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Streamline the program’s

Each department develops a set of 

three to five outcomes that address 

the most pressing mid-term issues 

facing their department and support 

progress on the S+R Framework. 

Adjust information inputs at key 

points in the budget process and 

create several opportunities for 

information sharing and 

collaboration.

Create clear connection between 

annual Council Priorities and the 

S+R Framework, using high-level 

citywide outcome indicators. 

Provide an evaluation rubric that will 

be used by the Executive Budget 

Team (EBT) during budget meetings 

to assess requests and used by 

departments when building budgets.
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As an initial step, the table below lists several key terms and phrases that are used throughout the report and warrant 

clarification and consistent usage.

CITYWIDE CONCEPTS

DEPARTMENT-LEVEL CONCEPTS

A future with equitable access to health, prosperity and

fulfillment; where our community adapts and thrives in

response to emerging, and sometimes urgent, social,

economic and environmental challenges.

Doing things in the present with an eye toward the future

The acknowledgement that the future is not static
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BUDGET 

PRIORITI-

ZATION

DEPARTMENT 

STRATEGIC/ 

MASTER PLANS

SUBCOMMUNITY 

AND AREA 

PLANS

OPERATING 

BUDGET

CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENTS 

PROGRAM

DEVELOPMENT 

STANDARDS 

AND ZONING

10



A good KPI should be:

Meaningful: focused on established 

goals, efficiency, and service delivery

Understandable: easily interpreted 

by city leaders and staff, City Council, 

and the public

Actionable: useful for management 

decision-making

Measurable: composed of reliable 

data which exists and is accessible

Actions under the 

direct influence or 

control of city 

departments

The results related 

to the overall issue
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To support this new endeavor, the City of Boulder formed a project team led by the Finance Department’s budget

team, comprised of representatives from various city departments, and facilitated by HR&A Advisors and CSRS.
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To understand how strategic planning, budgeting and metrics align in Boulder, HR&A and CSRS first assessed the current

strengths of, weaknesses of, opportunities for, and threats to the current budgeting process, using several inputs. The team

then examined case study cities and worked closely with departments to implement best practices.

The team interviewed key stakeholders from ten city

departments to understand their experiences with strategic

planning and budgeting.

Many City of Boulder departments undergo an in-depth

planning process every three to seven years, to identify the

issues, goals, and constraints that will guide their actions.

The consulting team reviewed master plans for Fire, Police,

Housing and Human Services, Open Space and Mountain

Parks, Parks and Recreation, and Transportation.

The consulting team reviewed an exhaustive list of

department programs, which was created as part of the

priority-based budgeting (PBB) process. This list of

programs roughly matches to the line items listed within

city budget document.

The team met with participants from departments across

the city to explore how existing department targets

support the S+R Framework’s goals, and how current

programs support these targets.

The team benchmarked Boulder’s budgeting process against 25 cities, to identify subtle and specific ways in which municipal

budgeting can support broad citywide goals.
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Boulder’s strategic planning processes are strengthened by the clarity of the city’s shared values. The impact of these strategic

plans could be broadened through increased coordination and the use of metrics to monitor progress.

▪ Department master plans: There is 

a strong culture of setting goals 

and reviewing progress.

▪ S+R Framework: The Framework 

effectively relates to every 

department, while reflecting the 

community’s priorities.

▪ Robust budgeting process: All city 

departments understand and use 

the existing budgeting process.

▪ Preliminary collaboration: Cross-

cutting outcomes already exist, 

such as the cross-department 

homelessness coalition.

▪ Metrics working group: An inter-

department metrics working group 

is beginning to increase metrics 

usage through training and 

coordination.

▪ Strong analytical capacity: 

Departments have strong data 

collection capacity, and some have 

in-house data and budget analysts.

▪ Need for activation: To 

encourage shared 

ownership of goals and to 

spur progress, the S+R 

Framework objectives 

need to be integrated into 

the department planning 

process.

▪ Goal fatigue: With so 

many goals, resources 

become thinly or 

arbitrarily allocated 

across “priorities.”

▪ Stagnant data: Though 

plenty of data is 

collected, there is a need 

for common analytical 

methodologies and 

clearer end uses.

