offer was required to provide performance measures, beyond the number of ‘widgets’ produced or number of citizens served.  The process focused on purchasing programs that produced the best “outcome” for the results citizens said they expect from government.  The emphasis was on the outcome rather than the outputs.  Programs that successfully demonstrated that they produced the best outcome were ranked higher.  While all of the programs meet a need and serve a segment of the population, they cannot be weighted the same in terms of outcomes.  This is the key difference between BFO and other budget processes.
