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Executive Office 9 ‘Wade Hampton Building
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DSS Building, The State House
Human Resources 52 1201 Main St.
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Local Government 13 1122 Lady St.
Internal Operations 7 1201 Main St.
General Counsel 10 1200 Main St.
State Budget 26 1122 Lady St.
Executive Institute 4 1201 Main St.
Confederate Relic Room and Museum 5 301 Gervais St.
State Auditor 65 1401 Main St.
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Section I: Executive Summary

Major Achievements

The South Carolina State Budget and Control Board is unique among state agencies, both within this state and nationally, with a membership drawn from both the legislative and executive functions of government under one authority. The five-member board is comprised of the Governor, the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, the Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, the State Treasurer, and the State Comptroller General. This Board provides for a continuum of executive and legislative oversight when the General Assembly is out of session.

The various offices of the Board have made progress in integrating the elements of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award Criteria into the organization’s culture. The Office of General Services (OGS) has focused attention at the team level incorporating values, mission, strategic objectives, and performance measures into the workplace. Emphasis is being placed on developing the data necessary to produce accurate measures that can be compared to best practices benchmarks. OGS also completed the Fleet Management Imaging Program, making 32,000 documents available to customers via the Internet. For this, they won the South Carolina 2001 Innovation Award. Additionally, Facilities Management completed an assessment survey and condition index on the 24 most valuable buildings the state owns to determine budgetary needs in this area.

In November, the Office of Information Resources (OIR) unveiled South Carolina’s new Web portal. MySCgov.com is designed for citizens to access government anytime, anywhere. On-line services such as driver’s license renewal, state tax payments, criminal record checks, and accessing a multitude of governmental forms from one location saves citizens time. Additionally, OIR completed the physical consolidation of seven disparate data centers into one state-of-the-art facility, achieving parity with peers on cost efficiency as evaluated by the Gartner Group, an international technology consulting group. Additionally, the Board this year established a new Chief Information Officer (C.I.O.) to coordinate technology development and deployment, and to encourage innovation in the use of information technology.

The significant achievements for the Retirement Systems include the successful implementation of several legislative initiatives. The most profound impact to the system was realized as a result of the Teacher and Employee Retention Incentive (TERI) program. Of the 14,415 retirement applications received in FY 2001, 60 percent were for TERI participants with retirement dates of January 1, 2001 through June 30, 2001. Fifty-nine percent of the 3,290 school district employees electing TERI participation were teachers. Unprecedented numbers of members gained retirement eligibility as a direct result of the implementation of 28-year retirement and service purchase reform, both of which were legislatively enacted in 2000.

In surveys conducted by Governing Magazine in both 1998 and 2000, the Budget and Control Board’s Human Resources system was ranked number one nationally among state governments. The Office of Human Resources (OHR) used these surveys and organizational performance review findings from a KPMG performance audit to establish direction in two important areas. First, OHR stepped up efforts to involve agencies in workforce planning resulting in the first state report on the topic in 2001 and initiated an annual survey of agencies. The desired outcome of these initiatives is to ensure the stability of the workforce in the future. Second, OHR is now actively working with national human resources organizations to attempt to establish reliable benchmarking for various human resources services.

The Office of Local Government was cited by the Environmental Protection Agency for superior loan functions without any defaults as reflected in the “Best Practices” report by the EPA’s Inspector General. Also, the office was recognized by the General Assembly with a Concurrent Resolution “…expressing the appreciation of the General Assembly…and recognizing the able service of the management and staff of the Office of Local Government.”

The Office of Research and Statistics (ORS) completed road naming and address matching for 44 of 46 counties for 911 emergency services. ORS also completed the South Carolina and Georgia boundary survey near the mouth of the Savannah River, concluding 10 years of work with the Georgia Geodetic Survey. It also developed and deployed customized Web-based information sites for information concerning Census 2000 and the Traffic Crash Reporting System.

In December 2000, the Office of State Budget partnered with the Department of Juvenile Justice to reduce a projected operating deficit. As a result of cost containment measures and identification of other funding sources, the deficit was reduced from $3.1 million to $1.9 million.

The Office of General Counsel managed the successful litigation effort in the Supreme Court on a Petition for Rehearing that resulted in a judgment in favor of the Board and the South Carolina Retirement System. The case involved $1.95 billion in disputed benefits. This was the largest class action suit in the history of South Carolina.

Vision Statement

We will be known for excellence by those we serve.

Mission Statement
“The South Carolina Budget and Control Board leads state government in maximizing the return on South Carolina’s investments in human, fiscal, capital, and technological resources entrusted to government. The Board fulfills its mission by:

· Providing centralized support services to government agencies and employees;

· Providing direction through policies and oversight to foster effective government;

· Providing information, expertise and consultation to support decision making;

· Developing an effective workforce by providing services and benefits.”

Core values include dedication to service, commitment to a quality work product, dependability, loyalty, professional competence, teamwork, innovation, and personal integrity.

Key Strategic Goals

1. Provide leadership to state government.

· Identify, research and evaluate the issues for which leadership is required.

· Communicate and build consensus around the issues.

· Advocate for the policy changes necessary to address the issues.

· Educate state officials and employees about the application of best practices.

2. Enhance the Board’s efficiency, productivity, and effectiveness.

· Recruit, retain, and develop a productive workforce.

· Enable employees to make decisions and exercise discretion.

· Recognize and reward performance.

· Analyze and improve business processes.

3. Satisfy stakeholders/customers.

· Engage stakeholders and customers continuously in a dialogue regarding their needs, wants, and expectations, and our performance relative to them.

· Measure and respond to stakeholder/customer feedback.

4. Secure stable and predictable resources in order to provide better services.

· Ensure that our products and services are delivered in a timely manner, are fairly priced, and meet the needs of the customer.

· Inform the customer about what they are buying and the value they are receiving.

· Seek and develop new market opportunities.

· Identify and evaluate the necessity of current services and products.

· Make the business case that the results justify the dollars invested.

· Educate stakeholders about the value of our programs.

5. Increase diversity across the organization.

· Increase awareness of the value of diversity.

· Ensure that the Board’s employee profile reflects compliance with the agency’s affirmative action plan.

Opportunities and Barriers

Extreme financial pressure creates new management strategies and new market opportunities. The state faces serious financial challenges for the upcoming years. This financial pressure enhances the desirability of our services to new markets. However, budgetary reductions of revenue funds result in lowering our ability to meet customer expectations and missed opportunities to invest and thereby create future cost savings.

Section II: Business Overview

Number of Employees and Operations Locations
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Note:  The Board contracts with 214 employees.

Base Budget Expenditures and Appropriations1


[image: image2.png]99-00 Actual Expenditures

00-01 Actual Expenditures

01-02 Appropriations Act

Major Budget Categories | Total Funds | General Funds Total Funds | General Funds Total Funds | General Funds
Personal Service $49.510,214 $13,054.823 $53,871,710 $13.920.418 | $56,628.673 $12,543.299
Other Operating $86.590.374 $8.317.766 $80.864.224 $8.444.921 $96,585.023 $6,098.208
Special Items $14.,028,137 $7.226,365 $22,060.440 $13,137.102 | $27.988.433 $2.137.621
Permanent Improvements $628,006 $0 $457.603 $0 $1,600,000 $0
Case Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Debt Service $2.947.752 $420,000 $6,152,539 $420,000 $2.955.711 $420,000
Distributions Subdivision $51,050,586 $8.422,787 $57.606,745 $13.861.677 | $63.316,171 $5.211,171
Fringe Benefits $12,029.902 $3,065,522 $13.809.464 $3.501.069 | $14.870,107 $2.975.125
Non-recurring $17.534,672 $12,167,548 $12,674.817 $12.295.610 $0 $0
Total $234,319,643 $52,674.811 | $247,497,542 $65,580,797 | $263,944,118 $29,385.424





1These figures represent the combination of F05 – Budget and Control Board, Division of Executive Director; F07 – Budget and Control Board, Division of Operations; F09 – Budget and Control Board, Division of Budget and Analyses; F11 – Budget and Control Board, Division of Regional Development; and F29 – Budget and Control Board – Retirement Division. The figures do not reflect F27 – Budget and Control Board, Auditor’s Office; F30 – Budget and Control Board, Employee Benefits; or F31 – Budget and Control Board, Capital Reserve Fund.

Note:
The non-recurring major budget category would include all expenditures from supplemental funds and capital reserve funds; it may also include other expenditures. “Permanent Improvements” does not include bond expenditures, which are reported separately below.
Other Expenditures and Appropriations
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Organization Chart
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Key Customers 

The following matrix identifies the key customers of each of the Budget and Control Board's offices.
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Key Suppliers

The Budget and Control Board enjoys a reciprocal relationship with other state agencies which serve both as providers of information and customers for the Board’s services.

The Board’s key suppliers include the 21,000 vendors eligible to bid on state contracts and the participating employers who remit member and employer contributions, enroll members, and provide verification information to the Retirement Systems. They include the computer technology and telecommunications firms who contract with Information Resources to provide needed support; the federal government from which the Office of Local Government obtains matching funds for infrastructure development; and information providers for the Office of Research and Statistics including federal and state agencies, local governments, private sector businesses and non-profit organizations.

Section III: Elements of Malcolm Baldrige Award Criteria

1.0 Leadership

1.
How do senior leaders set, deploy and communicate: a) short and long term direction; b) Performance expectations; c) organizational values; d) empowerment and innovation; e) organizational and employee learning; and f) ethical behavior.

1.1.a-f 
The Office of the Executive Director developed a strategic plan in FY 2001 and is working to ensure that employees are aware of the mission, vision, and values of the organization. Customer requirements as communicated through face-to-face discussion between staff and members, surveys, intercept interviews, and focus groups help in setting the direction of the Board. A management team composed of division directors, senior staff, and office directors from operational and administrative departments serve to advise and review policy matters. This team meets monthly to establish and monitor the direction of the Board. The office directors communicate this information to all employees through staff briefings. We continue to work on an agency-wide approach to the leadership issue.

Performance expectations of the Board are reinforced through periodic staff briefings, work measurement, and positive reinforcement. These performance expectations are derived from the goals and objectives found in the Board’s strategic plan. Section and unit meetings are held to focus on matters with a more defined objective. Performance expectations are communicated through the use of the Employee Performance Management System (EPMS) program. Performance excellence is promptly rewarded with letters, recognition at office-wide events, and personal one-on-one “thank-yous.”

For example, within the Office of Human Resources (OHR), leadership has continuously worked to ensure that employees are aware of the mission, vision, and values of the Board and OHR. Nearly one-third of the OHR staff is directly involved in an annual planning session to review the past year’s accomplishments and update OHR’s strategic plan for the upcoming year. Their managers involve the remaining staff members as the action plan items are updated in each program area.

The Board’s organizational values include continuous improvement, innovation, employee development, and ethical conduct. General Services communicates these values through its annual review process and its annual leadership conference. OHR’s strategic plan emphasizes the continuous development of the workforce to meet customer expectations. Both organizational and individual development plans are created. Recognized as the “benchmark” for decentralized HR offices in state government by Governing Magazine, OHR’s flat organizational structure and emphasis on creating HR generalist consultants who can assist agencies in many ways demonstrates leadership’s commitment to empowering the workforce.

Throughout the Board, the ongoing integration of the senior leaders’ management philosophy and the restructuring of work roles and processes have resulted in a more customer-oriented, team-focused organizational culture much “flatter” than a traditional hierarchy. The senior leaders continually assess and improve the organizational climate while striving toward the goal of having everyone in the organization practicing the same reciprocal leadership philosophy, both employees and employers, and with management and staff aligned by mutually understood expectations.

To be effective leaders, management must meet the development needs of the Board’s employees. Conversely, each employee is responsible for taking the initiative to solicit appropriate feedback from his or her supervisor or team leader. For example, the leadership team of the Office of Information Resources recognized that the quality of the office’s services and the contributions of its employees could be greatly enhanced through participation in timely and structured training opportunities. Toward this end, the Office established a Training Committee, which developed a training program that structures employees’ development to maximize contributions to both the employees and the organization. It is consistently available throughout an employee’s career and it provides supervisors with a method to recognize individual talents, skills, and career goals. The Board, through its new Training Center, is expanding this initiative to include all employees.

Ethical behavior is communicated through personal examples of the senior leaders as well as general discussion of cases and policy decisions. The goal is to lead by example through establishing shared standards of excellence to which all are held accountable.

2.
How do senior leaders establish and promote a focus on customers?

1.2
Senior leaders promote the Board’s customer-focused mission through the use of customer service surveys, focus groups, field visits, interviews, and intelligent observation to generate information. They use this information to focus management attention on customer concerns. General Services publicly reads congratulatory letters from customers to all employees and posts them on the “Wall of Success.” The Office of Information Resources uses an “instant rewards” program and the Office of Human Resources uses its “Partners in PerfOHRmance” program to recognize superior customer service.

3. What key performance measures are regularly reviewed by your senior leaders?

1.3
Performance measures reviewed by senior leadership include customer satisfaction, human resources effectiveness, procurement effectiveness, facilities and fleet vehicle management effectiveness, risk management effectiveness, local government loans and grants effectiveness, asset management effectiveness (mail, surplus property, central supply), administrative support effectiveness, and the cost of telecommunications and computing services. The results are reported in Category Seven.

4.
How do senior leaders use organization performance review findings and employee feedback to improve their own leadership effectiveness and the effectiveness of management throughout the organization?

1.4
The Board used organizational performance review findings from the 1998 and 2000 Governing Magazine reviews to establish direction in two important areas. First, the Office of Human Resources stepped up efforts to involve agencies in workforce planning, resulting in the first state report on the topic in 2001 and an annual survey of agencies. Second, OHR is now actively working with national HR organizations to attempt to establish reliable benchmarking data for various HR services. For the past three years, the Office of General Services (OGS) has used a Leadership Characteristics Survey to obtain employee feedback. Each of the OGS leaders are rated by their team members on how effectively they engage in 25 characteristics of leadership. Each leader also completes a self-evaluation on the same characteristics. This allows each to compare “the way I see it” with “the way you see it.” The leaders then meet with their raters to explore how they can improve their leadership characteristics. This process is being evaluated for use throughout the Board.

5.
How does the organization address the current and potential impact on the public of its products, programs, services, facilities and operations, including associated risks?

1.5
The impact of the Board’s services is determined through the use of customer, stakeholder, and staff surveys, intercept interviews and focus groups, and one-on-one conversations with affected agencies and individuals. As the repository of data from the departments of Social Services, Mental Health, Juvenile Justice, Corrections, Public Safety, and Health and Environmental Control, the Board, in its Office of Information Resources, houses sensitive personal data of the state’s citizenry. The organization is very meticulous with such data and protects it through the use of physical and technological security.

The Board’s Office of Human Resources has contact with the public through its web site and the Career Center. Leadership has been proactive in providing clear information and hands-on services in both. A grant has been obtained to provide the disabled with better access to state-of-the-art onsite services. The web sites are designed to provide quick access to state employment information and allow those with disabilities to easily maneuver to get required information. In addition, OHR has participated with private sector companies, such as Blue Cross and Blue Shield of South Carolina, to facilitate the outplacement of state employees affected by reductions in force. OHR was instrumental in getting the Governor to declare State Employee Recognition Day on May 9, 2000, and encouraged state agencies to have associated events.

6.
How does senior leadership set and communicate key organizational priorities for improvement?

1.6
Key priorities for improvement are communicated through the development of the strategic and action plans, and reinforced through monthly management team meetings, regular e-mails to all Board staff from the Executive Office and weekly, monthly and quarterly staff meetings within the offices.

