Chapter 6

SUGGESTED CRITERIA
Introduction
This chapter presents sixteen suggested criteria for use in preparing a report on performance information. These
criteria are designed to provide guidance to preparers who want to prepare SEA (or performance) reports that
effectively communicate relevant and reliable information to elected officials, citizens, and other users about the
results of government programs and services.
The sixteen criteria are arranged in three broad categories: (a) the external report on performance information,
(b) what performance information to report, and (c) communication of performance information. In some cases a
criterion could have been classified in more than one category. The criteria are presented in logical sequence, not in
order of importance. A list of the criteria is presented first, and then each criterion is separately discussed. This
discussion includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A statement of the criterion
The purpose of the criterion
A description of the criterion
The rationale behind the criterion
How the criterion can be applied
Examples of the criterion.

Discussion of each criterion begins with a brief statement of the criterion and its purpose. The statement of the criterion
briefly describes a desired state—that is, what “should be.” For example, the fourth criterion states, “Performance
information should be presented at different levels (layers) of reporting. . . .” A statement of the purpose of the criterion
then explains how users of reported performance information are benefited by the application of that criterion.
This is followed by a more in-depth description of the criterion, which more clearly defines the boundaries of the
scope of the criterion by expanding upon the initial brief statement. Next, the rationale for including the criterion is
discussed. The rationale is based on existing literature about reporting performance information and the work of
GASB and other researchers. The discussion of the criterion ends with practical suggestions on how to apply the
criterion and gives examples.
The examples presented for the criteria are taken from recent performance reports of thirty-two state and local
governments from different geographic regions—twenty-eight in the United States and four from other countries. They
include governments of different sizes and structures: state, county, municipal, colleges and universities, and local
school districts. The examples used to illustrate each criterion represent some of the best examples of current
reporting that have been identified for that criterion. Even so, some of the examples do not totally comply with a
criterion. This is expected because the reports were prepared without the benefit of the criterion and, therefore,
governments were not attempting to comply with it.
Initially, governments likely will not be able to meet all of the suggested criteria. (Currently, no governments
completely comply with all sixteen criteria.) This should not discourage them from using the criteria as a basis for
developing their report. They simply should state the degree to which they were unable to meet certain criteria. What
is most important is that organizations begin the process of performance reporting, that a set of criteria be used as
a basis for that reporting so that users of performance reports understand what is and is not included in the report,
and that the organization be committed to continually improving the reporting of performance information.
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Further, governments should not consider adhering to the suggested criteria as their only objective for performance
reporting. Any set of criteria has its limitations. Preparers should be mindful of their users’ needs and expand on the
criteria if necessary. This means that reports on performance (and the individual performance measurements selected
for reporting)1 may vary among organizations.
Suggested Criteria
The following is a list of the suggested criteria with a statement of purpose. The criteria are grouped into the three
major categories.
The External Report on Performance Information

The external report on performance information should provide a basis for understanding the extent to which an
organization2 has accomplished its mission, goals, and objectives in the context of potential significant decisionmaking or accountability implications.
1. Purpose and scope
The purpose and scope of the report should be stated clearly. The statement of scope should include information
about the completeness of the report in its coverage of key, major, or critical programs and services.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are (1) to inform users of the intent of the report and (2) to identify the
programs and services (parts of the organization) that are included in the performance report.
2. Statement of major goals and objectives
The report should clearly state the major goals and objectives of the organization and the source for those goals and
objectives.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are (1) to provide users with the goals and objectives that have potential
decision-making or accountability implications for the organization being reported and (2) to identify the origin or
source of the goals and objectives so users can determine how the organization established them.
3. Involvement in establishing goals and objectives
The report should include a discussion of the involvement of citizens, elected officials, management, and employees
in the process of establishing goals and objectives for the organization.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are to provide information that will help users (1) identify who has been
involved in establishing goals and objectives, (2) determine the extent of that involvement, and (3) decide whether
those responsible for achieving results participated in the establishment of goals and objectives.