▪ Decentralized budget 

analysis: Budget analysts 

are mostly housed within 

separate departments; 

this staffing model 

diminishes their focus on 

citywide outcomes.

▪ Collaboration and review: The 

department-director network 

can be used to review 

outcomes and spending 

throughout the year.

▪ Identify citywide initiatives: 

The city should distill no more 

than 15 citywide initiatives that 

build collaboration around clear 

outcomes and metrics.

▪ Create links to S+R 

Framework: The work that 

departments already do should 

be clearly linked to the 

Framework, to identify gaps 

and overlaps in service delivery.

▪ Incorporate metrics: Funding 

should be tied to excellence in 

reporting progress towards 

clearly stated targets. 

▪ Public engagement: Boulder 

Measures, which visualizes 

citywide outcomes organized 

around the S+R Framework, 

provides an excellent platform.

▪ Flattening sales tax revenue: 

Growth in sales tax revenues 

is expected to be slow, 

placing a strain on city 

resources as costs continue 

to rise at a higher rate.

▪ Rising operating costs: 

Personnel costs and other 

operating costs are a rising 

share of budgets, further 

limiting the funding available 

for special initiatives.

▪ Dedicated funds: Many 

departments are funded by 

dedicated funds. Culturally, 

this segmentation has 

created a fragmented 

planning process and limited 

budgeting flexibility.

▪ Fragmented information 

platforms: Existing data and 

information platforms do not 

always track relevant 

information. Some 

departments reported using 

separate spreadsheets to 

track budget items.
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The team first identified 60 small- to medium-sized cities across the country that have made commitments to integrating

metrics or improving sustainability and resilience. The team then examined the budgeting processes for 25 of these cities to

understand how they had financed the goals stated in their strategic plans, taking note of how data was used to track progress

towards goals. The team finally took a deep dive into three comparable cities that represent a spectrum of budgeting styles.

Boulder, CO Tacoma, WA Kansas City, MO Fort Collins, CO

Population 107,000 (2017) 213,000 (2017) 489,000 (2017) 171,000 (2018)

2018 Budget $389,411,000 $1,955,000,000* $1,665,700,000 $635,200,000

Approx. Per 

Capita 

Budget**

$3,700 $4,600 $3,400 $3,700

Budget 

Frequency
Annual Biannual Annual Biannual

*Two-year general government budget

**Differences in per capita budget due to variation in the services provided by each city.
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While many cities have adopted similar high-level strategic goals, a key difference between cities is how they deeply they

incorporate these goals into their budgeting process. These cities often have very similar broad frameworks that encompass six

or seven ideals, such as those outlined in Boulder’s S+R Framework. However, these cities are subtly different in the extent to

which they incorporate their goals and related metrics into the budgeting process.

Boulder, CO Tacoma, WA Kansas City, MO Fort Collins, CO

Overall, this review of comparable cities affirmed that Boulder has created a solid and workable citywide framework, and now

needs to explore ways to truly orient its decisions towards these goals. While Boulder’s strategies and budget decisions are still

ultimately allocated by department, some cities have entirely restructured the way they think about budgeting—to be focused

on department-agnostic goals and outcomes.
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The EBT should adopt an evaluation rubric to compare

departmental budget proposals. The rubric would

assess department budget proposals along four

separate dimensions to establish relative investment

priorities within and between proposals. This increases

transparency and dialogue between departments, EBT,

and council, while further linking the S+R Framework to

the budget.

City departments should set clear outcomes that

address the most pressing issues, develop key

performance indicators and targets, and commit to

making progress towards these goals by assigning

ownership and responsibilities. This will ensure that

metrics are not only highly relevant to the city’s

operations but also regularly updated and tracked. The

process will also directly link department outcomes to

the S+R Framework.

Department and overall KPI performance should be

incorporated at several points in the existing budget

process: for example, when developing budget

guidelines, when presenting preliminary budget

recommendations to the Executive Budget Team

(EBT), and when presenting to the City Council at a

study session. This both expands participation across

the city government and activates the performance

monitoring in the budget process.