7.
How does senior management and the agency actively support and strengthen the community?  Include how you identify and determine areas of emphasis.

1.7
Community volunteerism is encouraged by the senior leaders and supported through accommodation of staff scheduling requests. These efforts are actively supported by senior management. There are opportunities within the organization to participate in charitable giving through contributions to the United Way, the United Negro College Fund, Fill-A-Stocking, Harvest Hope Food Bank and the Community Health Charities (formerly the Good Health Appeal). Employees participate in the annual First Ladies’ Walk for Life and periodic on-site American Red Cross blood drives. Additionally, the Board participates in school districts’ Lunch Buddies programs. Notable individual volunteerism includes guardian ad litem efforts, pet therapy, and pro bono legal representation. These areas are based on employee suggestions and are emphasized in the quarterly newsletter.

2.0 Strategic Planning

1.
What is your strategic planning process, including participants, and how does it account for:  a) customer needs and expectations; b) financial, societal and other risks; c) human resource capabilities and needs; d) operational capabilities and needs; e) supplier/contractor/partner capabilities and needs.

2.1 a-e  The Board commenced its strategic planning process last year with the assistance

of the University of South Carolina’s Center for Governance. Senior management, including the Office of the Executive Director and the division directors, worked together to develop the Board's vision, mission, and core value statements. They analyzed the organization's strengths, internal weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, and external threats, and defined the Board's strategic objectives. The next step, currently being accomplished, is to develop action plans to address the strategic issues identified in the strategic plan. These action plans are being developed to focus on customer needs, financial management, human resource development, process improvements, and partnerships with other agencies of government. Teams of senior employees are currently at work pursuing this.

2.
How do you develop and track action plans that address your strategic objectives?

2.2
The Board as a whole does not yet have a systematic approach to developing and tracking action plans; however, individual offices have initiated procedures to do so. Each work team in General Services develops action plans in alignment with the office’s strategic objectives. Management reviews these annually during the preparation of the office’s internal Accountability Report and changes are made as necessary. Employee EPMS reports reflect the degree to which goals are achieved.

The OHR work plan is located on an Intranet in the office and is accessible to all employees. The plan’s objectives have strategies, specific initiatives, and activities deployed to all employees, by name or group, with time frames for completion. A formal review of all action plan items by the OHR management team and supervisors is conducted twice yearly and individual items are discussed bi-weekly at management team meetings. Measures of progress are also reviewed (See 4.0). 

OIR has also posted its plan on the Internet and has directed each manager to review the plan and the performance measures contained in it with employees. Supervisors are required to link employee performance objectives and training plans to the strategic plan. The work of these offices will be used a model throughout the Board commencing this fiscal year.

3.
How do you communicate and deploy your strategic objectives, action plans and performance measures?

2.3
The Board, having just completed its strategic plan, has not yet systematically communicated and deployed these items. The offices have begun to use the development of the annual Accountability Report to commence this process.

3.0 Customer Focus

1.
Identify key customers and stakeholders.

3.1
The Board’s key customers and stakeholders include state agencies, public school systems, state colleges and universities, public employees, state government retirees, the general public, elected and appointed officials, and other governmental entities. Portions of the Board deal primarily with internal customers, assisting them to carry out their responsibilities.

2.
How do you determine who your customers are and what are their key requirements?

3.2
Retirement Systems customers are identified through legislation that defines eligibility for participation. Insurance Benefits Management customers are the state employees who are covered by the State Health Plan. The Office of Human Resources, by state laws and regulations, has both oversight and service responsibilities with state agencies, state employees, job seekers, and job applicants. The customers for the Office of Information Resources include both governmental and quasi-governmental entities purchasing voice, video, data and/or data center services. The customers of General Services include all vendors who wish to sell goods and services to the state, landlords who wish to rent property to state agencies, other government entities that own facilities and wish them to be maintained, public and private sector organizations that wish to conserve energy, and state entities that purchase property and casualty, and/or liability insurance. The Office of Local Government provides financial assistance to local communities. The customers of the Confederate Relic Museum include schools, researchers, and the general public. The offices of Internal Operations, General Counsel, and State Budget support internal customers and state agencies.

Customer and stakeholder requirements are identified through surveys, focus groups, interviews, direct customer feedback via the Internet, participation in forums, monitoring of legislative activity, workshops, conferences, and observation.

3. How do you keep your listening and learning methods current with changing customer/business needs?

3.3
The Board has found that there is no substitute for direct customer contact in learning about customer needs. Offices of the Board have daily contact with many customers via the telephone or the Internet. To keep current with changing customer and business needs, the Office of Information Resources participates in regional and national meetings of peer group and trade association training sessions, and is an active participant in various state-wide professional associations. The Office of General Services conducts extensive market research to study customer buying trends and habits. The Office of Human Resources hosts career fairs and has opened a State Career Center for job seekers and applicants.

4. How do you use information from customers/stakeholders to improve services or programs?

3.4
The Board uses multiple data collection methods to collect customer information. Written surveys provide information regarding what has happened in the past, and focus groups and interviews provide current information regarding both the present environment and future expectations. Customer feedback is critical to the Board’s commitment to continuous improvement of customer service quality. Within General Services, each work process is reviewed based on the feedback from customers. From customer feedback cards to ready access to front-line workers to personal and electronic access to supervisors and managers, customer input is communicated immediately and used to update services and programs. Due to the importance of communication, Retirement Systems customers were asked through surveys and focus groups about their preferences for the types of communication they receive. Based on their responses, telephone communication regarding retirement, benefit, and service credit information were most often requested. This information is being used to upgrade service delivery in this area. Customer input was solicited by the Offices of Human Resources and used to update state human resources regulations, change the delegation audit process, change the reduction-in-force (RIF) policy, and make changes to the Certified Manager program. Additionally, Malcolm Baldrige-based education and human resources measurement services have been created in response to stated customer needs.

5.
How do you measure customer/stakeholder satisfaction?

3.5
The Board has used both customer satisfaction surveys and focus groups to determine customer satisfaction. Customer evaluations are collected for all training activities, as are customer service cards in association with services delivered by General Services and Information Resources. The surveys and focus groups address five dimensions of customer concerns common to all customers, public or private.

a.  Reliability:  The ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately.

b. Responsiveness: The willingness to help customers and provide prompt service.

c. Empathy: Caring, individualized attention.

d. Assurance: Employees are knowledgeable and courteous and are able to convey trust and confidence.

e. Tangibles:  Physical appearance of facilities, equipment and people.

6.
How do you build positive relationships with customers and stakeholders?  Indicate any key distinctions between different customer groups.

3.6
The Board differentiates among its customers based on the type of services being rendered. The Customer Services staff of the Office of Information Resources meet regularly with customers to identify needs, to offer technology solutions to meet those needs, and to plan and assist in implementing the solutions. They also participate in the annual S.C. Information Technology Directors Association conference with customers to discuss new services, successful programs, and the direction the state is taking with regard to technology. Within General Services, based on extensive conversations with customers, the State Fleet Management section has implemented a Universal Fuel Credit Card usable at both state and private facilities that has allowed the State Highway Patrol to avoid an estimated $1 million in fuel costs annually. One of the most effective steps the Office of Human Resources has taken to develop positive customer relationships has been to create a single point of contact for agencies for compensation and employee issues. Additionally, OHR’s developmental plan calls for all consultants to spend as much time as possible in agencies developing relationships and learning that agency’s business.

4.0 Information and Analysis

1.
How do you decide which operations, processes and systems to measure?

4.1
The Board decides which operations, systems and processes to measure by determining for each office the individual indicators of cost effectiveness, efficiency, and customer satisfaction. The majority of Retirement Systems’ transactions have imposed deadlines determined either by statute or customer request. The Retirement Systems also measures and closely monitors the large volume of transactions for required efficiency. The Office of Internal Operations provides service to internal Board customers; therefore, the efficient delivery of these services (personnel, procurement, financial) is measured. Similarly, General Services measures the processes, operations, and systems that provide management information necessary for evaluation of customer service. The Office of Human Resources’ dashboard of indicators contains information regarding partnership (mission performance), employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction, and financial performance. These measures are tied to the strategic goals identified in OHR’s work plan and reviewed by senior management.

2.
How do you ensure data quality, reliability, completeness and availability for decision making?

4.2
Because of the interrelated nature of the Retirement Systems’ operations and processes, all must be performing satisfactorily to ensure required business results. Any deficiencies in the quality, reliability, and availability of the data are immediately reflected in the business results of the office. In General Services, a user requirement is access to data in a rapid and reliable manner. The computer network providing this, including both systems and software, is continuously reviewed by the Business Services and Information Services teams. In addition to in-house diagnostics, the Office of Information Resources uses Internet information statistics from vendors and customers to analyze problems. Within Internal Operations, data is reviewed by management to provide the most accurate indicators of service delivery. Data can be gleaned from the accounting system (GAFRS) and through documents readily retrievable for sampling and verification. The Office of Human Resources has begun to centralize data collection on a shared in-house server for its primary measure of effectiveness, the Partnership Index. Much of the remaining data for “hard” measures is compiled via internal databases and is audited periodically.

3.
How do you use data/information analysis to provide effective support for decision making?

4.3
In General Services, each team reviews its management data monthly and forwards the results to management. A year-end analysis is the final step. Each team’s “Accountability Report” details the level at which the team performed in comparison to its measures and goals. This review provides the team leader with guidance for updating the following year’s goals and a comparison to the overall goals of the organization. The Office of Information Resources routinely monitors technical performance data such as peak demand on the mainframe computer to decide when more resources are needed. They also monitor trouble calls to determine if there are patterns to troubles that can be addressed systematically, and revenue data to determine cost efficiencies. In the Office of Internal Operations, performance data is charted and used to reveal trends as well as specific management information. This information is then communicated to the various sections. Retirement Systems operational data is reviewed on a weekly basis by all levels of management. This same information is generally posted in departments and/or made available to employees to reinforce fact-based decision-making. Within the Office of Human Resources, Partnership Index data will be available to all employees on demand in FY 2002. Operational data gathered in individual program areas is currently available to managers on request and is routinely used to make programmatic decisions.

4.
How do you select and use comparative data?

4.4
Where practicable, the Office of Information Resources compares itself to private sector benchmarks. In order to achieve valid comparisons, the office has employed the Gartner Group, a technology consulting firm, to compare the operation of several key lines of business to those in comparable peer groups. General Services compares its performance to private sector competitors through the use of Building Office Maintenance Association (BOMA) standards for facilities maintenance, market basket prices of the top 25 items handled by Central Supply, the national Insurance Services Office (ISO) for risk management, and other equivalent national private sector benchmarks for its various services. Use of comparative data has been difficult for Human Resources. Because the state has a decentralized HR system, the office cannot directly compare itself to the benchmark organization, the Saratoga Institute. However, in both surveys conducted by Governing Magazine (1998 and 2000), the state of South Carolina’s human resources system was ranked number one nationally among state governments.

5.0 Human Resources

1.
How do you and your managers/supervisors encourage and motivate employees (formally and/or informally) to develop and utilize their full potential?

5.1
Throughout the Board, employees are encouraged to develop, in conjunction their supervisors, individual career development plans and training plans to identify specific needs aligned with the Board’s goals. This policy initiative is not completely implemented across all offices. To facilitate this, the Board is consolidating such efforts through a new Training Center that will coordinate and maintain records for all individual employee training and development plans. Policies such as tuition assistance offer opportunities for employees to broaden their horizons and develop their potential. Several offices use cross training to better use resources and to motivate employees with new challenges. The Office of Human Resources uses a process called Partners in Performance (PIP) to provide additional motivation. PIP encourages managers and peers to nominate employees for achievement in seven different categories. Nominations are reviewed monthly and employees who receive two or three awards can redeem them for $25 or $50 gift certificates.

2. How do you identify and address key developmental and training needs, including job skills training, performance excellence training, diversity training, management/leadership development, new employee orientation and safety training?

5.2
A well-trained, knowledgeable and skilled workforce is essential to the Board’s success and efficiency. Board employees are encouraged to pursue opportunities for professional and career development through participation in a variety of programs. The ultimate goal of this continued focus on training is to develop a workforce with the knowledge, skills, and attitudes important to 1) present and future organizational success in meeting missions and goals; 2) present and future individual employability and job success and 3) optimal fit of organizational and individual goals. Training needs are identified through observation and assessment by supervisors, identification by employees, and more formally, through the use of the Employee Performance Management System.

Job-skills training is provided in many areas, with more intensive and in depth training provided in the technical and customer services areas. Employee orientation and safety training are required for all new employees, and are provided centrally through the Office of Internal Operations. A formal plan to provide diversity training, leadership self-management, Baldrige techniques, and workforce planning is being developed for administration by the new Training Center. This specific training and focus on process improvement and measurement will be continuous, with the development of a comprehensive plan to be implemented in FY 2002, incorporating Baldrige as a common element to all staff training. Additionally, key staff will be provided training opportunities in self-performance measurement.

3.
How does your employee performance management system, including feedback to and from employees, support high performance?

5.3
The Employee Performance Management System is a formal mechanism that allows managers and employees to jointly discuss and document employee performance. Board employees are encouraged to “go beyond the call of duty” through the use of the EPMS and other employee recognition programs. The Office of Information Resources established a recognition program designed to honor and encourage employees and work teams who contribute to the success of the organization. General Services has done the same with its Team of the Quarter and “Hall of Fame,” wherein letters of appreciation are posted for all to see. The Office of Human Resources uses the Meaning at Work program. This program asks employees to evaluate the importance to them of 22 keys to meaningful workplaces and then indicates the degree to which those keys are present in the workplace. This data is used to identify developmental opportunities. It is the Board’s intent that these programs serve to motivate employees toward excellence in service.

4.
What formal and/or informal assessment methods and measures do you use to determine employee well being, satisfaction and motivation?

5.4
The Board currently does not have a standard, organization-wide method to measure employee satisfaction, well being, and motivation. Several of the offices track sick leave and turnover rates as proxy measures. Informal methods include anecdotal information, observation, and verbal dialog between employees and management. The Meaning at Work survey mentioned previously provides the Office of Human Resources information regarding overall satisfaction with the work environment.

5.
How do you maintain a safe and healthy work environment?

The Office of Internal Operations offers a variety of workshops that educate employees in relevant areas. These include stress management, hazardous communications, and the Employee Assistance Program. Regular safety inspections of the physical plant by General Services and the State Fire Marshal contribute toward maintenance of a safe work environment, as do regular fire drills and inspections of equipment such as fire extinguishers. OSHA training for safety awareness is required for all employees. Annual health screenings, flu shots, blood drives, and wellness walks contribute toward a healthy workforce. 

Retirement Systems and Human Resources have installed ergonomic workstations where possible for employees whose duties require continuous or multiple-window viewing of information on a computer screen, such as Call Center employees. 

The Office of General Services also manages the South Carolina Fleet Safety Training Program. This program was developed to ensure that state-owned vehicles are operated and maintained in accordance with basic State Vehicle Safety Policy. It is South Carolina policy that the state-owned motor vehicle fleet be operated and maintained in such a manner as to minimize deaths, injuries, and costs associated with state vehicle accidents. The Program includes:

· Basic criteria concerning driver qualifications and selection, screening education, and discipline of drivers;

· Required and prohibited driving practices;

· Safety maintenance requirements; and

· Accident reporting and review procedures.