1The suggested criteria do not identify specific measures of performance that should be reported, nor do they call for the development of a standard
set of performance indicators. In general, performance measures should be measures of the results of achieving the goals and objectives of an
individual organization and, therefore, may vary among organizations.
2
An organization encompasses both an entire state or local government (an entity) or individual components (departments, agencies, programs, and
services) of an entity, depending on what is being reported on or the level of the performance report. As used in this special report, the term
organization can be used to identify either, depending on the context.
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4. Multiple levels of reporting
Performance information should be presented at different levels (layers) of reporting. The relationship between levels
of available performance information should be clearly communicated and should include how the user can find
information at the different levels reported.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to allow specific users to find the appropriate and desired level of detail
performance information for their interests and needs.
All of the criteria should be interpreted in the context of the appropriate amount of detail consistent with the
different levels of reporting. For example, at an overview or introductory level of reporting, only a limited number
of summarized or high-level goals and objectives and selected performance measures may need to be
presented.
5. Analysis of results and challenges
The report should include an executive or management analysis that objectively discusses the major results for the
reporting period as well as the identified challenges facing the organization in achieving its mission, goals, and
objectives.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to present performance results with a discussion of those results and
challenges facing the organization so users can better understand and use the report.
6. Focus on key measures
The report should focus on key measures of performance that provide a basis for assessing the results for key, major,
or critical programs and services; and major goals and objectives of the organization. An external performance report
should be concise, yet comprehensive in its coverage of performance.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to ensure that performance reports provide users with enough information
to develop their own conclusions about important aspects of an organization’s performance, without overwhelming
them with more information than they can assimilate.
7. Reliable information
The report should contain information that readers can use to assess the reliability of reported performance
information.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to assist users in assessing the credibility of the reported performance
information.
What Performance Information to Report

The performance information reported should assist in communicating the extent to which the organization and its
programs, services, and strategies have contributed to achieving goals and objectives.

37

8. Relevant measures of results
Reported performance measures should be relevant to what the organization has agreed to try to accomplish and,
where possible, should be linked to its mission, goals, and objectives as set forth in a strategic plan, budget, or other
source.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that reported performance measures reflect the organization’s goals and objectives and (2) to provide users a basis for understanding the degree to which those goals and
objectives have been accomplished.
9. Resources used and efficiency
Reported performance information should include information about resources used or costs of programs and
services. It also could report performance information relating cost to outputs or outcomes (efficiency measures).
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to facilitate an assessment of resources used and the efficiency, costeffectiveness, and economy of programs and services.
10. Citizen and customer perceptions
Citizen and customer perceptions of the quality and results of major and critical programs and services should be
reported when appropriate.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that a more complete view of the results of programs and
services is provided, and (2) to report results not captured by an organization’s other “objective” measures of outputs
and outcomes.
11. Comparisons for assessing performance
Reported performance information should include comparative information for assessing performance, such as to
other periods, established targets, or other internal and external sources.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to provide a clear frame of reference for assessing the performance of the
organization, its programs, and its services.
12. Factors affecting results
The report should include a discussion of identified external and internal factors that have had a significant effect on
performance and will help provide a context for understanding the organization’s performance.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to help users understand the factors that might have an effect on
performance, including relevant conditions in the state, region, or community, or in the operating environment of the
reporting organization.
13. Aggregation and disaggregation of information
Reported performance information should be aggregated or disaggregated based on the needs and interests of
intended users.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to provide performance information that (1) is not misleading because it
obscures or is not representative of true performance and (2) is relevant to users with different interests and needs.
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14. Consistency
Reported performance measures should be consistent from period to period; however, if performance measures or
the measurement methodology used is significantly changed, that change and the reason(s) for the change should
be noted.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are to allow users (1) to compare an organization’s performance from period
to period, (2) to better understand, and be familiar with, the organization’s performance over time, and (3) to be
informed of changes in measures or methodology and the reasons for those changes.
Communication of Performance Information

A reasonably informed, interested user should be able to learn about the availability of reports on performance and
should be able to access, understand, and use reported performance information.
15. Easy to find, access, and understand
The availability of an external report on performance and how to obtain that report should be widely communicated
through channels appropriate for the organization and intended users. Performance information should be communicated through a variety of mediums and methods suitable to the intended users.
Purpose: The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that a broad group of potential users are aware that
performance reports are available and (2) to provide the performance information in forms that different users can
access, understand, and use to reach conclusions about the results of the organization.
16. Regular and timely reporting
Performance information should be reported on a regular basis (usually annually). The reported information should
be made available as soon after the end of the reporting period as possible.
Purpose: The purpose of this criterion is to ensure that organizations report performance information on a regular and
timely basis so such information can be used as a key part of the decision-making and accountability processes.