The City Council sets broad priorities each year that

should be linked to both the S+R Framework and to a

set of high-level KPIs that communicate citywide

progress. The data should be shared through the

Boulder Measures open data dashboard. This expands

engagement to the public, council, EBT, and

departments. It also creates the opportunity for more

rigorous evaluation of priorities.
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City departments should set clear outcomes that address the most pressing issues, develop key performance indicators and

targets, and commit to making progress towards these goals by assigning ownership and responsibilities. In many

departments, these activities already occur to some extent and in some format, but these practices are not yet consistent across

departments. To ensure that all departments refresh their existing practices and examine why they do what they do, the city

should establish a clear and guided methodology for arriving at and articulating outcomes, choosing and monitoring metrics,

and determining responsibilities.

This process currently takes place in a rigorous format when departments update their master plans about every five years.

However, a streamlined set of exercises that walk through these questions would allow departments to more nimbly adapt their

strategies and performance measurement activities to align with the annual budgeting process. HR&A drafted several such

exercises and piloted them with three departments.
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Outcome: Implement citywide performance development philosophy and technologies that support individual and 

organizational growth goals, drive real-time and constructive feedback, and lead to inclusion and transparency

Once selected, KPIs should be rigorously monitored, and shifts in indicators should be attributed to the potential success or

limitations of department activities. The table below, prepared by the Human Resources department for a mock presentation to

EBT, communicates how potential budget allocations could help the department achieve several of its outcome targets.
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As departments uniformly adopt clear outcomes and KPIs, the budget process should be adjusted to fully incorporate this

new information. We suggest three points in the budget process where outcome and performance monitoring could be better

integrated via additional or extended inputs (see below). The suggested points occur when developing budget guidelines,

presenting preliminary budget recommendations to the EBT, and presenting to the City Council study session. Each of these

steps would require initial information sharing and meeting to develop department level outcomes and metrics.

Leadership defines 

direction

Budget Division and 

Departments  develop 

Budget Guidelines

Departments review fund 

balances and develop 

budget requests

Budget Division follows 

up with Departments to 

review

EBT meetings review 

budget and policy issues for 

Departments, if requested

City Council Study Session

Budget Division 

makes changes and 

creates ordinances

EBT makes budget decision

City Council

ordinance readings 
EBT/Budget communicates 

decisions to departments

Departments provide 

updates for City Manager's 

Recommended Budget

Budget Division 

creates Approved 

Budget Document, 

Munis generates 

budget completion 

journal

Budget Division makes 

preliminary budget 

recommendations to the 

EBT

• Community Survey

• Council Retreat 

• Comp Plans

• Master Plans

• Sustainability Framework

• Department Outcomes

• Progress Report & Dashboard

• Program Catalog

• Summary of Outcomes

• Summary of Progress

• List of Key Initiatives

• Summary of Dept Outcomes

• Overall Progress Dashboard

EBT meets to lay out 

the plan for the year
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More specifically, the inputs could consist of the following.

*Government Finance Officers Association

Department Outcomes with Targets

Individual departments would develop

outcomes based on what is most

important to their operations and what

best supports the S+R Framework.

Progress Report and Dashboard

For each outcome, departments would

provide metrics that enable the city to

measure progress on each of the goals

within the S+R Framework. While also

creating internal dashboard where

departments could easily track progress

by other departments.

Program Catalog

Departments would submit a catalog of

the programs that help them meet the

outcomes and make progress on their

performance indicators. A program is “a

set of related activities or tasks intended

to produce a desired result for

constituents.”* As constituents vary so

widely across departments, departments

are likely to present a large range of

program types. The program catalog

should be linked to the progress report

and department outcomes, and should

summarize each program and provide

basic budget summary statistics.

Summary of Outcomes

This summary would establish a department’s

agreed-upon outcomes and correspond each

of them to at least one Sustainability +

Resilience goal. This document would provide

the EBT and the City Manager with a roadmap

of how department outcomes fit within the

city’s broader goals.

Summary of Progress

The summary would bring together the

statistics for each outcome, so that the EBT

can understand annual progress as they

evaluate and prioritize budget decisions.

List of Key Programs

This document would provide a summary of

the program catalog, reflecting department

and Budget Division input on which programs

are key to achieving certain outcomes. This

would allow departments to weigh in on

prioritization.