6.
What is the extent of your involvement in the community?

5.6
Employees of the Board participate in a variety of local, regional, and national organizations. Many hold leadership positions in organizations such as the United Way, local churches and schools, S.C. School to Work, the United Negro College Fund, Rotary, S.C. Bar Association, S.C. Chamber of Commerce, American Society for Quality, Habitat for Humanity, the American Red Cross, Pets, Inc., the guardian ad litem program, and others. Board employees also volunteer for service with the Emergency Preparedness Division’s disaster support team.

6.0 Process Management

1.
What are your key design and delivery processes for products and services, and how do you incorporate new technology, changing customer and mission-related requirements into these design and delivery processes and systems?

6.1
The Board has a number of key business processes including human resources services such as grievance and mediation services, classification and compensation, employee relations, training and development, TempO (temporary employment), and the Certified Public Manager Program. Key information resources processes include customer service requests and operational Data Center processes for virtual tapes, job scheduling, and virtual printing on the Internet. Internal operations processes include financial management and personnel services. Critical Retirement Systems processes support the accurate and timely provision of retirement benefits to annuitants. Numerous key business processes for General Services define the methods of delivery of its variety of services.

A typical process design incorporating new technology and customer requirements includes: discussing changes or evolving needs with the affected customers and employees, conducting customer surveys or focus groups, drafting for internal and/or external approval, and evaluation after implementation.

2.
How does your day-to-day operation of key production/delivery processes ensure meeting key performance requirements?

6.2
The Board employs a wide variety of techniques to manage its key processes. At the highest level, senior management reviews and makes adjustments to various Board-wide processes such as safety compliance, staff training and development, information services, human resource management, and financial management. Staff input is ongoing in all offices. The form of such input varies by team in accordance with the specialized needs of each customer set. Customer service feedback is sought on a continuing basis by all offices; methods for developing such measures vary to meet different circumstances. These methods include periodic customer surveys, direct customer contact, targeted sampling of customers, process review teams, and focus groups.

Performance measures for both effectiveness and efficiency are used to assure that the desired levels of quantity and quality outcomes are achieved. These measures also provide an ongoing means of identifying avenues for improvement. Typical measures include unit cost efficiency, timeliness and responsiveness, output quality, and benchmarking of best practices.

3.
What are your key support processes and how do you improve these processes to achieve better performance?

6.3
The Board’s key support processes include procurement, accounts receivable and payable, information systems applications, facilities management, Malcolm Baldrige-based accountability implementation, and intergovernmental relations. During the past year, process improvement teams comprised of specialists from each of the operating offices assisted the Office of Internal Operations in a review of several of these key processes. The results of that review helped streamline procurement and financial management processes. Thirty-two of 41 recommendations have been implemented. The balance have been deferred due to budgetary constraints. General Services conducts periodic improvement reviews analyzing trends, benchmarks, and current performance levels. Both formal and informal contacts with other governmental entities provide information used to improve relationships. Preparation of the annual Accountability Report focuses all levels of the organization on the requirements of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award.

4.
How do you manage and support your key supplier/contractor/partner interactions and processes to improve performance?

6.4
Many of the Board’s suppliers are selected through a competitive bid process. The goal is to ensure that the bidders are provided with a complete and accurate description of the work for which they are bidding. In other cases, partners are mandated by legislation. One such example is the relationship that General Services’ Surplus Property section has with the Federal General Services Administration. In these cases, the most important ingredient is open communication between the parties. Also, the Office of Information Resources tracks, monitors, and evaluates its 205 vendors each month using a Vendor Effectiveness Report. This provides management with information concerning failure rates within vendor warranty timeframes, failure rates for each specific type of procured equipment, and average failure rates per vendor. In combination, these measures define vendor overall quality.

The Retirement Systems is completely dependent upon partner relationships with employers since they provide the information needed for financial accounting, and with members for the information necessary to process service and disability retirement claims. The Field Services unit actively promotes the Electronic Employer Services system in training sessions, onsite visits, and newsletters. This system enables employers to identify reporting errors and to initiate corrections immediately.

7.0 Business Results

7.1
Performance Levels and Trends for the Key Measures of Customer Satisfaction.
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The Board continues to receive high satisfaction ratings from customers. Chart 7.1.1 indicates that overall satisfaction remains high. This is an additive chart. Each office can score a maximum of 100 for an agency total of 700, as indicated by the first column. The second and third columns contain the actual scores of each office for the last two years. These seven scores are added together and the sum subtracted from the maximum of 700. The result is the overall satisfaction score for the agency. The difference between the sum of the actual scores and 700 represents opportunities for improvement. The public sector benchmark is taken from the American Customer Satisfaction Index for the public sector computed annually by the University of Michigan.
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Charts 7.1.2 – 7.1.4 show customer satisfaction within each of the three key communities that receive services from the Board – individuals, agencies and stakeholders. Chart 7.1.2 represents the satisfaction of individual customers such as retirees who interact with Retirement Systems.

Chart 7.1.3 represents the satisfaction of other public agencies with the several Board offices such as Information Resources and Human Resources that provide services to the agencies.
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Chart 7.1.4 represents the satisfaction of stakeholders such as members of the General Assembly and the Governor's Office with Board offices such as Research and Statistics that provide information and services to them. 
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The Offices evaluated customer satisfaction along five dimensions: reliability, responsiveness, empathy, assurance, and the physical appearance of people and facilities. Using a combination of customer focus groups and anonymous written rating processes, the Office of Human Resources scored between 4 and 5 on a 5 point scale for all dimensions of service quality. This is equivalent to approximately 92 percent when converted to a standardized scale, as illustrated in Figure 7.1.1. General Services also used focus groups and written surveys to evaluate customer satisfaction with the services delivered by the Office’s thirty-eight work teams, receiving an overall score of 90 percent satisfied. The Office of Information Resources, using both their Annual Customer Satisfaction Survey and their Customer Focus Group Meetings, obtained a 76 percent overall satisfaction rating. Focus groups rated satisfaction with telecommunications services quite high at 92 percent and satisfaction with the Consolidated Data Center at 82 percent. However, both the areas of Customer Communications (76 percent) and Range and Type of Services Offered (78 percent) afford opportunities for increased performance.

The Retirement Systems measured customer satisfaction through surveys, focus groups and intercept interviews. The Office sent an 11-question survey to all 769 covered employers and a 15-question, multi-faceted survey to a random sample of 2,362 members who had retired from April 2000-2001 (within the previous 12 months). Almost 54 percent of employers responded to the survey, yielding an overall excellent or good rating of 88 percent. Fifty-five percent of employers responded that the service provided by the Retirement Systems improved from FY 2000. Of the more than 34 percent of retirees responding to the survey, 96 percent rated the overall performance of the Retirement Systems as excellent or good. Almost 35 percent of retirees responded that service had improved during the previous year.

In addition to the surveys, three sets of focus groups were conducted, one consisting of active members and two comprised of employer benefits and/or finance personnel. Also, a series of intercept interviews were conducted with individuals immediately after they received services from a retirement consultant. The results supported the findings of the written surveys. Retiree satisfaction was rated at 98 percent, active member satisfaction was rated at 95 percent, and employer satisfaction was rated at 92 percent.

Since 1994, the Office of Insurance Services has conducted an annual customer satisfaction survey that has documented a rise in overall satisfaction from 81 percent to 87 percent. The Office has recently been realigned into the Offices of General Services (Insurance Reserve Fund) and Retirement Systems (Insurance Benefits Management). This year, the latter used written surveys, intercept interviews, and focus groups in association with the Retirement Systems to ascertain customer satisfaction with their services. They found 92 percent active employee satisfaction, 95 percent retiree satisfaction, and 82 percent employer satisfaction with the services provided by Insurance Benefits Management. The dimensions of timeliness, accuracy, courtesy, and clarity were tested. Of these, active employees ranked clarity the lowest at 72 percent, retirees ranked accuracy the lowest at 83 percent, and employers ranked timeliness, accuracy, and courtesy all at 80 percent, providing several opportunities for increased performance.

The annual customer service survey of the Office of Local Government reported that 94 percent are satisfied with the service they receive, the same finding that was reported last year. Interviews and daily interactions with the various customers support the finding. Office staff often travel to customers’ locales to provide more convenient access to service and to receive immediate customer feedback.

Through a newly created Family of Measures (FOM) Coordinating Team, the seven sections of the Office of Research and Statistics reported a composite customer satisfaction measure of 93 percent. This compares favorably with the 90 percent customer satisfaction documented last year. However, since the measurement criteria have changed, one cannot directly compare the two. The FOM is currently developing procedures to evaluate organizational performance by integrating customer, technical, financial, and human resource indicators into a set of indices.
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Four Offices of the Board support internal customers. The Executive Institute measures its customer satisfaction by tracking repeat business. During the past 11 years, 26 agencies have nominated participants on an at least every-other-year basis and most have had participants each year. The State Budget Office, through the use of informal discussions, found that customer satisfaction is fairly high. One area of opportunity that warrants improvement is increased communication. Several customers indicated they would like to be kept better informed throughout the appropriation process. This is currently under review. For the second year, the Office of General Counsel conducted a survey of office directors, division directors, program managers, and the Office of the Executive Director. This, combined with a focus group of the above, resulted in a customer satisfaction of 98 percent, identical to last year’s rating. Customer satisfaction results for the Office of Internal Operations are reported in Figure 7.1.5. Satisfaction in the procurement and personnel areas decreased slightly during the past year, indicating areas that will benefit from improvement activity. In procurement, the area receiving the lowest ranking was concerned with keeping the customer informed. In the personnel area, the two topics receiving the lowest rankings dealt with assisting customers to attain diversity goals and the Office’s reorganization into generalist consultant roles. 

7.2
Performance levels and trends for the key measures of mission accomplishment.

A core value identified in the Board’s strategic plan is that of teamwork: “We add value and achieve our greatest successes by working collaboratively and by forming partnerships with others.” In FY 2001, the Office of Human Resources launched a new performance measurement process to better evaluate the degree to which the office effectively partners with state agencies to ensure the provision of high quality human resource services. The Partnership Index (see Figure 7.2.1) is a measure of seven different categories of human resources functions: workforce planning, employee relations, compensation, recruitment and selection, human resource, human resources information systems (HRIS) utilization, and partner relationship. The outcome is a measure of partner relationship. The index measurements indicate the extent to which OHR is involved in a working relationship with agencies in each category of service.
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For example, the 2.96 score for workforce planning (WFP) indicates the level of involvement and deployment of this service to the agencies. A 10 would mean that the workforce planning effort has been fully deployed throughout the agencies.

Each category has a maximum value of 10, but the optimum score in each category will vary from agency to agency based on agency size, complexity and nature of the agency’s functions. FY 2001 will serve as the baseline year for all but the partner relationship category, for which a baseline will be created in FY 2002. The information shown in each category is the mean score for 69 reported agencies.

Each category of the Index indicated some strength. Cooperative efforts between agencies and OHR in providing workforce-planning data through surveys have led to the state’s first workforce plan. Many agencies have taken advantage of suggested flexible work options and initiated new programs in the past year. Compensation data indicates good results from delegation audits and significant use of the state’s flexible pay options. Almost all agencies now post jobs on OHR’s web site or provide links to their jobs page. More than half of the state agencies used either OHR’s open enrollment or customized training courses. HRIS reviews indicate that agencies are providing the system with accurate data. OHR will be analyzing individual agency data in FY 2002 to identify additional opportunities for improved partnership.

The Office of General Services supports the Board’s strategic plan by pursuing its mission to “…provide the highest quality centralized business services for state government at the lowest cost.” It encompasses the following functions: procurement, facilities maintenance, vehicular fleet management, mail delivery, surplus property, central supply for disposable goods, engineering services for construction and planning, energy management, property appraisal and leasing, capital improvements processing, and Insurance Reserve Fund management.
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General Services procures goods and services through requests for bids (RFB), requests for quotes (RFQ) and requests for proposals (RFP). The Procurement Index illustrated in Figure 7.2.2 measures the cycle time for these activities.

A score of 1.0 is based on mean cycle time over the past seven years. Over this period, processing time for RFPs averaged 70 days and processing time for RFBs/RFQs averaged 30 days. The scale is derived from adding the two together and dividing by 10 to obtain a decimal score. The goal for next year is to reduce cycle time by 10 percent.
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Figure 7.2.3 presents the State Fleet Management Index, which is comprised of the sum of thousands of vehicles leased long term plus thousands of vehicles provided full support by the Civilian Vehicle Repair Program (CVRP), divided by the vehicle repair cycle time. General Service’s goal is to have two thousand vehicles under long-term lease, five thousand vehicles in the CVRP program and a 7-hour repair cycle time at the State Fleet Maintenance Shop. This would result in an index score of 1.0 (2.0 + 5.0/7). The index score will increase with a decrease in repair time or an increase in the number of vehicles leased and/or repaired, or a combination of both. This year’s index improvement is due to a decrease of 2.3 hours in repair cycle time, an increase in the number of leased vehicles from 2,000 to 2,200, and an increase in the number of vehicles in the SVRP program from 4,500 to 4,600.
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The Facilities Management Office provides custodial, electrical, mechanical, maintenance, and horticultural services for 65 state buildings. This is more than 1.5 million square feet of building space and 144 acres of grounds. By providing these services, Facilities Management saves the state $1.48 per square foot (figure 7.2.4). The bench-mark comes from Building Owners Maintenance Associa-tion (BOMA) figures. The state saves in excess of $2 million annually by using its own Facilities Teams. This saved the state agencies more than 20 percent compared to the BOMA benchmark (figure 7.2.5). Costs have risen because of the steep price increases for fuel.
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Statewide Building Services contracts with state agencies to provide facilities manage-ment services. Last fiscal year, 201 buildings and their grounds were maintained by Statewide Building Services, at significant savings.
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The State Central Supply program provides office supplies and equipment to state agencies. Taking the top 25 highest volume sales of supplies and comparing them to the cost of the same supplies at Office Depot, Staples, Office Max, and Forms and Supply saved $733,952, which is about 20 percent (figure 7.2.6).

The Federal and State Surplus Property program has returned millions of dollars to state agencies and local governments. Surplus Property takes these entities’ surplus equipment and sells it for them, returning the proceeds to the owner, minus a small fee. By centralizing this function, we are able to obtain a better price. Figure 7.2.7 shows that the Board generated $5,925,944 for the agencies.
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The State Engineer provides oversight and assistance to agencies, architects, engineers, contractors, and other parties on new construction. They provide information, interpretations, pro-cedures, documents, and other consultation to ensure compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and building codes.
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This service saved the state $1,431,973, about 60 percent less than these services would have cost if contracted from the private sector (Figure 7.2.8).
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The Office of General Services offers mail services to state government and counties. As illustrated in Figure 7.2.9, this program delivers all mail within 24 hours at a cost that is 80 percent less than U.S. Postal Service rates. This saved state agencies $4,400,000 last fiscal year.
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The goal of the Insurance Reserve Fund (IRF) is to provide insurance at a lower rate than commercial insurers. The Insurance Services Office (ISO) is a national ratemaking organization that sets rates used by many commercial insurers.
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Figure 7.2.10 shows that IRF rates are on average 50 percent lower than ISO rates, a savings of $89 million, and demonstrates that the Insurance Reserve Fund has been successful in meeting its objectives.

