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PROWRA

* Passing of PROWRA changed “the welfare
as we knew it".

* The participation rate requirement made it
important that caseload data and
engagement activities be closely managed.

* Different states chose different paths to
manage the caseload and the participation
rate.



NYC and Maryland

* NYC and the state of Maryland
developed JobStat as a management

tool

 JobStat is a version of Performance
Stat

 \What is PerformanceStat?



According to Robert Behn

PerformanceStat should:
I Contain accurate and timely data
| Incorporate regular discussions of program strategy

I Be open to addressing and resolving problems and
ISSues

I Have a mechanism for follow up

I Command accountability

| Foster Competition and
IMPROVE OUTCOMES



JobStat in NYC

* The first example of PerformanceStat was
CompStat implemented in NYC Police
Department to reduce the crime under
Commissioner Brattan in 1993.

* From 1993, the crime rate in NYC started to
fall. This decline was attributed to CompStat.

* |n 1998, Commissioner Turner introduced the
same concept to the welfare dept. (HRA) and
called it JobStat.



Performance Measurement
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NYC and Maryland JobStat

* NYC JobStat began in 1999 and it
continues on until today.

* Maryland JobStat began in 2004 and
continued on until 2009 but monitoring
of important indicators continues.



What is JobStat?

* Indicators

|dentify critical outcomes and processes
Establish precise indicators

* Look Comprehensively

Set Goals

Determine weights for indicators based on the
agency'’s priorities

Measure Performance relative to goals

* Compare

Compare indicators over time

Compare and rank Job centers

Comprehensive Presentation at each JobStat



Human Resources Administration

GOTHAM(00) Job Center
JobStat Report, Version 5.0
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GOTHAM(00) Job Center (p.2) March, 2005
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Family Investment Administration JobStat Report - October, 2005
BALTIMORE COUNTY - All District Offices
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How Does JobStat Work"?

* Weekly meetings in
NYC, Monthly
Meetings in Maryland

* 2 Job Centersin NYC,
A county office in
Maryland

* Panel of senior
agency managers,
including the
Commissioner in NYC

* Detailed Discussion of
monthly indicators



Similarities and Differences

* Both JobStats focused on
administrative (PA and FS application
timeliness, TANF and FS accuracy
rates) and self sufficiency indicators
(employment, retention, universal
engagement).

* The major differences were due to
different processes, NYC focused more
on detailed processes relevant to
iIndicators
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Successes

* Full engagement continued to be at
100%

* Job Placement increased from 67,000
in 1999 to 87,000 in 2005.

* 3 month and 6 month retention rates
stayed at 95% and 75% respectively
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Success: Maryland

Work Participation Rate increased
from 21% to 41%

Application Timely Rate increased
from 75% to 86%

Placements increased from 3000
to 7700.



JobStat Now: NYC

CITY OF NEW YORK

HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
FAMILY INDEPENDENCE ADMINISTRATION