39

ONE—PURPOSE AND SCOPE
The purpose and scope of the report should be stated clearly. The statement of scope should include information
about the completeness of the report in its coverage of key, major, or critical programs and services.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are (1) to inform users of the intent of the report and (2) to identify the programs and
services (parts of the organization) that are included in the performance report.
Description
It is important that the performance report provide information with which users can assess its relevance to them
by explaining its purpose and the scope of activities it covers.
A clear and concise statement of purpose and scope answers the following questions:
Purpose of report:
• What is the intended audience for the reported information?
• What is the report intended to communicate?
Scope:
• What level of detail is presented? (See criterion 4.)
• What programs or services are included?
When users have answers to these questions, they can quickly determine if the report is relevant to them and if it
provides the kinds of information they need to make informed decisions and draw conclusions about the organization’s performance.
Rationale
Most governments are complex organizations, often with many separate departments, agencies, or programs. The
users of a report on performance need to be aware of the departments, agencies, programs, and services that are
included in the report and the reasons that they were chosen for inclusion. It is also important that users be aware
of how this report can assist them in assessing results and in decision making or public discourse about those results.
Therefore, the purpose and intended uses of the report should be stated clearly.
In their discussion of the guideline that calls for focusing performance reporting on “the few, critical aspects of
performance,” the CCAF-FCVI (Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation) notes that the organization should
explain in the performance report “the choices made about what to focus the report on.” They explain that this “helps
to ensure the integrity and transparency in public performance reporting” (CCAF 2001, p. 9). In Reporting Principles:
Taking Public Performance Reporting to a New Level, the CCAF-FCVI includes a recommended principle to disclose
the basis for reporting. This includes presenting judgments about the selection of certain aspects of performance as
critical (CCAF 2002, p. 5).
In their report on Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) states, “The reporter
provides an overview of the reporting organisation and scope of the report. This overview provides readers with a
context for understanding and evaluating information in the rest of the report” (GRI 2000, pp. 23–24).
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When the criterion on scope (later changed to purpose and scope) was discussed at the GASB field discussion
groups on the suggested criteria, participants suggested that the scope statement focus on “the whole picture” of what
is included, and not on all the details of programs included. Several participants also suggested adding the purpose
of the report because they believed that this would assist users to understand why the organization has published the
report and to assess whether the report itself achieves its purpose.
How to Apply
Purpose of Report

A brief statement of why the performance report was prepared and made publicly available and the information
users should be able to obtain from the report should be included at the beginning of the introductory section of the
primary report. In the overview to the report, this statement could be included in an even briefer form. It might include
a comment that the report is being published “to improve public accountability and assist citizens in making decisions,”
or that the report is published because “the organization believes that knowledge of its goals, objectives, and results
will lead to more informed and involved citizens,” or that the report “meets the organization’s commitment to manage
for results and to be open and accountable.”
Scope

One effective approach to reporting this information is to list, in an introductory section of the report, the programs
or services included in the scope and to state what portion of the organization’s expenditures/expenses they
represent. To be consistent with the need for conciseness, especially in an overview, the list of departments, agencies,
or programs could be presented in summary form (for example, “public safety,” “neighborhood services,” “administrative support services”).
As discussed in criterion 4, it is useful to report performance at various levels of detail. At some levels of reporting,
especially at the overview summary level of the report, it may not be practical or desirable to report on all programs,
services, or functions that consume resources of the organization. In current performance reporting practice, it is not
unusual for entities to report on only a portion of their departments, agencies, and programs. Thus, users need to be
made aware of the report’s contents. Some organization’s performance reports include a statement of the programs
and services that have been included and the portion of the organization (or the organization’s budget) that these
programs and services represent.
Management may also provide its rationale for why specific services were included. For example, one rationale may
be that all major programs or services that primarily provide direct or “external” services to citizens were included.
Key, major, or critical programs or services could be used to determine the scope of the report—for example, major
programs that in total make up 75 percent of the organization’s total expenditures. Critical programs could be defined
as those that management (or the elected officials or citizens) considered to be of significant importance to the
community. Another rationale might be that all programs that contribute to an organization’s top-priority outcomes or
strategic goals (for example, as documented in a strategic plan) were included. Consistent with including “key, major,
or critical programs and services,” discussed further in criterion 6, a rationale may be to include all programs and
services that contribute to strategic goals, as well as any other programs above a certain size or cost.
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Examples
The city of Portland, Oregon, Annual Report on City Government Performance
sets forth what the report is intended to do, a description of what types of information
are included in the report, and then a description of the scope and limitation of the
report.

Purpose
of the
report
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Scope of the
report

Statement of
limitations of
the report

(Source: City of Portland. Service Efforts and Accomplishments: 2000-01. Eleventh Annual
Report on City Government Performance. December 2001. Electronic version accessed
*
December 2002 from www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor)

The Prince William County, Virginia, Annual Performance Report states why the
county entered into the SEA initiative and that the report meets a requirement of the
county’s strategic plan. The report next indicates that fifteen service areas are reported
on a biennial cycle and indicates the portion of the county budget represented by those
fifteen service areas.