Summary of Outcomes

The information would be similar to

what is presented to the EBT, but

would potentially include more context

setting and narrative connection to

higher-level goals.

Overall Progress Dashboard

This would be an expanded version of

the current Boulder Measures

dashboard that would include

departmental performance metrics in

addition to citywide ones.

24



When adjusting the budget process, the city should also create formal and regular opportunities for collaboration. For 

example, a schedule of collaborative gatherings could resemble the following:

Executive Budget Team 

and Directors

Department directors, 

project managers, and 

analysts

City Manager and 

department directors

Determine annual priorities to guide 

department budget requests, taking into 

consideration previous year’s progress and 

council recommendations

Provide progress updates and generate new 

ideas around addressing common issues.

Attendees and sessions should be organized 

around the seven S+R goals.

Review department progress toward KPI 

targets and outcomes.
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Budget allocations can be difficult to determine and defend, especially in climates of tightening fiscal resources. And because

cities are composed of such a wide range of departments and programs, it can be very difficult to determine the relative

“importance” of city programs, and the commensurate resources that should be allocated to each. Budget leaders therefore

require a common language and framework through which they can evaluate the relative importance of disparate programs.

The team has proposed an evaluation rubric for the EBT to compare departmental budget proposals. The purpose of the

rubric is to assess department budget proposals along four separate dimensions to establish relative investment priorities within

and between departments. The four categories are:

In addition to providing a cross-cutting approach for evaluating proposals, the rubric is designed to incentivize better

information sharing, cooperation, and data-informed decision-making.

Having a clear rubric will help not only EBT, but also individual departments. Clear and consistent evaluation criteria will

provide departments with direction on how and where to direct their efforts as they prepare budget requests. Departments will

be able to receive a clearer rationale for why budget requests were funded or not. And finally, departments will be able to

receive clear feedback on their proposals, which allows them to effectively supplement with more information when necessary

and inform future requests.

Essential Services: This category gives priority to activities that provide basic operational services that

might not be part of more ambitious department outcomes or the Sustainability + Resilience Framework.

Citywide Goals - Sustainability + Resilience Framework: This category allows for an evaluation of the

activity’s connection to the overall framework guiding city actions.

Department Outcomes and KPI Progress: This category gives priority to activities that support department-

defined outcomes, particularly those that can show progress or major changes over time.

Collaboration: This category incentivizes cross-department planning by prioritizing activities that leverage

multiple departments, as an effort to reduce fragmented or duplicative budgeting allocations.
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This document should be provided to city departments and agencies that receive city funding on an annual basis so that it can

inform the staff’s efforts as they develop the department’s annual budget proposal. The EBT may need to add an annual meeting

to revisit the rubric and set priorities to ensure the categories and criteria account for current conditions. Then, as the EBT

reviews budget proposals for specific activities and programs from each department, it should use this document to evaluate

and rank each activity and program. This will result in a ranking of the relative priority of programs and activities both within a

department’s budget offerings and across departments.

Proposals are awarded points based on their relative strength in each category at the levels of 10 points, 5 points, 2 points, and 0

points, so that each proposed program or activity is given a total score between 0 and 40. It should be noted that the

dimensions are mutually exclusive, so that it might be possible for a program to score very high in one category and low in

another but still be ranked as a high priority by the EBT. In other words, departments need not aim to score well in all categories.

This should be reinforced with departments as they think about this rubric.
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The following hypothetical example compares a snow removal program with an energy efficiency program that converts local

government buildings. A detailed breakdown of the rubric scores reveals that each program makes important contributions.

Overall, the snow removal program scores 20 points compared to 30 points for the energy efficiency program, though this

should not have a direct bearing on how EBT funds each program. It is important for decisionmakers to examine the difference

in the composition of these rankings, as demonstrated by the following charts. Regardless, the scores ultimately allow for a more

informed conversation on the relative benefits and priorities of a highly variable set of department programs.
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Boulder’s efforts to support innovation call for improving the city’s service delivery through the incremental and iterative

process of performance management, and for amplifying the city’s impact by sourcing new ideas that optimize performance

and deliver a return on investment.