JOBSTAT REPORT, Version 12.0
FORDHAMI(44) Job Center

March 2013

IMrector: Famon LIDI]JIEI L= 3, wFa | wesm | scees | wa Brmrmiise Hams Famir His i o
Sinee: 45T T Eapagashba ] Lammmr I T 2% E El 9 Pl 12 Pt sy Fusr He srisg Win Bt TLEY
Dheprartiess: Henry Crae: Katbleen Surchilbold Acteve Sangle Lo 155 B Al b F i Cemter | B7.T% | S5% | T | TaET Fuir Hearing Hama b
Averags Cuss S 2z Chy E L [ o oY 3% | Eegiom | 7% | TEes | B | TaEs Fair Heartmg De o Has .
EIVY Vessdor:FECS; Masionus since demusry I3
"ok F1 Teal A Ciry | B0 | Sa | Thi%e | TiEw Fair Hoaring & B v e
i i al A crapied L e FLEL Fercen of
[Besion hManasger: Eoberta Hanmah B i Sywiem sk Flsce e ns ¥ TD toes | VRS Toball Ersod Swisaga] 54 FH oy eer Wi B e
Dy Kps Mapra: Sames Fiokds: AT e Spos 'y aria o Jab Plscsmants %ol Geall | 2316% W 0.2 Sanctions Owver 5 Months ] 18 LA FH Comgplisnce Bain 0L
» LK Vemdior PRECY mends | M) L= o IFFY danj LT SFALP M o el e FLste DL e
Cenper Tndex Femem Cirywnade
Siar 13 Thla. T e T sk ooy Pobris | Armada _
Sears | Devears ]t | oo Feari =) Bk T3 ] Excel | Mlaer-id | Aves | mbar-is |5 b = ¥ Blara3 | e am Imaz
[ — 79| | 5 |ezo| 13 Je2o| 13 | 562 [ 779 [on]| o | s77[s77]| s7ol ems [ e21 | 621 | 626
DUALTFIFD FLACFRAMFNTS PARTRECTR A TION
1_ husali Beed Beporied Placessa i J & b "E‘J e 1 0T 2 i ek x ] I3 AT (L] [ET] A 1T WFT IS nas EhALE 2843 L4
T Est TANFMOE Federsl Partcipatisa Rate it | amas T A% 7 A T A% 15 - aw [ 1] mere | romw | 2vem | s | s | 1o | omaw | odeem
|5 Emagdsred i rweinl [ e L i sLam | se? 1z A 13 L 13 [ RS e o s ] T smane | sasw | smea | mmes | maaw | soaes | omnss =
. e Accepted FS M wicth Referesld e R i I3 I j ] LYY 5 Lt LE A [ &Y =Tl T prTe e - T T Lot
e Cacers B withnin 55 da Wb § mmae =] 1] i T . ] L Y e e [T ] p L] TN iR LY LA X LLELY T8 Y
=% Placessents wiF LA As | Eoim ploi yomesd Formi | L T - 12 e [ +] T e, . s L] L L L e - LY - L
DA PN STT AL b T a8
ENGAGERFNT FRIMESS
7. Emgpds vt Plis lnotiation Bans TR 2o | +] Tl [ t] L [ L] Y Bedte b i A A it LY ST L . L T L T
e of Child Care s Child Care 5 (Appl & Uedle ] e LY ma - L0y - [ - T [~ L EY ] [ =Y E-S LY s LY [ - LY L LY
il A Sicheduled within 7 de Imors | niss 1 WAL T i LT . ] LT b L Loty o p ] et | e Fiste | pemees | ol | smane T e Y
10 B Fagsped A oo s L2 ranted B2 I~ ] b ik L) 13 TP L] T S ke EY ] p ] DL L S Sl E Y Lol Y . WL LS LY
11 Comml (ol MOH Process © v idhin 35 Dkaxy Fub | sosne gt ] a AT 1] . Bt 1] . Y [ m ) aiw p1) smone | omavs | smeee | smow | seses | smene | owmsve | smate
12 all-in Apgesdinl Sehiedulad withes 25 Days Fab | v | mesv nd i T 111 i 1] T St b ) B ] p ] =5y ot b PN I ok o ok Y it ) e oY
PR T e i EF Initisicd When Finger 1 d [ £ it i 2% 14 [ oy [Tl [T e, L s 1] WL LI [ - [Ty L e LY 1%
14 Missing/ Thuidered FF Initi ated Whes Eecerofied Vab | s L] - L L] ot oY ] A L2 b ) LE p] Y A P L Salde Y WA Lo Y
TP ST poT ] eil ]
[T T
(Zip Codes-ALL Cases: 10455, 10463, 10464, 10466, 10470, 10471, 10475; SNET cases from Center (38))
= Pt my ma el
3 T o Vi, Tn S it B b

Fa premimbs koo o o
O o, S i e i Yt
i P e o 2 o s i
Jobarmt ¥ arses. 110



JobStat Now

* NYC continues with JobStat, but it is
managed by the program and as a
result less focus on self-sufficiency and
employment indicators (Top part of the
pyramid gets less focus)

* Maryland Human Services no longer
use JobStat but management indicators
are driven by the StateStat.



Maryland Performance Indicators

April 2013 Aggregate Scores At-A-Glance

| wpeprR |(FFYTD)| & Hrs | Jobs |(FFYTD)|% of Goal*| 10 Dollar| (FFYTD) |
Large Counties
Baltimore City 53% 52% 3.0% 365 2457 63% 79 441
Baltimore County 61% 55% 2.1% 118 859 73% 36 263
Prince George's 58% 53% 1.7% 44 469 66 % 9 135
Medium Counties
Anne Arundel 52% 57 % 4.0% 91 716 76% 29 227
Montgomery 57% 58% 1.9% 58 401 78% 15 119
Wicomico 61% 58% 0.7% 32 177 64 % 2 25
Harford 56% 49% 0.0% 28 160 56% 4 32
St. Mary's 57% 55% 3.2% 14 127 55% 3 18
Howard 57% 54% 8.9% 13 135 75% 7 36
Washington 66 % 67 % 0.6% 17 171 107 % 2 33
Cecil 35% 51% 0.6% 14 101 49% 5 19
Small Counties
Frederick 59% 57 % 3.4% 31 235 94 % 12 83
Charles 56% 57 % 1.8% 5 52 79% 0] 11
Allegany 62% 57 % 1.6% 19 111 116% 2 19
Dorchester 62% 63 % 1.6% 16 64 97 % 1 5
Caroline 83% 77 % 0.0% 5 52 67 % 0] 11
Carroll 50% 54% 10.0% 7 50 63% 1 11
Somerset 65% 56 % 1.8% 4 36 1 8
Queen Anne's 60% 59% 3.4% 9 40 3 10
Calvert 73% 63% 0.0% 6 47 2 13
Worcester 90% 84 % 0.0% 5 29 48% 0 4
Garrett 71% 68% 0.0% 4 19 95% 1 2
Talbot 0% 0.0% 2 21 81% 1 15
Kent 69% 57 % 0.0% 7 35 67 % 3 9
MARYLAND 56% 56 % 2.7% 914 6564 57 % 218 1549
Statewide Goal 50.0% 710% 58%
Green 50.0% 8% 58%
Yellow 45.0% 710% 53%

*Percentage of Annual Goal - Federal FY 2013 goals are the same as State FY 2013 goals
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Conclusion

* JobStat is an effective management
strategy

* You cannot manage Iif you don’t
measure

* If the leadership is not directly involved,
JobStat looses its focus and reporting
managers don't pay attention
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