The Office of Local Government serves as a source of financial and technical assistance in aiding local governments and other public entities to provide water, sewer, and related infrastructure necessary for economic development, environmental protec-tion, and public health. As illustrated in Figure 7.2.11, these programs have extensive leveraging effects that occur as a coordination process with other local, state, and federal funding sources. In the current fiscal year, $7 million in grant expenditures leveraged $26.1 million.
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The Office of Internal Operations has established a goal of processing invoices for payment within two days and processing appropriations transfer requests within four days. An effectiveness index has been constructed by summing the two and dividing the result by 6, the combined goals for the two processes. The resulting annual effectiveness measure is provided in Figure 7.2.12. The management goal is to reduce the index to less than 1.0.
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Customer satisfaction and the timeliness of service delivery are core indicators of the effectiveness of the Retirement Systems. The Retirement Services Effectiveness Index presented in Figure 7.2.13 is computed by multiplying average customer satisfaction (converted to decimal) by the average time it takes to issue the first service annuity benefit check. A score of 1.0 represents the management goal of 100 percent customer satisfaction and 30 days to issue the first service annuity benefit check. In FY 2001, customer satisfaction increased from 90 percent to 95 percent and the time it takes to issue the first service annuity benefit check decreased from 28 days to 26 days as compared to FY 2000.
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The Office of Information Resources (OIR) responds to the Board’s core mission of service delivery by providing computing and communi-cations services to the agencies of government. Figure 7.2.14 shows that OIR responded to growing customer demand for more phone service by increasing the number of telephone ports from 46,202 to 49,251 while maintaining the current staffing level.
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As illustrated in Figure 7.2.15, consolidating the work order process into a more efficient process decreased the actual number of Customer Service Business Requests by 3.6 percent. The number of Trouble Repair Orders increased by only 3.0 percent this fiscal year despite the considerable number of new telephone and voice mails added. In addition, the expected number of trouble calls normally rises as equipment ages. This will result in an increase in technicians or an upgrade of equipment in the future.
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As illustrated in Figure 7.2.16, the Office of Information Resources has maintained the cost per minute of long distance telephone services at 8.94 cents compared to 9.41 cents in the private sector.

Figure 7.2.17 shows that the cost per minute for a state calling card is 15.50 cents compared to 25.04 cents in the private sector, a 38 percent savings.
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Local service PBX rates were lowered by 22 percent to an average of $18.05 and contracted Centrex costs were lowered by 15 percent to rates considerably lower than the private sector (Figure 7.2.18).

The master plan for data center consolida-tion projected the capacity for the two mainframe processors installed at the State Data Center would be 501 mainframe compu-ting units (MCU) by the end of FY 2001. This projection proved to be 13 percent less than customer agencies actually required by July 2001.
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As illustrated in Figure 7.2.19, MCU growth increased from 524 to 567, whereas projected growth was anticipated to be only 501 units. This increase was accomplished with no increase in staff.

Internet connections have been provided to 100 percent of public schools in South Carolina as compared to 94 percent nationwide.
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For the fourth consecutive year, OIR delivered more than 99 percent of print jobs from the Print Shop on time.
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In May 2001, the Gartner Group performed an information technology analysis of the state of South Carolina’s Data Center mainframe operations. The study revealed that the State Data Center is in the top ten percent of cost efficient performers in Gartner’s client database, and that the State of South Carolina ranks among those that have achieved the most significant economies of scale advantages. This is illustrated in Figures 7.2.20 and 7.2.21.

7.3
Performance Levels and Trends for the Key Meas-ures of Employee Satisfact-ion, Involvement and Devel-opment.

Section III, Category Five provides an in-depth discus-sion of the Board’s various recognition and awards programs. Currently, there are no comprehensive Board-wide measures of employee satis-faction. These measures are being developed and will be reported next year in association with the development of the Board’s consolidated training and development program.
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The Office of Human Resources evaluated employee satisfaction in FY 2001 using the Meaning At Work employee assessment. This process asks each employee to evaluate both the importance and prevalence of 22 keys to a meaningful workplace on a 1-7 scale. By comparing the two scores, it can be determined how effectively the organization is meeting the individual needs of its employees, as well as those of the organization as a whole. An optimum situation occurs when an organization matches the need and prevalence scores at 100 percent on all 22 keys. As illustrated in Figure 7.3.1, OHR scored 81 percent or higher on 16 of the 22 keys and had no score lower than 69 percent. Four keys were identified as needing improvement and actions are being taken to address the employee concerns.

The Retirement Systems launched a pilot employee satisfaction survey consisting of five statements with which employees could agree or disagree. The statements gauged general job satisfaction, facilities, supervisory encouragement and empowerment, being kept up-to-date, and top leadership capability. A random sample of 17 employees responded to the survey. The pilot survey yielded an overall strongly agree or agree rating of 91.01 percent. One hundred percent of the employees responding strongly agreed or agreed that top leadership is capable and that the employees’ work setting is attractive and pleasant. Ninety-four percent of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that they are generally satisfied with their jobs. Eighty-two percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the Retirement Systems does a good job of keeping them informed about current developments. Only 79 percent agreed or strongly agreed that their supervisor encourages them to utilize their full potential. These two areas will be emphasized in improvement efforts in FY 2002. The Retirement Systems also plans to expand the employee satisfaction survey in FY 2002.

7.4
Performance Levels and Trends for the Key Measures of Supplier/Contractor Partner Performance.

The Office of General Services maintains supplier/contractor/partner relationships in a number of key areas. The Commercial Vendor Repair Program (CVRP) contracts with more than 700 private maintenance shops throughout the state to provide maintenance for the state fleet of leased vehicles. Customer surveys report a 90 percent user satisfaction with this program. The CVRP program operates in partnership with 4,600 customers who drive the vehicles. These customers call the CVRP staff to find a shop closest to them when vehicle problems occur and maintain contact to ensure that repairs are done quickly and correctly. All complaints are pursued. In FY 2000, only three complaints were registered against CVRP suppliers. In FY 2001, this fell to two complaints. For quality assurance purposes, the staff visited 68 vendor shops during FY 2001and randomly inspected 35 vehicles immediately after the vehicles were repaired.

The Materials Management Office (MMO) has strong relationships with its many suppliers and partners. The State Procurement Office maintains a relationship with more than 21,000 private sector suppliers. More than 3,000 of them receive the monthly subscription to the monthly South Carolina Business Opportunities publication. There were 2,850 procurement contracts managed by MMO last fiscal year. The Office manages 177 state term contracts worth in excess of $160,000,000. They administer 2,850 contracts with vendors, which are worth more than $3,250,000. They processed more than 733 solicitations last fiscal year.
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MMO has a formal process to resolve contract disputes with suppliers. Last fiscal year, 3.81 percent of all solicitations were protested and only .57 percent of these were won by the protestant (see Figure 7.4.1).
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Among the Retirement Systems’ suppliers and partners are the participating employers. Employers remit member and employer contributions, enroll members, provide verification of member information, and file periodic contribution reports. The Retirement Systems strives to facilitate all of these processes for employers. One such mechanism is the Electronic Employer Services (EES) system. This partnership with employers is a component of meeting the customer requirement of convenient access at the worksite. The Retirement Systems’ goal is to increase the number of employers who use the EES system each year so that at least 50 percent of all employers are using the EES program by FY 2004.

Figure 7.4.2 shows that the number of employers using the EES system increased in FY 2001 to 207, or 27 percent of all employers, from 63 employers in FY 2000. These 207 employers represent 68 percent of the Retirement Systems’ active membership, so although less than half of all employers are using EES, the 207 employers using EES are serving more than half of the Retirement Systems’ active membership. Ultimately, availability of the system will be constrained by a lack of local resources.

OIR is very dependent upon its suppliers and part-ners in delivering services, especially in the area of telecommunication. Therefore, OIR pays particular at-tention to vendor performance with regard to res-ponsiveness and reliability. (Figure 7.4.3)
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7.5
Current Levels and Trends of regulatory/legal compliance and citizenship.
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The Information Technology Management section of the Office of Research and Statistics approves all state agency information technology requests outside the annual planning process. Figure 7.5.1 shows that the time to process small requests (less than $100,000) increased slightly from 4.3 days in FY 2000 to 5.0 days in FY 2001. The time to process medium requests ($100,000 - $500,000) increased from 6.2 days to 8 days and the time required to process large requests (more than $500,000) increased from 10.8 days to 12 days. These increases are attributed to a decrease in staff.

The Office of Internal Operations regulates all classification and compensation actions for the Board and ensures compliance with applicable law. Figure 7.5.2 shows that 97 percent of these actions were processed within the three-day management goal.
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As illustrated in Figure 7.5.3, OIR has assisted all counties in the implementation of Wireless 911 Phase I, which provides a callback number for each 911 emergency call and the location of the nearest tower. All counties that have completely implemented E911 have also implemented Phase I with at least one wireless vendor in their respective area. Phase II will provide a callback number along with the latitude and longitude within 125 meters of the 911 call.
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OIR completes the federal requirements for E-rate reimbursement for all 86 school districts. This has provided an enormous financial resource for providing technology to the state's K-12 community. OIR also provides guidance and leadership to all districts and manages the vendors providing the resources to all K-12s. OIR and the K-12 Technology Initiative have worked with the public schools in South Carolina assisting them in their filing for E-rate funds. OIR requests reimbursement for Internet expenses; however, the schools submit their requests independently. See Figure 7.5.4.

[image: image46.wmf]FIGURE 7.6.5

COST SAVINGS FROM BIDS, TERM CONTRACTS

41

48.5

99.8

57.6

50.4

13.1

28

35.9

14.7

15.7

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

FY 1997

FY 1998

FY 1999

FY 2000

FY 2001

$ MILLIONS

TERM CONTRACTS

NEGOTIATED BIDS


Medicaid audits conducted by the State Auditor found $2.02 million in adjust-ments to payments to Medicaid providers that resulted in the Department of Health and Human Services certifying receiv-ables in excess of $1.35 million (Figure 7.5.5).

The Board has had what is commonly referred to as “clean opinions” on its financial audits for the past five years, and for a number of years before that. A “clean opinion” means that, in the opinion of the auditors, the financial statements presented fairly, in all material aspects, the financial position of the Board and the results of its operations in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles.

Additionally, the Retirement Systems has had no exceptions in its external audits since 1987 and has received the Government Finance Officers Association Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting for 14 consecutive years. The Office of Local Government has had no findings in any of its audits, including the Board's internal audit, the Environmental Protection Agency Inspector General's audit, annual federal on-site visits, and the annual Statewide Single Audit. Additionally, the Office of Human Resources' Certified Public Manager was recertified by the national organization.
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7.6
Current Levels and Trends in Financial Performance
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As shown in Figure 7.6.1, the cost of providing centralized human resources services per state employee has risen only .04 percent since FY 1996, while the number of FTE’s served per OHR staff member has grown 41 percent (Figure 7.6.2). This reflects the trend of more agency delegation and flexibility, and the utilization of centralized HR staff as experts/consultants rather than regulators.

Figures 7.6.3 and 7.6.4 provide financial information regarding the State Health Plan. Through the last two quarters, income has exceeded expenditures. The cash balances are slightly increasing in comparison to liabilities.
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The Office of General Services spends about $60 million annually to save government more than $80 million annually. During FY 2001, the Materials Management Office saved $15.6 million from negotiated bids (Figure 7.6.5). The original winning bids were reduced through negotiation by almost 10 percent. The office also managed 177 state term contracts worth almost $161 million. Economies of scale made it possible for the state to save $50.3 million as benchmarked against prices for the same goods in the private sector.
The State Fleet Management program saved the state more than $9 million during FY 2001. The state saved $1,990,278 by leasing vehicles to state agencies, at a cost per mile that is 21 percent less than the private sector benchmark taken from the National Association of Fleet Administrators (Figure 7.6.6). Another $6,832,987 was saved by the state’s vehicle maintenance programs at the state shop and through the Commercial Vendor Repair Program. These vehicle maintenance savings are 44 percent less than the private sector cost per mile benchmark (Figure 7.6.7).
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The measure of financial performance for the Retirement Systems is included in the Retirement Systems Effectiveness Index presented in Figure 7.2.13.
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employee satisfaction

		

				FY 2000		FY 2001								FY 2000		FY 2001

		Annual Leave		6.9		6.6						Pay for Performance		107		111

		Sick Leave		2.8		2.6						Promotions		13		8

		figure 7.3.2 sick and annual leave

												figure 7.3.1 promotions and performance
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Cycle times
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				buildings		80		92		116		118		182		191		193		201						378		443		505		546		566		590

				figure 7.2.1 number of buildings services by sbs																						figure 7.2.2 locations delivered mail

						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001										1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				leased		1,518		1,609		1,691		1,831		1,975		2204								vehicles in cvrp		3,327		3,396		4,156		4,505		4639

																								figure 7.2.4 number of vehicles in CVRP full support
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		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001										FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		2001

		22.88		22.63		29.75		23.88		23.13		20.00								Requests for Proposals		75		70.5		75		74.5		69.5		77

						Figure 7.1.4 Time to process Bids and Quotes																figure 7.1.5 Time to process RFQ

										FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

								In Shop		2.3		2.3		2.3		1.9

								Waiting Shop		5.4		5.4		7.2		5.4

								Waiting Parts		0.2		0.1		0.2		0.2

								Waiting Evac.		0.3		0.2		0.3		0.3

								Waiting Close		1.6		0.4		0.3		0.2

																												Jul-99		Aug-99		Sep-99		Oct-99		Nov-99		Dec-99		Jan-00		Feb-00		Mar-00		Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00		Jul-00		Aug-00		Sep-00		Oct-00		Nov-00		Dec-00		Jan-01		Feb-01		Mar-01		Apr-01		May-01		2-Jun

																										In Town		10		14		15		17		21		20		17		9		12		6		6		5		11.74		14.57		10.75		9.27		7.68		3.67		2.86		3.21		2.23		2.43		2.33		1.52

																										Out of Town		11		19		13		17		24		17		12		4		9		12		6		3		12.53		14.35		10.73		9.27		7.26		3.56		2.67		2.95		2.09		2.48		2.05		1.1

										figure 7.1.6  shop Cycle time by status of vehicle																figure 7.1.7 cycle time for shipping supply orders

						1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				audits		86%		89%		96%		96%		86%		97%		100%

				figure 7.1.8 Time for completion of audits





		FY 1996

		FY 1997

		FY 1998

		FY 1999

		FY 2000

		FY 2001



Fiscal Years

Days to Process IFB & RFQ

22.875

22.625

29.75

23.875

23.125

20



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Requests for Proposals



		FY 1998		FY 1998		FY 1998		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999		FY 1999		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2001



In Shop

Waiting Shop

Waiting Parts

Waiting Evac.