. As Boulder implements the

evaluation rubric for budget decision-making, it can not only adjust the criteria to improve the

rubric itself, it can also adjust it to reward departments that are reaching their goals and moving on

to other challenges. The goal of monitoring KPIs is not to simply meet a target and then stop but to

then pivot to the next challenge. The rubric can be used to encourage the continual improvement

and optimization of service delivery.

Beyond using the budget evaluation rubric to compare

budget requests, the city may also want to create supplemental processes to assess the return on

investment a new or innovative approach could offer. Since many services and programs do not

change year to year, this is only appropriate for new initiatives that propose to transform the way a

service is delivered and results in costs savings or increased revenue. Boulder could follow the

model used in Baltimore, Maryland, where investments are made to implement new approaches that

optimize service delivery and pay for themselves over time. This would allow a department to take a

risk on proposing a new approach without risking the budget proposal for their core programs and

services.
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To further the cohesiveness the city leadership’s priorities, City Council priorities should also be connected to the S+R

Framework. The Boulder City Council sets broad priorities each year, and these priorities are not currently linked to the

performance monitoring or budget system described in this report. These priorities should be linked to both the S+R Framework

and to a set of high-level KPIs that communicate citywide progress. These indicators, sometimes called Citywide Outcome

Indicators, are meant to be public-facing and could be published through the existing Boulder Measures online dashboard.

On the following page, we mapped the 2019 City Council priorities to the S+R Framework and suggested several best

practice KPIs for public monitoring. While almost all the priorities mapped neatly to the S+R Framework, several programs did

not clearly link to an objective. Council should not feel pressure to link every priority to a KPI or S+R Framework objective. What

is more important is for council to regularly undergo the exercise of monitoring how their year-to-year shifts in focus match with

the city’s overall strategic goals. Over time, these two pieces should gradually adjust: the S+R Framework may be updated to

reflect the evolution of council priorities, and council may continue to align their priorities with the S+R Framework.
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Top-down support, to spur cultural change and incentivize data-

informed decision-making

Involvement of the budget and finance team, to create clear

connections between performance and budget shifts

Having dedicated staff with a mandate to support the process, so

that this process does not fall below other responsibilities

1. Empower Budget Office staff within CMO with responsibility for

supporting and directing departments. The IT department may also play

a role in supporting the visualization of data.

2. Ensure that staff have time to monitor outcomes, monitor KPIs, and

develop a useful program inventory. Analysts within the Budget Division

should provide support to departments that need it.

3. Focus on centralizing any necessary additions to staffing and capacity,

such as the hiring of data analysts, to avoid duplicating this capacity

within individual departments as has been the practice.
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1. Share the results of the pilots with other departments and begin

conversations about building a citywide information sharing dashboard.

2. Create a calendar for a citywide roll-out of assessment and training,

timed over the course of two budget cycles.

3. Engage all departments in fostering a mindset of placing results and

outcomes above funding sources, to ease distinctions between

departments relying on the General Fund vs. dedicated funds.

4. Task the performance monitoring team with (1) reducing duplications

and inefficiencies between department that may have emerged from fund

silos and (2) increasing the reach of discretionary funding.

Using the introductory exercises created

for this project, each department would

look at their:

• Connection between challenges and 

goals outcomes

• Current integration of outcomes or 

output goals in their planning process

• Use of existing metrics

Drawing upon the materials created

through the assessment and Boulder

Measures resources, the departments

would then participate in appropriate

trainings that focus on:

• Developing actionable outcomes

• Creating useful KPIs

• Connecting program funding to 

outcomes and KPIs

Some departments may need

additional technical support

that is tailored to their specific

situation. The support may

range from light to fully hands

on but should focus mostly on

two to three departments.

Scaling beyond the pilot departments to the other Boulder departments will require a three-step process, outlined below. This

process should be executed by a team led by the City Manager’s Office and the Budget division.
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In the two years following the 2013 floods, the Colorado Resiliency Office led a statewide engagement and assessment process

that resulted in the Colorado Resilience Framework. The framework is built around six sectors where 91 strategies have been

identified to meet five broad resiliency goals. The strategies suggest specific actions that would make the sectors more resilient.

