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THE COMMON MEASURES STORY

· Project Goals and Objectives
· State Participants Involved

· The Two Groups/Sectors Selected

· Summary of key findings and lessons
PROJECT PHASES 
· Phase 1: Orientation and Development 
· Project kick-off meeting – goals, preliminary discussion of candidate groups for measurement, understanding performance indicator choices, understanding data quality choices, characteristics and limitations – June  23, 2006
· Introductory Measurement and Quality Training Course on indicators, introduction to statistics, benchmarking and comparison, establishing a universe, principles of good data collection – August 28, 2006
· Data Quality Training on the use of ERP-type statistical methods, data collection instruments, sampling frame and data quality indicators – September 28, 2006
· Phase 2: Decisions on Groups, Indicators and Data Choices
· Group preferences and group selection exercise
· Definitions, data source and data quality issues
· Aggregating draft performance indicators for SQGs and Auto Body
· Workshop on selecting final draft SQG performance indicators – March 13, 2007
· Universe Identification Methodologies for SQGs

· State sign-off on final SQG indicators and final SQG compliance verification strategies

· Workshop to discuss auto body universe, applicability issues, draft measurement indicators, the desired degree of alignment with the proposed EPA paint striping and miscellaneous coatings rule, and establish a schedule for the completion of phases 2 auto body work – October 23, 2007
· Universe identification methodologies for Auto Body
· State sign-off on final auto body indicators and final compliance verification strategy
· Phase 3: Data Collection and Transfer

· Developed statistical methods for SQG and Auto Body data collection including state-specific inspection numbers for a range of confidence intervals based on each states sector universe size
· Developed quality assurance sample log for selecting SQG and Auto Body facilities randomly and ensuring methodologies are in place for common data collection

· Developed and distributed final SQG and Auto Body model checklist
· Conducted SQG and Auto Body field data collection training for states’ "evaluators" e.g., inspectors, interns.  – SQG May 23, 2007, Auto Body January 31, 2008
· Data Quality Certification of Standards for SQG and Auto Body sectors 
· *QA/QC process for SQG inspection checklists
*Note: Work on auto body sector will be completed through data collection training.  The actual data collection management and analysis of this sector is not currently planned under this grant.  However, Massachusetts has agreed to see that the auto body analysis work be completed.  The date for completion has not yet been determined and alternative funding sources have not yet been identified.
· Phase 4: Data Analysis and Reporting
· Results Tools used for the Project, (Omni Analyzer)

· Building on previous work, e.g., prototype developed by OECA

· Enhancements to the data system

· The state-by-state SQG performance results, i.e., the baseline performance levels for each state

· Description of each participating state's compliance assurance strategies or other factors that may have influenced the performance levels of the measured groups 

· Brief analysis of state-by-state performance differences for SQGs
KEY LESSONS LEARNED 
Technical Lessons
· How to make choices about groups, 

· e.g., single medium vs. multi-media, existing vs. new sector, known universe, common definitions, problem sector

· How to identify data quality issues, 

· e.g., bias, precision, sensitivity, representativeness, new data versus old data

· How to select indicators

· e.g., regulatory, beyond compliance (P2), outcome based

· How to select an effective sample size, 

· e.g., minimum number of inspections per universe size within an agreed upon confidence level 

· How to collect data, 

· e.g., inspectors asking and answering questions the same way

· How to use statistics to interpret and report data results

Lessons from Analysis/Results
· Issues the group had
· Issues individual states
· Issues with utility/transferability: how adaptable tools were, etc.
SHARING PROJECT RESULTS
· Target Audiences (preliminary list – will likely be revised): 

· NEWMOA

· EPA (REGION 1, OECA, OPEI, others?)

· ECOS 
· ERP Consortium

· ASTWMO
· NACA

· ASWIPCA

· NESCAUM

· NEIWPCC

· IACC (quarterly measurement meeting)

· N.E. Commissioners
· Industry Trade Associations (state, national?)
· OMB?
· Others?

FUTURE VISION / CONCLUSION
· The use of ERP-type performance measurement is used broadly and routinely to make environmental program priority and resource allocation decisions.

· The use of ERP-type measurement is used to look within and beyond a state to identify and adopt the most effective and efficient environmental performance improvement strategies for the groups we are responsible for regulating (or influencing). 

· Questions, Options and Recommendations

APPENDICES
· Detailed Table of Contents
· Includes Power Point Presentation of Final Results