Waiting Close

Fiscal Years

Hours

Shop Cycle Time by Status of Vehicle

2.3

5.4

0.2

0.3

1.6

2.3

5.4

0.1

0.2

0.4

2.3

7.2

0.2

0.3

0.3

1.9

5.4

0.2

0.3

0.2



		36342		36342

		36373		36373

		36404		36404

		36434		36434

		36465		36465

		36495		36495

		36526		36526

		36557		36557

		36586		36586

		36617		36617

		36647		36647

		36678		36678

		36708		36708

		36739		36739

		36770		36770

		36800		36800

		36831		36831

		36861		36861

		36892		36892

		36923		36923

		36951		36951

		36982		36982

		37012		37012

		37044		37044



In Town

Out of Town

Month and Fiscal Year

Days to Process Order

10

11

14

19

15

13

17

17

21

24

20

17

17

12

9

4

12

9

6

12

6

6

5

3

11.74

12.53

14.57

14.35

10.75

10.73

9.27

9.27

7.68

7.26

3.67

3.56

2.86

2.67

3.21

2.95

2.23

2.09

2.43

2.48

2.33

2.05

1.52

1.1



		1995

		1996

		1997

		1998

		1999

		2000

		2001



audits

Fiscal Years

Percent Completed Within Objective

Percentage of Audits Completed Within 33 Week Objective

0.86

0.89

0.96

0.96

0.86

0.97

1



		

																										FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001														41003840		48552259		99763406		57576392		50360667

				$13,109,182		$28,000,000		$35,885,990		$14,680,200		$15,667,167

				figure 7.6.1 cost savings on negotiated bids

												FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001														FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

										Engineer		294,500		369,500		437,100												BOMA Benchmark Government Sector		5.62		5.65		5.19		5.53		6.61

										Benchmark		827,500		1,330,000		1,365,000												State Cost		4.42		4.58		4.6		4.33		5.13

								figure 7.6.3 engineer cost for Building Code compared to private benchmark																		Figure 7.6.4 Facilities management square foot costs compared to BOMA

												FY 1995		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001						FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

										State Square Foot Cost		$4.77		$4.45		$4.21		$4.45		$4.76		$5.32		5.13				Fleet Cost		$0.198		$0.187		$0.206		$0.208		$0.184		0.178

										Private Sector Benchmark		$5.35		$5.42		$6.33		$5.84		$5.35		$5.97		6				Benchmark Cost		$0.243		$0.243		$0.286		$0.293		$0.294		0.299

								figure 7.6.5 SBS building costs compared to BOMA

										figure 7.6.5 sbs compared to BOMA

						FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				State Cost		$0.06		$0.05		$0.05		$0.06		$0.05														figure 7.6.6  lease fleet cost per mile compared to benchmark

				Benchmark		$0.10		$0.10		$0.10		$0.10		$0.09

																										FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

																								Statewide Office Lease Rate		$11.46		$11.81		$12.24		$12.49		$12.82		$13.41

																								Columbia Ave.Office Lease Rate		$12.57		$13.01		$13.38		$13.52		$13.77		$14.38

						Figure 7.6.7 Fleet maintenance compared to NAFA benchmark

						FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				State Mail Cost		$654,570		$629,925		$760,650		$787,275		$894,495		921,737

				US Postal Benchmark		$2,700,000		$2,600,000		$3,300,000		$5,499,650		$4,258,315		5,321,737

																								Figure 7.6.8 state office lease rates compared to benchmark

																										1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																								Sales Revenues		$4,661,194		$4,176,281		$4,321,861		$4,199,569		$4,534,642		3,862,905

																								Benchmark		$5,919,692		$5,277,532		$5,186,289		$4,955,491		$5,441,570		4,596,857

				figure 7.6.9 State Mail cost compared to US post Office benchmark

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				return		5,362,724		5,793,293		5,081,035		7,120,618		5713647

																								figure 7.6.10 top twenty five highest volume supplies compared to private sector benchmark

																								1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																						Savings		559503		1328119		2326679		2098796		409,232

				figure 7.6.11 funds returned to agencies from sale of surplus property

																						figure 7.6.12 surplus property sales price compared to price of new equipment

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				State saved		177993		385735		505995		466399		113,978								Auto		453		842

																						Tort		153		331

																						Property		138		423

				figure 7.6.13 surplus proerty sales price compared to price of new equipment

																						figure 7.6.14 Insurance reserve fund costs compered to national benchmark insyrance services organization rates
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28000000
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41003840
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99763406
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Engineer

Benchmark

Costs for Building Code Services

294500

827500

369500

1330000
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		FY 1995		FY 1995
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		FY 1997		FY 1997

		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



State Square Foot Cost

Private Sector Benchmark

Fiscal Year

Square Foot Costs for SBS

4.77

5.35

4.45

5.42

4.21

6.33

4.45

5.84

4.76

5.35

5.32

5.97

5.13

6



		FY 1996		FY 1996

		FY 1997		FY 1997

		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



Fleet Lease Cost Per Mile

Fleet Lease Cost Per Mile Benchmark

Cost Per Mile

0.1976666667

0.2433333333

0.187

0.2433333333

0.2056666667

0.2856666667

0.2076666667

0.293

0.1843333333

0.294

0.178

0.299
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		0		0



State Cost

Benchmark

Cost per Mile
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		FY 1998		FY 1998
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		FY 2001		FY 2001



Statewide Office Lease Rate
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11.46

12.57
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13.38
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State Mail Cost
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654570
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						figure 7.4.1 cvrp vendor rating														figure 7.4.2 distribution of responses

								FY 1996		FY 1997		FY1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		2001

						SPO Protests		41		42		32		32		69		28

						Protestant Won		2		3		2		1		5		2

						figure 7.2.5 number of protests filed and won by protestant
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CVRP FY 2001



		0.012987013

		0.0166975881

		0.0500927644

		0.2597402597

		0.6604823748



92.% of the responses are 4's and 5's

Distribution of Responses



		FY 1996		FY 1996

		FY 1997		FY 1997

		FY1998		FY1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		2001		2001



SPO Protests

Protestant Won

Number of Protests

State procurement Office Protests Files Compared to Protests Won

41

2

42

3

32

2

32

1

69

5

28

2



				1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11

		Engineer		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.7		4.5		4.4		4.7		4.5		4.1		4		4.4		90%

		MMO support		4.3		4.2		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.4		4		4.4		4.3		4.1		4		4.2		91%

		SPO		4.2		4.1		4.2		3.9		4.4		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.1		4		4.2		84%

		A&C		4.5		4.4		4.6		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.6		4.6		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.5		95%

				4.3		4.3		4.4		4.1		4.6		4.4		4.3		4.5		4.4		4.2		4.0		4.3		90%

		Mail		4.3		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.3		4.2		4.3		4		4.2		87%

		Supply		4.4		4.3		4.4		3.7		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.4		4.3		4.1		4.3		89%

		Surplus		4.1		4		3.8		3.8		4.1		3.9		3.9		4.1		4		4.1		3.8		4.0		83%

				4.3		4.2		4.1		3.9		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.2		4.0		4.2		86%

		Appraisal		4		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		3.9		82%

		Cap Imp		4.5		4.5		4.5		4.2		4.7		4.6		4.4		4.7		4.5		4.2		3.9		4.4		93%

		Leasing		4.1		4.4		4.4		3.9		4.6		4.5		4.6		4.7		4.6		4.4		3.8		4.4		92%

				4.2		4.0		4.0		4.0		4.8		4.4		4.3		4.5		4.4		4.2		3.9		4.2		89%

		IRF		4.3		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.3		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.4		4.2		4.3		93%

		Fleet shop		4.5		4.5		4.3		3.9		4.5		4.2		4.2		4.5		4.2		4.2		4.4		4.3		93%

		CVRP		4.6		4.6		4.5		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.5		4.6		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.5		99%

		Lease		4.5		4.4		4.4		4.4		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.4		4.1		4.43		92%

		Comp &An		4.2		4.2		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4		3.9		4.2		88%

		Motor Pool		4.4		4.5		4.6		4.4		4.6		4.4		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.4		3.9		4.42		95%

		Fleet Sup		4.1		4		3.8		3.8		4.1		3.9		3.9		4.1		4		4.1		3.8		3.96		83%

				4.4		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.3		4.1		4.3		92%

		Custodial		4.2		4.3		4.3		4		4.4		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.3		4.3		4		4.2		92%

		Electrical		4.4		4.6		4.5		4		4.6		4.7		4.2		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.2		4.4		92%

		Mechanical		4.5		4.6		4.8		4		4.8		4.6		4.6		4.8		4.6		4.4		4.2		4.5		92%

		Maintenance		4.4		4.3		4.4		3.7		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.4		4.1		3.9		4.2		92%

		Horticulture		4.3		4.1		4.3		4.1		4.5		4.3		4.3		4.5		4.5		4.6		3.9		4.3		92%

		Support		4.5		4.6		4.6		4.3		4.8		4.8		4.7		4.8		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.6		92%

		Parking		4.5		4.3		4.4		4		4.4		4.2		4.3		4.5		4.3		4.3		4		4.3		92%						figure 7.1.1 Customer satisfaction ratings

		SBS		4.2		4.1		4.4		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.3		4.3		96%

		C&P		4.2		4.3		4.4		4.1		4.6		4.3		4.4		4.8		4.6		4.3		4.4		4.4		90%

				4.4		4.4		4.5		4.0		4.5		4.4		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.1		4.4		92%

		Finance		4.2		4.3		4.1		4.1		4.5		4.2		4.1		4.6		4.2		4.1		4		4.2		86%

		Personnel		3.8		4		4		3.9		4.4		4.2		4.2		4.6		4.3		4		3.8		4.1		80%

		Safety		4.1		4.1		4.1		3.7		4.5		4.3		3.9		4.6		4.1		4.1		3.8		4.1		83%

		IS lead		3.7		3.8		3.9		3.4		4.3		3.7		3.9		4.4		4.2		3.9		3.6		3.9		77%

		IS all		4.0		4.1		4.0		3.8		4.4		4.1		4.0		4.6		4.2		4.0		3.8		4.1		82%

				149.3		148.8		149.3		141.1		157.7		150.9		148.6		156.9		152.0		148.2		141.0		149.5		90%

				4.3

				128.1						127.6						120.9				127.3				127

				128.1						135.1						129.3				130.3

				256.2		128.1				134.6		132.4				125.1				128.8

				4.27						4.41						4.17				4.29				4.23

												0

						Responsiveness		4.27

						Assurance		4.41

						Reliable		4.17

						Empathy		4.29

						Tangibles		4.23

				4.27

				0.73

														Figure 7.1.3 Customer satisfaction Total by category

																		90

																		10

										Figure 7.1.2 Percent of Customers Satisfied
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		FY 1997		FY 1997
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		FY 2001		FY 2001



State Cost

Benchmark

Cost per Mile

FIGURE 7.6.6
STATE FLEET LEASE COST SAVINGS
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employee satisfaction

		

				FY 2000		FY 2001								FY 2000		FY 2001

		Annual Leave		6.9		6.6						Pay for Performance		107		111

		Sick Leave		2.8		2.6						Promotions		13		8

		figure 7.3.2 sick and annual leave

												figure 7.3.1 promotions and performance





employee satisfaction

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



Annual Leave

Sick Leave

Average Annual Days of Leave per Employee

6.8657787743

2.8

6.6

2.6



workload

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



Pay for Performance

Promotions

Number of Employees Receiving

107

13

111

8



Cycle times

		

						1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001						FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		Fy 2001

				buildings		80		92		116		118		182		191		193		201						378		443		505		546		566		590

				figure 7.2.1 number of buildings services by sbs																						figure 7.2.2 locations delivered mail

						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001										1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				leased		1,518		1,609		1,691		1,831		1,975		2204								vehicles in cvrp		3,327		3,396		4,156		4,505		4639

																								figure 7.2.4 number of vehicles in CVRP full support





Cycle times

		1994
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		1998

		1999

		2000

		2001



buildings

Fiscal Years

Number of Buildings

Number of Buildings Serviced

80

92

116

118

182

191
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		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001										FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		2001

		22.88		22.63		29.75		23.88		23.13		20.00								Requests for Proposals		75		70.5		75		74.5		69.5		77

						Figure 7.1.4 Time to process Bids and Quotes																figure 7.1.5 Time to process RFQ

										FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

								In Shop		2.3		2.3		2.3		1.9

								Waiting Shop		5.4		5.4		7.2		5.4

								Waiting Parts		0.2		0.1		0.2		0.2

								Waiting Evac.		0.3		0.2		0.3		0.3

								Waiting Close		1.6		0.4		0.3		0.2

																												Jul-99		Aug-99		Sep-99		Oct-99		Nov-99		Dec-99		Jan-00		Feb-00		Mar-00		Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00		Jul-00		Aug-00		Sep-00		Oct-00		Nov-00		Dec-00		Jan-01		Feb-01		Mar-01		Apr-01		May-01		2-Jun

																										In Town		10		14		15		17		21		20		17		9		12		6		6		5		11.74		14.57		10.75		9.27		7.68		3.67		2.86		3.21		2.23		2.43		2.33		1.52

																										Out of Town		11		19		13		17		24		17		12		4		9		12		6		3		12.53		14.35		10.73		9.27		7.26		3.56		2.67		2.95		2.09		2.48		2.05		1.1

										figure 7.1.6  shop Cycle time by status of vehicle																figure 7.1.7 cycle time for shipping supply orders

						1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				audits		86%		89%		96%		96%		86%		97%		100%

				figure 7.1.8 Time for completion of audits
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																										FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001														41003840		48552259		99763406		57576392		50360667

				$13,109,182		$28,000,000		$35,885,990		$14,680,200		$15,667,167

				figure 7.6.1 cost savings on negotiated bids

												FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001														FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

										Engineer		294,500		369,500		437,100												BOMA Benchmark Government Sector		5.62		5.65		5.19		5.53		6.61

										Benchmark		827,500		1,330,000		1,365,000												State Cost		4.42		4.58		4.6		4.33		5.13

								figure 7.6.3 engineer cost for Building Code compared to private benchmark																		Figure 7.6.4 Facilities management square foot costs compared to BOMA

												FY 1995		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001						FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

										State Square Foot Cost		$4.77		$4.45		$4.21		$4.45		$4.76		$5.32		5.13				Fleet Lease Cost Per Mile		$0.198		$0.187		$0.206		$0.208		$0.184		0.178

										Private Sector Benchmark		$5.35		$5.42		$6.33		$5.84		$5.35		$5.97		6				Fleet Lease Cost Per Mile Benchmark		$0.243		$0.243		$0.286		$0.293		$0.294		0.299

								figure 7.6.5 SBS building costs compared to BOMA

										figure 7.6.5 sbs compared to BOMA

						FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				State Cost		$0.06		$0.05		$0.05		$0.06		$0.05														figure 7.6.6  lease fleet cost per mile compared to benchmark

				Benchmark		$0.10		$0.10		$0.10		$0.10		$0.09

																										FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

																								Statewide Office Lease Rate		$11.46		$11.81		$12.24		$12.49		$12.82		$13.41

																								Columbia Ave.Office Lease Rate		$12.57		$13.01		$13.38		$13.52		$13.77		$14.38

						Figure 7.6.7 Fleet maintenance compared to NAFA benchmark

						FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

				State Mail Cost		$654,570		$629,925		$760,650		$787,275		$894,495		921,737

				US Postal Benchmark		$2,700,000		$2,600,000		$3,300,000		$5,499,650		$4,258,315		5,321,737

																								Figure 7.6.8 state office lease rates compared to benchmark

																										1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																								Sales Revenues		$4,661,194		$4,176,281		$4,321,861		$4,199,569		$4,534,642		3,862,905

																								Benchmark		$5,919,692		$5,277,532		$5,186,289		$4,955,491		$5,441,570		4,596,857

				figure 7.6.9 State Mail cost compared to US post Office benchmark

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				return		5,362,724		5,793,293		5,081,035		7,120,618		5713647

																								figure 7.6.10 top twenty five highest volume supplies compared to private sector benchmark

																								1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																						Savings		559503		1328119		2326679		2098796		409,232

				figure 7.6.11 funds returned to agencies from sale of surplus property

																						figure 7.6.12 surplus property sales price compared to price of new equipment

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				State saved		177993		385735		505995		466399		113,978								Auto		453		842

																						Tort		153		331

																						Property		138		423

				figure 7.6.13 surplus proerty sales price compared to price of new equipment

																						figure 7.6.14 Insurance reserve fund costs compered to national benchmark insyrance services organization rates
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						figure 7.4.1 cvrp vendor rating														figure 7.4.2 distribution of responses

								FY 1996		FY 1997		FY1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		2001

						SPO Protests		41		42		32		32		69		28

						Protestant Won		2		3		2		1		5		2

						figure 7.2.5 number of protests filed and won by protestant
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				1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11