Similar to Boulder’s aim, one of the five goals of the framework is to “ingrain resiliency into the investments in Colorado”. There

are 16 strategies related to the investment goal, and of these, seven suggest some type of incentive or re-prioritization of

funding sources to account for impact on resiliency. The framework then suggests nine criteria for prioritizing strategies and

projects.

The Colorado Resiliency Framework does not yet lay out a process for how state agencies would use the prioritization criteria or

monitor progress towards the five goals, and it does not yet detail an implementation plan for the suggested strategies.

Framework Resiliency Goals

Risk. Reduce risk to Colorado communities.

Planning. Enhance resiliency planning capacity in Colorado 

communities.

Policy. Develop, align, and streamline policies to empower 

resiliency.

Culture. Create a culture that fosters resiliency, instilling an 

inherent sense of responsibility among all.

Investment. Ingrain resiliency into investments in Colorado.
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It is critical to understand where in the budget or funding allocation

process KPIs would help decision-makers and then consider specifically what information would help them

make more informed decisions. For example, at the state level, this would mean laying out the state funding

process for a few key grants, such as the Energy/Mineral Impact Assistance Fund Grant, which has a wide reach.

The state should then identify where updates on progress towards the resiliency goals would most inform

decision-makers at the state and sometimes federal levels.

Creating a separate performance monitoring system

or initiative outside of the existing budget process will only add to the institutional complexity of local and state

governments. For state agencies, field and program managers are key stakeholders that should identify how

performance metrics could be rolled out for funding allocations to local governments.

When thinking about how the experience in Boulder might scale beyond the city limits there are several key considerations of

how state funding decisions could connect to the Colorado Resiliency Framework:

KPIs and outcomes should become part of a more

transparent dialogue that supports better performance monitoring both for programs that are highly successful

and those that need more support or adjustments. For state agencies, KPIs would help field managers better

communicate the results of funding decisions and reduce local government workload over the long term.

A new performance monitoring system will only be successful if it has high-level

support from city or state leadership. Boulder should share lessons and experience through statewide networks

and professional organizations to support roll out of any similar statewide program.
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1. Start with an existing grant program. The Energy/Mineral Impact Assistance Fund Grant program might be an excellent

starting point to integrate statewide resilience goals.

2. Determine key linkages between program funding and resilience goals that can be clearly monitored with KPIs.

3. Assess or test decision-making support process within DOLA to distill the categories of information that are most useful

to decision-makers. These categories should inform the criteria used within associated evaluation rubrics.

4. Pilot with local governments that represent different levels of budgeting and monitoring capacity. This will reveal how

clear and useful the approach is.

5. Train field managers so they can support local governments to report and demonstrate linkages when requesting funding.

6. Field managers, local government and state funders meet to refine the process to make sure that it continues to support

clearer dialogue on goals and progress towards a more sustainable Colorado.

7. Expand to other grant programs based on feedback and process developed with pilot program.

A scaling initiative could be effectively led by the Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), which has an established and

respected presence in communities across Colorado. DOLA could embark on the following next steps.
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As more cities seek to directly confront challenges to their sustainability and resilience, the steps below—modeled by

the City of Boulder—provide a roadmap to budgeting for outcomes.
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What issues facing the city or other

departments are your top priorities to

address?

What are the top two to four outcomes

you want to work towards in the next

budget year (and beyond)? Make sure

these outcomes are clear, actionable,

attainable, and quantifiable,

•

•

How do these outcomes relate to your

city’s overarching framework of goals

and objectives?

•

•

What are the one to three KPIs that best

reflect progress towards each outcome?

Make sure these KPIs are meaningful,

understandable, actionable, and

measurable.

•
•
•
•
•

What is an ambitious but appropriate

target for the KPI? Is there an industry

standard?

Do you already collect this data? If not,

you may need to gather the benchmark

before setting a target.

•
•
•
•
•

Which programs or services, existing

and potential, advance your outcomes?

Do they directly or indirectly contribute?

Who will be tasked with measuring and

monitoring performance? Who will be

tasked with using KPIs to make

management decisions?

•
•
•

Are there opportunities to achieve your

outcomes more efficiently or effectively

through collaboration with other

departments or parties?

•
•
•
•

FLOW OF WORKSHEET QUESTIONS
The development of outcomes and KPIs is best facilitated through a series of questions that logically link each component.
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