		Engineer		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.7		4.5		4.4		4.7		4.5		4.1		4		4.4		90%

		MMO support		4.3		4.2		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.4		4		4.4		4.3		4.1		4		4.2		91%

		SPO		4.2		4.1		4.2		3.9		4.4		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.1		4		4.2		84%

		A&C		4.5		4.4		4.6		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.6		4.6		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.5		95%

				4.3		4.3		4.4		4.1		4.6		4.4		4.3		4.5		4.4		4.2		4.0		4.3		90%

		Mail		4.3		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.3		4.2		4.3		4		4.2		87%

		Supply		4.4		4.3		4.4		3.7		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.4		4.3		4.1		4.3		89%

		Surplus		4.1		4		3.8		3.8		4.1		3.9		3.9		4.1		4		4.1		3.8		4.0		83%

				4.3		4.2		4.1		3.9		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.2		4.0		4.2		86%

		Appraisal		4		3		3		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		3.9		82%

		Cap Imp		4.5		4.5		4.5		4.2		4.7		4.6		4.4		4.7		4.5		4.2		3.9		4.4		93%

		Leasing		4.1		4.4		4.4		3.9		4.6		4.5		4.6		4.7		4.6		4.4		3.8		4.4		92%

				4.2		4.0		4.0		4.0		4.8		4.4		4.3		4.5		4.4		4.2		3.9		4.2		89%

		IRF		4.3		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.5		4.3		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.4		4.2		4.3		93%

		Fleet shop		4.5		4.5		4.3		3.9		4.5		4.2		4.2		4.5		4.2		4.2		4.4		4.3		93%

		CVRP		4.6		4.6		4.5		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.5		4.6		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.5		99%

		Lease		4.5		4.4		4.4		4.4		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.4		4.1		4.43		92%

		Comp &An		4.2		4.2		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.2		4		3.9		4.2		88%

		Motor Pool		4.4		4.5		4.6		4.4		4.6		4.4		4.4		4.5		4.5		4.4		3.9		4.42		95%

		Fleet Sup		4.1		4		3.8		3.8		4.1		3.9		3.9		4.1		4		4.1		3.8		3.96		83%

				4.4		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.3		4.1		4.3		92%

		Custodial		4.2		4.3		4.3		4		4.4		4.2		4.1		4.3		4.3		4.3		4		4.2		92%

		Electrical		4.4		4.6		4.5		4		4.6		4.7		4.2		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.2		4.4		92%

		Mechanical		4.5		4.6		4.8		4		4.8		4.6		4.6		4.8		4.6		4.4		4.2		4.5		92%

		Maintenance		4.4		4.3		4.4		3.7		4.4		4.3		4.2		4.4		4.4		4.1		3.9		4.2		92%

		Horticulture		4.3		4.1		4.3		4.1		4.5		4.3		4.3		4.5		4.5		4.6		3.9		4.3		92%

		Support		4.5		4.6		4.6		4.3		4.8		4.8		4.7		4.8		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.6		92%

		Parking		4.5		4.3		4.4		4		4.4		4.2		4.3		4.5		4.3		4.3		4		4.3		92%						figure 7.1.1 Customer satisfaction ratings

		SBS		4.2		4.1		4.4		4.2		4.4		4.3		4.3		4.4		4.4		4.1		4.3		4.3		96%

		C&P		4.2		4.3		4.4		4.1		4.6		4.3		4.4		4.8		4.6		4.3		4.4		4.4		90%

				4.4		4.4		4.5		4.0		4.5		4.4		4.3		4.6		4.5		4.3		4.1		4.4		92%

		Finance		4.2		4.3		4.1		4.1		4.5		4.2		4.1		4.6		4.2		4.1		4		4.2		86%

		Personnel		3.8		4		4		3.9		4.4		4.2		4.2		4.6		4.3		4		3.8		4.1		80%

		Safety		4.1		4.1		4.1		3.7		4.5		4.3		3.9		4.6		4.1		4.1		3.8		4.1		83%

		IS lead		3.7		3.8		3.9		3.4		4.3		3.7		3.9		4.4		4.2		3.9		3.6		3.9		77%

		IS all		4.0		4.1		4.0		3.8		4.4		4.1		4.0		4.6		4.2		4.0		3.8		4.1		82%
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														Figure 7.1.3 Customer satisfaction Total by category
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										Figure 7.1.2 Percent of Customers Satisfied
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STATE DATA CENTER COSTS PER INSTALLED MAINFRAME COMPUTING UNITS (MCUs)
AS COMPARED TO INDUSTRY BENCHMARKS
(GARTNER STUDY - MAY 2001)
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		Vendor Effectiveness as of July 2001
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				Equipment Codes Purchased		Unit Cost of Items Purchased  (in thousands)

		Jul		161		$82.1
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		Jun		139		$75.1
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Note: New equipment prices is established by taking 50% of the acquisition price minus Surplus expenses.
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				Jun-97		Jun-98		Dec-98		Jun-99		Dec-99		Jun-00

		Central Supply		130.01		120.5		$210		$205		$361		$367

		Private Sector Benchmark		172.4		158.2		$266		$317		$478		$473

		Objective		154		142		$239		$284		$429		$425
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Note: The private sector benchmark is established by taking the average cost of the top 25 highest state sales 
volume of supplies  and comparing the cost to Office Depot, Staples, Office Max and Forms & Supplies.
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Note: The private sector benchmark is established by taking the average cost of the top 25 highest state sales 
volume of supplies  and comparing the cost to Office Depot, Staples, Office Max and Forms & Supply.
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						Dec-99		Jan-00		Feb-00		Mar-00		Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00

				Cost of New		45,399		129,835		275,729		342,986		37,639		264,084		226,938		1,322,610

				Sales Price		33,880		82,155		96,135		143,830		28,050		97,220		104,891		586,161

																				736,449
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Note: New equipment prices is established by taking 50% of the acquisition price minus Surplus expenses.
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Comparison is based on the top 50 selling items at Central Supply compared to private sector catalog sales of
 the same items..


Central Supply


Office Depot


Staples


Office max


Forms & Supply


Quarters


Dollars


Cost of top 25 Highest Volume Supplies at Central Supply
 Compared to Private Sector Cost for the Same Items


135.63


150.09


130.23


134.77


178.33


160.57


130.1


163.61


180.16


173.46


120.45


176.84


167.8


175.22


120.51


159.25


154


161.58


210.2


267.36


303.16


271.83


210.2


262.43


270.1


266.38


210.2


262.15


270.5


258.97


205


257.01


270.93


267.03


473


360.75


425.54


546.63


361.85


461.3


425.71


546.63





surplus chart


			1997			1997			1997


			1998			1998			1998


			1999			1999			1999


			2000			2000			2000





State Agency Cost Savings


Other Govt. Costs Savings


Non-Profit Costs Savings


Fiscal Years


Cost Savings


Surplus property Costs Savings


177993


559503


175588


385735


1328119


476596


505995


2326679


27768





Sheet5


			


									1996			1997			1998			1999			2000


						State mail Cost			654,570			629,925			760,650			787,275			894,495


						US Postal Benchmark			2,700,000			2,600,000			3,300,000			5,499,650			4,258,315


						Objective			810,000			780,000			990,000			1,649,895			1,277,494








Sheet5


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0





State mail Cost


US Postal Benchmark


Objective


Cost of Service


Cost of Agency mail Services
Compared to US Postal Service Benchmark


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0





mail cost


			1996			1996


			1997			1997


			1998			1998


			1999			1999


			2000			2000





State Mail Cost


US Postal Service benchmark


Fiscal Year


Cost of service


Cost of Agency Mail Services
Compared to US Post Office Benchmark


654570


2700000


629925


2600000


760650


3300000


787275


5499690





muni surplus


			December			December


			January			January


			February			February


			March			March


			April			April


			May			May


			June			June





Original Acquisition Cost


Selling price


Months


Cost


Surplus Property for municipalities
Cost of New Equipment Versus Surplus Equipment Sale Price


32106


11500


65294


43981


230120


24274


100


60





county surplus


			December			December


			January			January


			February			February


			March			March


			April			April


			May			May


			June			June





Original Acquisition Cost


Selling price


Months


Cost


Surplus property for Counties
Cost of New Equipment Versus Surplus Equipment Sale Price


37593


15310


46286


43806


83975


19413





agency surplus (2)


			December			December


			January			January


			February			February


			March			March


			April			April


			May			May


			June			June





Original Acquisition Cost


Selling price


Month


Cost


Surplus Property for State Agencies 
Cost of New Equipment Versus Surplus Equipment Sale Price


5639


4077


77242


43806


215514


28873


43536


11040





TID's


			1996


			1997


			1998


			1999


			2000





Sample Numbers


Cycle Time


Fiscal Years


Months


Surplus property Cycle Time
Turn-In-Document to Sale


14


17


23


16


14





Sheet1


						1996			1997			1998			1999			2000


			Cycle Time			14			17			23			16			14








Chart2


			December			December


			January			January


			February			February


			March			March


			April			April


			May			May


			June			June





Cost of New


Sales Price


Month


Costs


Surplus Property Cost Avoidance
Counties, Municipalities & Schools


69699


26010


113026


88822


427408


97154





Sheet2


						December			January			February			March			April			May			June


			Cost of New			$   69,699			$   113,026			$   427,408


			Sales Price			$   26,010			$   88,822			$   97,154








Sheet2


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0





Cost of New


Sales Price


Costs


Surplus Property for State Agencies
Cost of New Equipment Versus Surplus Equipment Sales price





Chart3


			December


			January


			February


			March


			April


			May


			June





Recovered Cost


State Agencies
Recovered Costs from Sale of Surplus Property


69699


113026


427408





Sheet3


						December			January			February			March			April			May			June


			Recovered Cost			$   69,699			$   113,026			$   427,408








Sheet4


			


						Sept. 96			Dec. 96			Mar. 97			Jun-97			Sept. 97			Dec. 97			Mar. 98			Jun-98			Sept.98			Dec. 98			Mar. 99			May-99


			In Town			5.96			1.9			2.23			1.33			6.02			7.71			7.36			1.53			4.66			1,47			3.01			3.37


			Out of Town			9.28			1.53			1.23			1			6.56			5.99			6.4			1.13			3.93			1.08			4.57			4.01








Sheet4


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0





In Town


Out of Town


Quarters


Days


Central Supply Cycle Time for Supply Orders





supply1


			


						Jun-97			Jun-98			Dec-98			Jun-99			Dec-99			Jun-00


			Central Supply			130.01			120.5			210.2			205			361.3			366.62


			Private Sector Benchmark			172.4			158.2			266.3			316.9			477.8			472.5


			Objective			154			142			239			284			429			425.25








supply1


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0





Central Supply


Private Sector Benchmark


Objective


Dollars of Supplies


Combined Cost of Top 25 Highest Volume Supplies
State Supply Compared to Private Sectro benchmark


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0





Sheet6


			








Sheet7


			








Sheet8


			











_1059473773.xls
Chart1

		Add'l Duties		Add'l Duties		Add'l Duties

		Add'l Skills		Add'l Skills		Add'l Skills

		Dual Empl.		Dual Empl.		Dual Empl.

		Pay for Perf		Pay for Perf		Pay for Perf

		Reassign		Reassign		Reassign



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

FIGURE 7.5.2 CONTINUED
PERCENTAGE OF CLASSIFICATION & COMPENSATION ACTIONS COMPLETED WITHIN 3 DAYS

90

92.31

94.59

100

100

100

95

96.97

94.73

98

99.14

97.04

86

100

100



Sheet1

						97-98		98-99		99-00		00-01

		Add'l Duties/Resp				90		90		92.31		94.59

		Add'l Skills/Knowldg				100		100		100		100

		Bonuses				100		100		100		100

		Dual Empl.				78		95		96.97		94.73

		Pay for Performance				99		98		99.14		97.04

		Reassignments				91		86		100		100

		Reclasses				88		86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100		100

		Salary Decr.				100		93		94.57		100

		Temp.				99		100		100		98.61

		Temp Salary Adj.				100		91		77.33		100

		Update				94						99.14

						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Add'l Duties				90		92.31		94.59

		Add'l Skills				100		100		100

		Dual Empl.				95		96.97		94.73

		Pay for Perf				98		99.14		97.04

		Reassign				86		100		100

						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Reclass				86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100

		Salary Dec				93		94.57		100

		Temp.				100		100		98.61

		Temp Sal Adj.				91		77.33		100

								FY 97-98		FY 98-99		FY 99-00

		OED						55.8		34.2		16.97

		DIV. OF OPERATIONS						47.26		42.38		40.85

		DIV. OF BUDGET AND ANALYSIS						27.24		33.65		27.99

		DIV. REGIONAL DEV.						45.25		12		29.75

		RETIREMENT SYS.						31.23		32.16		29.16

				FY 98-99		FY 99-00		FY 00-01

		OED		34.2		16.97		19.6

		OPERATIONS		42.38		40.85		43.66

		BUDGET/ANALYSIS		33.65		27.99		37.17

		REGIONAL DEV.		12		29.75		9.5

		RETIREMENT		32.16		29.16		35.1

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9		Q10

		Finance		4.11		4		3.94		3.94		3.89		4.22		3.76		3.82		4.11		3.94

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9		Q10

		Personnel		4.22		4.11		4.22		4.22		4.11		3.67		3.67		3.67		4.11		4.33

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9

		Procurement		4.32		4.14		4.32		4.32		4.05		4.32		3.95		4.36		4.36





Sheet1

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

Percent of Classification & Compensation Actions
Completed Within 3 Days



Sheet2

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

Percent of Classification & Compensation Actions
Completed Within 3 Days



Sheet3

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



FY 98-99

FY 99-00

FY 00-01

Average Days

Average Time to Fill a Vacancy



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Finance

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Finance



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Personnel

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Personnel



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Procurement

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Procurement



						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Reclass				86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100

		Salary Dec				93		94.57		100

		Temp.				100		100		98.61

		Temp Sal Adj.				91		77.33		100





		






_1060665076.xls
Chart6

		PCT SATISFIED

		OPPORTUNITY



FIGURE 7.1.3
AGENCY SATISFACTION

88

12



Sheet1

		

		PCT SATISFIED		88

		OPPORTUNITY		12

		PCT SATISFIED		92

		OPPORTUNITY		8





Sheet1

		0

		0





Sheet2

		0

		0





Sheet3

		





		






_1060665077.xls
Chart4

		PCT SATISFIED

		OPPORTUNITY



FIGURE 7.1.2
INDIVIDUALS SATISFACTION

92

8



Sheet1

		

		PCT SATISFIED		88

		OPPORTUNITY		12

		PCT SATISFIED		92

		OPPORTUNITY		8





Sheet1

		0

		0





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1060666104.xls
Chart2

		Local Services

		Long Distance

		Networking

		Other



17283790

3905395

1636403

594990



Chart1

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



8.59

28.13

100



Chart3

		Completely Implemented

		Partially Implemented

		Planning Stage



FIGURE 7.5.3
COUNTY E-911 SYSTEMS

38

7

1



Sheet1

		

		Long Dist

		FY97		0.135

		FY98		0.117

		FY99		0.0954

		FY00		0.0954

		States		Billed		Cost		% Markup		Markup

		SC		0.0954		0.0811		17.63%		1.43

		NC		0.085		0.075		13.33%		1

		AL		0.09		0.05		80.00%		4

		TX		0.096		0.077		24.68%		1.9

		AR		0.08		0.08		0.00%		0

				Ports		Voice Mail Boxes

		FY97		40,707		8,225

		FY98		42,713		11,136

		FY99		45,085		15,116

		FY00		50,120		16,900

		Cost Avoidance

		FY97		89,838

		FY98		100,391

		FY99		126,872

		FY00		197,553

				Base		Burst

		Columbia		37.5		52.5

		Charleston		15		22.5

		Florence		10		15

		Greenville		15		22.5

		Schl to Internet

				SC		US

		FY97		88%		78%

		FY98		98%		82%

		FY99		99%		89%

		FY00		100%		95%

		Public Classrooms

				SC		US

		FY97				27%

		FY98		60%		34%

		FY99		78%		57%

		FY00		88%		72%

		PBX

		FY98		8.59		1.1		8.59375

		FY99		28.13		12.8		28.1318681319

		FY00		100		45.5		100

				Ports		Per FTE				$/ports

		98		40,707		855		3233015		79.4215982509

		99		42,713		1057		3621308		84.7823379299

		00		45,085		993		3645150		80.850615504

		01		50,120		954		4226104		84.3197126895

				Ports		FTEs		Ports/FTE

		98		40,707

		99		42,713		41		1041.7804878049

		00		45,085		43		1048.488372093

		01		50,120		44		1139.0909090909

		ETN/VPN

		FY97		0.135

		FY98		0.117

		FY99		0.0954

		FY00		0.0954

				Avg

				Port Rate

		FY97		$23.23

		FY98		$23.23

		FY99		$23.23

		FY00		$23.23

		Long Distance		5000000		15%

		Local Services		13000000		39%

		Voice Mail		1500000		4%

		Networks		14000000		42%

				33500000

						Total

				Long Distance		Local Svcs		Voice Mail		Video Svcs		Internet		Networking		Other		Total

		Jul-00		357054		1540233		88941		8341		50987		144831		35927		1933214

		Aug-00		339957		1539867		90268		8341		51920		137006		49486		1929310

		Sep-00		343503		1542600		91220		8341		51051		137408		39153		1925256

		Oct-00		341066		1601907		93403		8341		51531		135099		88412		2031385

		Nov-00		342603		1600125		93881		8341		51531		134953		95067		2037795

		Dec-00		266433		1594867		94282		5136		52464		129377		73993		1935294

		Jan-01		333930		1599739		94581		5136		52784		142290		13956		1947625

		Feb-01		322606		1608941		97035		5136		53103		137187		76134		2007682

		Mar-01		332833		1597211		96223		5136		52624		139052		47918		1977962

		Apr-01		325605		1591359		96450		5136		52584		136133		-33783		1883181

		May-01		334981		1603628		98504		5136		52520		138578		53852		1922460

		Jun-01		264824		1577373		98282		5136		52520		124489		-22782		1819414

				3,905,395		18,997,850		1,133,070		77,657		625,619		1,636,403		517,333		23,350,578

						incl Net,vm,video								incl Internet

						16,150,720								1,010,784

														w/o internet

		Local Services		17,283,790		74%

		Long Distance		3,905,395		17%

		Networking		1,636,403		7%

		Other		594,990		3%

				23,420,578

		Completely Implemented		38		83%

		Partially Implemented		7		15%

		Planning Stage		1		2%

				46		100%





Sheet1

		FY97

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



Cost/Minute

Long Distance Rates

0.135

0.117

0.0954

0.0954



Sheet2

		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



Telephone Ports and Voice Mail Boxes

40707

8225

42713

11136

45085

15116

50120

16900



Sheet3

		FY97

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



Monthly Cost Savings Using Internal Technicians

89838

100391

126872

197553



		Columbia		Columbia

		Charleston		Charleston

		Florence		Florence

		Greenville		Greenville



Base

Burst

Megabits/Second

Internet Capacity

37.5

52.5

15

22.5

10

15

15

22.5



		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



SC

US

Public Schools Connected to the Internet

0.88

0.78

0.98

0.82

0.99

0.89

1

0.95



		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



SC

US

Public Classrooms Connected to the Internet

0

0.27

0.6

0.34

0.78

0.57

0.88

0.72



		SC		SC

		NC		NC

		AL		AL

		TX		TX

		AR		AR



Billed

Cost

States

Cost Per Minute

State Switched Long Distance Rate Comparison

0.0954

0.0811

0.085

0.075

0.09

0.05

0.096

0.077

0.08

0.08



		0

		0

		0



Percent Migrated

PBX User Migration



		98		98

		99		99

		00		00

		01		01



&A

Page &P

Ports

Per FTE

Fiscal Year

Ports

Ports Supported/FTE

Number of Telephone Ports and Ports Supported per Telco FTE

40707

855

42713

1057

45085

993

50120

954



		0

		0

		0

		0





		Long Distance

		Local Services

		Voice Mail

		Networks



5000000

13000000

1500000

14000000



		0

		0

		0

		0





		





		





73%


81%


86%


23%


29%


45%


0%


20%


40%


60%


80%


100%


FY 98 FY 99 FY 00


Schools Libraries


Goal




MBD0007F5CB.xls

Chart1


			FY 98			FY 98


			FY 99			FY 99


			FY 00			FY 00





Goal


Schools


Libraries


0.73


0.23


0.81


0.29


0.86


0.45





Sheet1


						Schools			Libraries


			FY 98			73%			23%


			FY 99			81%			29%


			FY 00			86%			45%








Sheet1


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0





Schools


Libraries





Sheet2


			








Sheet3


			











_1059550014.xls
Chart2

		FY99		FY99

		FY 00		FY 00

		FY 01		FY 01



Engineer

Benchmark

Cost for Building Code Services

FIGURE 7.2.8
STATE ENGINEER EFFECTIVENESS

300000

820000

370000

1340000

425000

1370000



Sheet1

		

		Figure 7.2.15

		FY 99		440.54

		FY  00		462.02

		FY 01		492.51

		FY 99		957

		FY 00		871

		FY 01		985

		Figure 7.2.8

				Engineer		Benchmark

		FY99		300,000		820,000

		FY 00		370,000		1,340,000

		FY 01		425,000		1,370,000





Sheet1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



NUMBER OF PORTS SUPPORTED
(X 100)

PORTS PER FTE

FIGURE 7.2.15
TELEPHONE PORTS SUPPORTED



Sheet2

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Engineer

Benchmark

Cost for Building Code Services

FIGURE 7.2.8
STATE ENGINEER EFFECTIVENESS



Sheet3

		





		






_1059473930.xls
Chart2

		Local Services

		Long Distance

		Networking

		Other



17283790

3905395

1636403

594990



Chart1

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



8.59

28.13

100



Chart3

		Completely Implemented

		Partially Implemented

		Planning Stage



38

7

1



E-rate Reimb Chart

		FY 99

		FY 00

		FY 01



Millions of Dollars

FIGURE 7.5.4
E-RATE REIMBURSEMENTS

6.379

5.866

7.326



Sheet1

		

		Long Dist

		FY97		0.135

		FY98		0.117

		FY99		0.0954

		FY00		0.0954

		States		Billed		Cost		% Markup		Markup

		SC		0.0954		0.0811		17.63%		1.43

		NC		0.085		0.075		13.33%		1

		AL		0.09		0.05		80.00%		4

		TX		0.096		0.077		24.68%		1.9

		AR		0.08		0.08		0.00%		0

				Ports		Voice Mail Boxes

		FY97		40,707		8,225

		FY98		42,713		11,136

		FY99		45,085		15,116

		FY00		50,120		16,900

		Cost Avoidance

		FY97		89,838

		FY98		100,391

		FY99		126,872

		FY00		197,553

				Base		Burst

		Columbia		37.5		52.5

		Charleston		15		22.5

		Florence		10		15

		Greenville		15		22.5

		Schl to Internet

				SC		US

		FY97		88%		78%

		FY98		98%		82%

		FY99		99%		89%

		FY00		100%		95%

		Public Classrooms

				SC		US

		FY97				27%

		FY98		60%		34%

		FY99		78%		57%

		FY00		88%		72%

		PBX

		FY98		8.59		1.1		8.59375

		FY99		28.13		12.8		28.1318681319

		FY00		100		45.5		100

				Ports		Per FTE				$/ports

		98		40,707		855		3233015		79.4215982509

		99		42,713		1057		3621308		84.7823379299

		00		45,085		993		3645150		80.850615504

		01		50,120		954		4226104		84.3197126895

				Ports		FTEs		Ports/FTE

		98		40,707

		99		42,713		41		1041.7804878049

		00		45,085		43		1048.488372093

		01		50,120		44		1139.0909090909

		ETN/VPN

		FY97		0.135

		FY98		0.117

		FY99		0.0954

		FY00		0.0954

				Avg

				Port Rate

		FY97		$23.23

		FY98		$23.23

		FY99		$23.23

		FY00		$23.23

		Long Distance		5000000		15%

		Local Services		13000000		39%

		Voice Mail		1500000		4%

		Networks		14000000		42%

				33500000

						Total

				Long Distance		Local Svcs		Voice Mail		Video Svcs		Internet		Networking		Other		Total

		Jul-00		357054		1540233		88941		8341		50987		144831		35927		1933214

		Aug-00		339957		1539867		90268		8341		51920		137006		49486		1929310

		Sep-00		343503		1542600		91220		8341		51051		137408		39153		1925256

		Oct-00		341066		1601907		93403		8341		51531		135099		88412		2031385

		Nov-00		342603		1600125		93881		8341		51531		134953		95067		2037795

		Dec-00		266433		1594867		94282		5136		52464		129377		73993		1935294

		Jan-01		333930		1599739		94581		5136		52784		142290		13956		1947625

		Feb-01		322606		1608941		97035		5136		53103		137187		76134		2007682

		Mar-01		332833		1597211		96223		5136		52624		139052		47918		1977962

		Apr-01		325605		1591359		96450		5136		52584		136133		-33783		1883181

		May-01		334981		1603628		98504		5136		52520		138578		53852		1922460

		Jun-01		264824		1577373		98282		5136		52520		124489		-22782		1819414

				3,905,395		18,997,850		1,133,070		77,657		625,619		1,636,403		517,333		23,350,578

						incl Net,vm,video								incl Internet

						16,150,720								1,010,784

														w/o internet

		Local Services		17,283,790		74%

		Long Distance		3,905,395		17%

		Networking		1,636,403		7%

		Other		594,990		3%

				23,420,578

		Completely Implemented		38		83%

		Partially Implemented		7		15%

		Planning Stage		1		2%

				46		100%

		E-Rate Reimbursement

		FY 99		6.379

		FY 00		5.866

		FY 01		7.326

		E-Rate Participation

		FY 99		81

		FY 00		73

		FY 01		84





Sheet1

		FY97

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



Cost/Minute

Long Distance Rates

0.135

0.117

0.0954

0.0954



Sheet2

		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



Telephone Ports and Voice Mail Boxes

40707

8225

42713

11136

45085

15116

50120

16900



Sheet3

		FY97

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



Monthly Cost Savings Using Internal Technicians

89838

100391

126872

197553



		Columbia		Columbia

		Charleston		Charleston

		Florence		Florence

		Greenville		Greenville



Base

Burst

Megabits/Second

Internet Capacity

37.5

52.5

15

22.5

10

15

15

22.5



		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



SC

US

Public Schools Connected to the Internet

0.88

0.78

0.98

0.82

0.99

0.89

1

0.95



		FY97		FY97

		FY98		FY98

		FY99		FY99

		FY00		FY00



SC

US

Public Classrooms Connected to the Internet

0

0.27

0.6

0.34

0.78

0.57

0.88

0.72



		SC		SC

		NC		NC

		AL		AL

		TX		TX

		AR		AR



Billed

Cost

States

Cost Per Minute

State Switched Long Distance Rate Comparison

0.0954

0.0811

0.085

0.075

0.09

0.05

0.096

0.077

0.08

0.08



		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



Percent Migrated

PBX User Migration

8.59

28.13

100



		98		98

		99		99

		00		00

		01		01



&A

Page &P

Ports

Per FTE

Fiscal Year

Ports

Ports Supported/FTE

Number of Telephone Ports and Ports Supported per Telco FTE

40707

855

42713

1057

45085

993

50120

954



		FY97

		FY98

		FY99

		FY00



23.23

23.23

23.23

23.23



		Long Distance

		Local Services

		Voice Mail

		Networks



5000000

13000000

1500000

14000000



		Local Services

		Long Distance

		Networking

		Other



17283790

3905395

1636403

594990



		





		





73%


81%


86%


23%


29%


45%


0%


20%


40%


60%


80%


100%


FY 98 FY 99 FY 00


Schools Libraries


Goal




MBD0007F5CB.xls

Chart1


			FY 98			FY 98


			FY 99			FY 99


			FY 00			FY 00





Goal


Schools


Libraries


0.73


0.23


0.81


0.29


0.86


0.45





Sheet1


						Schools			Libraries


			FY 98			73%			23%


			FY 99			81%			29%


			FY 00			86%			45%








Sheet1


			0			0


			0			0


			0			0





Schools


Libraries





Sheet2


			








Sheet3


			











_1059473258.xls
Chart1

		50-60%

		61-70%

		71-80%

		81-90%

		91-100%



22 Keys to Meaning at Work

Employee Satisfaction with 22 Keys

Number of Keys

FIGURE 7.3.1
OHR EMPLOYEE SATISFACTION

0

1

5

9

7



Sheet1

		50-60%		61-70%		71-80%		81-90%		91-100%

		0		1		5		9		7





Sheet1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



22 Keys to Meaning at Work

Employee Satisfaction with 22 Keys

Number of Keys



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1059473738.xls
Chart2

		Reclass		Reclass		Reclass

		Retentions		Retentions		Retentions

		Salary Dec		Salary Dec		Salary Dec

		Temp.		Temp.		Temp.

		Temp Sal Adj.		Temp Sal Adj.		Temp Sal Adj.



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

FIGURE 7.5.2
PERCENT OF CLASSIFICATION & COMPENSATION ACTIONS COMPLETED WITIN 3 DAYS

86

85.93

92.62

100

100

100

93

94.57

100

100

100

98.61

91

77.33

100



Sheet1

						97-98		98-99		99-00		00-01

		Add'l Duties/Resp				90		90		92.31		94.59

		Add'l Skills/Knowldg				100		100		100		100

		Bonuses				100		100		100		100

		Dual Empl.				78		95		96.97		94.73

		Pay for Performance				99		98		99.14		97.04

		Reassignments				91		86		100		100

		Reclasses				88		86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100		100

		Salary Decr.				100		93		94.57		100

		Temp.				99		100		100		98.61

		Temp Salary Adj.				100		91		77.33		100

		Update				94						99.14

						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Add'l Duties				90		92.31		94.59

		Add'l Skills				100		100		100

		Dual Empl.				95		96.97		94.73

		Pay for Perf				98		99.14		97.04

		Reassign				86		100		100

						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Reclass				86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100

		Salary Dec				93		94.57		100

		Temp.				100		100		98.61

		Temp Sal Adj.				91		77.33		100

								FY 97-98		FY 98-99		FY 99-00

		OED						55.8		34.2		16.97

		DIV. OF OPERATIONS						47.26		42.38		40.85

		DIV. OF BUDGET AND ANALYSIS						27.24		33.65		27.99

		DIV. REGIONAL DEV.						45.25		12		29.75

		RETIREMENT SYS.						31.23		32.16		29.16

				FY 98-99		FY 99-00		FY 00-01

		OED		34.2		16.97		19.6

		OPERATIONS		42.38		40.85		43.66

		BUDGET/ANALYSIS		33.65		27.99		37.17

		REGIONAL DEV.		12		29.75		9.5

		RETIREMENT		32.16		29.16		35.1

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9		Q10

		Finance		4.11		4		3.94		3.94		3.89		4.22		3.76		3.82		4.11		3.94

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9		Q10

		Personnel		4.22		4.11		4.22		4.22		4.11		3.67		3.67		3.67		4.11		4.33

				Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5		Q6		Q7		Q8		Q9

		Procurement		4.32		4.14		4.32		4.32		4.05		4.32		3.95		4.36		4.36





Sheet1

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

Percent of Classification & Compensation Actions
Completed Within 3 Days



Sheet2

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



98-99

99-00

00-01

Percentage

Percent of Classification & Compensation Actions
Completed Within 3 Days



Sheet3

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



FY 98-99

FY 99-00

FY 00-01

Average Days

Average Time to Fill a Vacancy



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Finance

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Finance



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Personnel

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Personnel



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



1=strongly disagree
2=disagree
3=neutral
4=agree
5=strongly agree

Procurement

Survey Question Number

Average Response

Customer Satisfaction Survey Results
Procurement



						98-99		99-00		00-01

		Reclass				86		85.93		92.62

		Retentions				100		100		100

		Salary Dec				93		94.57		100

		Temp.				100		100		98.61

		Temp Sal Adj.				91		77.33		100





		






_1059473683.xls
Chart1

		FY 1998		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2001



$25K-$100K

$100K-$500K

> $500K

FIGURE 7.5.1
AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO PROCESS INDEPENDENT I.T. REQUESTS

9.5

10.1

32

5

10.1

9.9

4.3

6.2

10.8

5

8

12



Sheet1

		

		PCT SATISFIED		88

		OPPORTUNITY		12

		PCT SATISFIED		92

		OPPORTUNITY		8

		PCT SATISFIED		94

		OPPORTUNITY		6

						Finance		Procure.		Personnel

				FY 2000		0.8		0.84		0.82

				FY 2001		0.8		0.82		0.81

						Index		AFC		Satis.

				FY 2000		2.3		25		0.09

				FY 2001		1.7		18		0.095

						Business Req.		Trouble Orders

				FY 1997		11123		4256

				FY 1998		11136		5004

				FY 1999		12130		4581

				FY 2000		13090		4761

				FY 2001		12613		4901

						AVER. HRS.

				FY 1999		49.34

				FY 2000		60.74

				FY 2001		65.81

						$25K-$100K		$100K-$500K		> $500K

				FY 1998		9.5		10.1		32

				FY 1999		5		10.1		9.9

				FY 2000		4.3		6.2		10.8

				FY 2001		5		8		12





Sheet1

		0

		0





Sheet2

		0

		0





Sheet3

		PCT SATISFIED

		OPPORTUNITY



94

6



		Finance		Finance

		Procure.		Procure.

		Personnel		Personnel



FY 2000

FY 2001

Function

Pct. Satisfied

0.8

0.8

0.84

0.82

0.82

0.81



		0

		0



Index

INDEX VALUE



		FY 1997		FY 1997

		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



Business Req.

Trouble Orders

11123

4256

11136

5004

12130

4581

13090

4761

12613

4901



		0

		0

		0



AVER. HRS.

Av. Hrs. per Yr.



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



$25K-$100K

$100K-$500K

> $500K



		





		






_1059464854.xls
Chart1

		Auto		Auto

		Tort		Tort

		Property		Property



Insurance Reserve Fund

National Insurance Rates

Average Premium

FIGURE 7.2.10
INSURANCE RESERVE FUND EFFECTIVENESS

453

842

153

331

138

423



Sheet1

		

								Auto		453		842

								Tort		153		331

								Property		138		423





Sheet1

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Insurance Reserve Fund

National Insurance Rates

Average Premium



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1059463772.xls
Chart1

		WFP

		ER

		Comp

		R&S

		HRD

		HRIS



Human Resources Functions

HR Functions

Extent of Partnership

FIGURE 7.2.1
OHR PARTNERSHIP INDEX

2.96

4.37

4.82

3.3

5.02

4.87



Sheet1

		WFP		ER		Comp		R&S		HRD		HRIS

		2.96		4.37		4.82		3.30		5.02		4.87





Sheet1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Human Resources Functions

HR Functions

Extent of Partnership



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1059464340.xls
Chart1

		FY 1997		FY 1997

		FY 1998		FY 1998

		FY 1999		FY 1999

		FY 2000		FY 2000

		FY 2001		FY 2001



BOMA Benchmark Government Sector

State Cost

Cost Per Square Foot

FIGURE 7.2.4
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS

5.62

4.42

5.65

4.58

5.19

4.6

5.53

4.33

6.61

5.13



costs square foot

		

				FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001								Facilities Management Square Foot Costs

		BOMA Benchmark Government Sector		5.62		5.65		5.19		5.53		6.61								Compared to BOMA Benchmark

		State Cost		4.42		4.58		4.6		4.33		5.13

		Objective		4.55		4.55		4.55		4.55

										1,500,000

										1.2

										1800000





costs square foot

		1		0		0		0

				0		0		0

				0		0		0

				0		0		0



#REF!

BOMA Benchmark Government Sector

State Cost

Objective

Square Foot Costs

Facilities Management Square Foot Costs



response

		1		0		0		0

				0		0		0

				0		0		0

				0		0		0



#REF!

BOMA Benchmark Government Sector

State Cost

Objective

Square Foot Costs

Facilities Management Square Foot Costs



EMF&S

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



&A

Page &P

BOMA Benchmarks

State Cost

Objective

Square Foot Costs



support pm's

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



BOMA Benchmark Government Sector

State Cost

Costs Per Square Foot

Total Facility Costs Compared to the Benchmark



team pm's

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



BOMA Benchmark Government Sector

State Cost

Cost Per Square Foot



Sheet7

		

				Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00

		Response		145		122		104

		Objective		120		120		120

				Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00

		Electrical		10		16		21

		Mechanical		604		225		208

		Maintenance		169		95		112

		State House		164		356

				April		May		June

		Mechanical		604		225		208

				April		May		June

		Maintenance		169		95		112

				April		May		June

		State House		164		356





Sheet7

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Response

Objective

Response Time in Minutes

0

0

0

0

0

0



Sheet8

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Electrical

Mechanical

Maintenance

State House

Response Time in Minutes

Median Response Time by Team

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0



Electrical

Fiscal Year 2000

Response in Minutes

Electrical Team Median Response Time

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0



Mechanical

Fiscal Year 2000

Response in Minutes

Mechanical Team Median Response Time



		0

		0

		0



Maintenance

Fiscal Year 2000

Response in Minutes

Maintenance Team Median Response Time



		0

		0

		0



State House

Fiscal Year

Response in Minutes

State House Team Median Response Time



		

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				Utility Cost Per Square Foot		$1.34		$1.39		$1.41		$1.50		1.81

				BOMA Benchmark		$1.50		$1.28		$1.26		$1.27		1.65

										1998		1999		2000

								after		407		318		311

																				1997		1998		1999		2000

																		buildings		30		30		30		31

				1998		1999		2000

		after hours		4,695		2,561		1,243

																								1997		1998		1999		2000

																						buildings		39		39		39		40





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Utility Cost Per Square Foot

BOMA Benchmark

Fiscal Year

Cost Per Square foot

Utility Costs Per Square Foot
Compared to BOMA Benchmark

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0



after

Fiscal Year

Number of Responses

After Hours Service Responses

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0



after hours

Fiscal Year

Hours

Preventative Maintenance Hours

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0



buildings

Number of Buildings

Number of Buildings Provided HVAC Monitoring

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0



buildings

Number of Buildings

Number of Buildings Provided Fire Protection and Fire Alarm Monitoring

0

0

0

0



		

				FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000										FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

		Work Orders		9082		7915		11274		9166								Payables Processed		5678		5890		6123		6456

												Labor Entries		84,462

												Material Costs		14,375

										FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000												FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

												4.89		1.47		3.78												3		2		2

												8		7		6												1		1		1

																FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

																0.009		0.007		0.005								FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

																0.007		0.006		0.005								0.003		0.004		0.003

																												0.004		0.004		0.003

								Person 1		8

								Person 2		9

								Person 3		23

								Person 4		6

								Person 5		18





		0

		0

		0

		0



Work Orders

Number of Work Orders

Facilities Management Program Support
Number of Work Orders Processed



		0

		0

		0

		0



Payables Processed

Number of Payables

Facilities Management Program Support
Number of Payables Processed



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Cycle Time

Objective

Minutes to Process

Facilities Management Support Team
Cycle Time of Work Orders



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



objective

&A

Page &P

Error Rate

Objective

Error Rate

Facilities Management Program Support
Error Rate on Work Orders

0

0

0

0

0

0

objective

objective

Cycle Time

Objective

Minutes to Process

Facilities Management Support Team
Cycle Time of Work Orders by Person

0

0

0

0

0

0

Error Rate

Objective

Error Rate

Facilities Management Program Support
Error Rate on Work Orders by Person



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Facilities Management Program Support
Number of Work Orders Processed by Person



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Payables Processed by Person
Number of Payables Processed by Person



		0

		0



Work Order Labor and Materials Entries



		

				Program Support		78																Program Support		345678

				Custodial		234																Custodial		123456

				Horticulture		123																Horticulture		1290876

				Electrical		98																Electrical		789000

				Energy/Fire/Security		99																Energy/Fire/Security		435432

				Maintenance		210																Maintenance		789076

				Mechanical		169																Mechanical		2345678

				State House		88																State House		245678

						Custodial		234

						Horticulture		456																						Custodial		3

						Electrical		124																						Horticulture		2

						Energy/Fire/Security		110																						Electrical		1

						Maintenance		345																						Energy/Fire/Security		1

						Mechanical		289																						Maintenance		3

						State House		45																						Mechanical		4

																														State House		1

																Cycle time for payables by team

														Custodial		3

														Horticulture		2

														Electrical		2

														Energy/Fire/Security		1

														Maintenance		1

														Mechanical		1

														State House		1



Labor Entries

Material Cost Entries

15%

85%



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Number of Payables by Team



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Value of Payables by Team



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Number of Work Orders by Team



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Response Time in Hours

Response time for Work Orders by Team



		Supplies

		Contractual

		Fixed Charges

		Travel

		Equipment

		Resale

		Utilities

		Fuel



Number of Team Name Payables by Category

320

134

145

78

34

98

206

17



		



Value of Team Name Payables By Category



		





		






_1059464556.xls
Chart1

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001



Sales Revenues

Benchmark

Fiscal Years

Sales of Supplies

FIGURE 7.2.6
TOP 25 SHOPPING BASKET

4661194

5919692

4176281

5277532

4321861

5186289

4199569

4955491

4534642

5441570

3862905

4596857



supply workload & Performance

		

		Workload measure # 1

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001						Workload Measure #2

		requisitions		14,982		12,256		12,971		13,613		17,686										1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																				PO		906		1,030		1,150		1,178		1,650

		Workload Measure # 3																		Workload Measure # 4

						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001								1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				receive		1,722		1,773		1,989		2,009		4,442								Sales Revenues		4,661,194		4,176,281		4,321,861		4,199,569		4,534,642

																						Operating Costs		$590,579		$658,005		$657,633		$712,633		$748,015

		Key Program Indicator (performance measure) # 2																				Key Indicator # 1

						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001								1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				Sales Revenues		$4,661,194		$4,176,281		$4,321,861		$4,199,569		$4,534,642		3,862,905						Cycle Time		8		3		5.3		3.9		12.49

				Benchmark		$5,919,692		$5,277,532		$5,186,289		$4,955,491		$5,441,570		4,596,857						Objective		3		3		3		3		3

																Key indicator # 1A

																		Jul-99		Aug-99		Sep-99		Oct-99		Nov-99		Dec-99		Jan-00		Feb-00		Mar-00		Apr-00		May-00		Jun-00

																Cycle Time		10		14		15		17		21		20		17		9		12		6		6		5

																Objective		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3





supply workload & Performance

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



requisitions

Fiscal Years

Requisitions Processed

Number of Requisitions Processed

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



PO

Fiscal Years

Purchase Orders Processed

Number of Purchase Orders Processed

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



receive

Fiscal Years

Receiving Transactions

Number of Receiving Transactions

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Sales Revenues

Operating Costs

Fiscal Years

Value of Sales

Sales of Supplies
Compared to Operating Costs

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Sales Revenues

Benchmark

Fiscal Years

Sales of Supplies

Sales of Supplies Compared to Private Sector Benchmark

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



&A

Page &P

Cycle Time

Objective

Fiscal Years

Cycle Time in Days

Cycle Time for Supply Orders

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		36342		36342

		36373		36373

		36404		36404

		36434		36434

		36465		36465

		36495		36495

		36526		36526

		36557		36557

		36586		36586

		36617		36617

		36647		36647

		36678		36678



Cycle Time

Objective

Quarter

Cycle Time in days

Cycle Time for Supply Orders

10

3

14

3

15

3

17

3

21

3

20

3

17

3

9

3

12

3

6

3

6

3

5

3



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Sales Revenues

Benchmark

Fiscal Years

Sales of Supplies

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0




_1059464558.xls
Chart1

		1997

		1998

		1999

		2000

		2001



return

Fiscal Years

Proceeds Returned

FIGURE 7.2.7
SURPLUS PROPERTY FUNDS RETURNED

5362724

5793293

5081035

7120618

5713647



workload

		

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001										1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		State Sales		6139010		5958188		6517676		5768073		8159808										TID		1365		1655		830		2,063								1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																																				Property Pickups		240		163		65		127

																																				Sites Screened		386		184		56		152

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001										1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		State		205		320		156		225										State		8,777		7,556		7,329		3,786		4,898

		Federal		240		163		65		127										Federal		1831		2217		1178		544		1794

																																						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

																																				Federal sales		702356		658090		627170		440941		356148

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Auctions		27		23		19		16		25						Mailouts		29,150		34,275		14,542		10,036

								1996		1997		1998		2000		2001								Transfers		18

						Transfers		14		17		18		18										Walk-ins		48
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				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001												1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		State Sales		548747		522034		547898		653776		927261												State Sales		548747		522034		547898		653776		927261

		Cost of Operations		425342		480508		511944		673697		948028												Cost of Operations		425342		480508		511944		673697		948028

																								Federal Sales		702356		658090		627170		440941		359689

																								Cost of Operations		685806		695849		754687		561612		391909
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				FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

		Unit Cost		$63.3		$49.7		$47.3		$56.5		$58.0

		Objective		$55.0		$55.0		$55.0		$55.0		$55.0

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		estimates		4,334		4,436		6,812		4,291		5,564												1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

																						per		1,350		1,667		1,705		1,479		1,556

						1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

				estimates		31,728		31,898		33,984		33,928		36,849

																								1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

																						reviews		39		52		70		36		38
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				FY 1995		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000
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				FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000

		Statewide Lease Rate - Office Only		$11.46		$11.81		$12.24		$12.49		$12.82

		Statewide Lease Rate - All Buildings		$9.77		$10.52		$11.28		$11.64		$12.16

		Columbia New Lease Rate Benchmark - Office Only		$12.57		$13.01		$13.38		$13.52		$14.47
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																																						Percentage Saved		9.3%		2.3%		7.7%
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								FY 1997		Fy 1998		FY 1999		FY2000
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						FY 1997		Fy 1998		FY 1999		FY2000						solicitations		16		15		14		21

				Other projects		19		20		30		44
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				FY 1995		FY 1996		FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001

		State Square Foot Cost		$4.77		$4.45		$4.21		$4.45		$4.76		$5.32		$5.13
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