*

At the time this chapter was written, all URLs were active. Because organizations constantly update
their websites, these web addresses may have changed.
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Purpose
of the
report

Scope of
the report

(Source: Prince William County. Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report 1996-2001. 2001.
Electronic version accessed December 2002 from www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sea_pdf
/default.htm )
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Alberta, Canada’s, Measuring Up report includes a brief statement of the purpose of
the report and in the section on structure notes that the report includes “core” measures
of each of the city’s core businesses. The report states that only twenty-seven
measures have been included and that the number of measures intentionally was
limited to high-level measures that give readers a good overall indication of progress.
The report also indicates that supplementary information on the core measures are
included and that more detail is provided in individual ministry annual reports.

Purpose of
the report

Scope of
the report

(Source: Government of Alberta. 2001–02 Annual Report: Report to Albertans on Budget 2001;
Measuring Up. 2002. Electronic version accessed December 2002 from
www.finance.gov.ab.ca/publications/measuring/measup02/index.html)
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Minnesota Milestones includes a brief statement that many indicators related to the
state’s nineteen publicly determined goals are presented. The report also describes the
four broad areas into which the goals (and indicators) are grouped.

Scope of
the report

(Source: State of Minnesota. Minnesota Milestones 2002. April 2002. Electronic version
accessed December 2002 from www.mnplan.us)
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TWO—STATEMENT OF MAJOR GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The report should clearly state the major goals and objectives of the organization and the source for those goals
and objectives.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are (1) to provide users with the goals and objectives that have potential decisionmaking or accountability implications for the organization being reported and (2) to identify the origin or source of the
goals and objectives so users can determine how the organization established them.
Description
The report should include an explanation of the expectations of the organization in terms of goals and objectives.
This explanation should be in terms that allow users to relate reported results to stated goals and objectives. The
goals and objectives presented should be those being used by the organization to manage its operations, as stated
in criterion 8. The statement of goals and objectives will vary according to the level of detail of the report as set forth
in criterion 4.
Rationale
Users need to understand what an organization intends to accomplish. As described in Chapter 3 on managing for
results, that process begins with an understanding of an organization’s mission and how that mission has been
interpreted in the form of goals and, more specifically, objectives. This provides a basis for assessing (1) whether its
programs and services and the results of the strategies performed are directed toward accomplishing what the
program or service has agreed to accomplish and (2) whether the performance information offers a basis for
assessing results in achieving those goals and the effectiveness of the program in meeting its objectives. Presenting
goals and objectives of the organization therefore provides critical information essential for determining whether the
reported data are relevant to what the organization is trying to achieve (as discussed in criterion 8).
From concise statements provided about the mission, goals, and objectives of the organization or its programs and
services, users should be able to discern the answers to three essential questions:
1. What is the organization trying to accomplish?
2. How do its programs attempt to achieve results for the public?
3. Who benefits?
In GASB Concepts Statements 1 and 2, one of the six basic characteristics of government financial reports
identified is relevance. In order for information to be relevant, there must be a “logical relationship between the
information provided and the purpose for which it is needed” (GASB 1987, paragraph 65). As stated in Concepts
Statement 2, “SEA information should include data that are essential to provide a basis for understanding the
accomplishment of goals and objectives of the entity that have potentially significant decision-making or accountability
implications” (GASB 1994, paragraph 58). Presenting the goals and objectives in the report provides a context for
assessing the relevance of the reported results.
In most of the GASB citizen discussion groups, participants mentioned that they need information for various types
of comparisons. Most notably, “comparisons of performance versus goals, targets, or standards set locally for specific
measures were supported by participants in all nineteen discussion groups” (Fountain & Others 2002, p. v). There
was general consensus in the GASB citizen discussion groups that it was important to state goals and objectives in
performance reports. Several participants said their governments are already doing so (p. 21). To learn more about
the citizen discussion group meetings, including the composition of these groups and the limitations of this type of
research, see Fountain & Others (2002).
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In the research report Making Results-Based State Government Work, the Urban Institute researchers noted that
when there is a link between the indicators and the organization’s activities and responsibilities, it is possible for users
to understand the results. “Strategic planning looks ahead toward goals to be accomplished; performance measurement looks back to see what was achieved. The strategic plan defines the performance to be measured, while
performance measurement provides the feedback that keeps the strategic plan on target” (Liner & Others 2001, p. 5).
It is this relationship, between indicators and goals and objectives, that will provide users the information needed for
the decision-making process.
One of the CCAF-FCVI reporting guidelines is, simply: “to make performance reporting meaningful to the public,
the report needs to explain goals and performance expectations in their own right and then relate the results that have
been achieved to these goals and expectations” (CCAF 2001, pp. 9–10). By doing so, the organization communicates
clearly with the public about the achievements, or lack thereof, on what it has said it plans to achieve. In Reporting
Principles, the CCAF states that a public performance report should inform Canadians about the goals the
government is pursuing and how its activities contribute to those goals (CCAF 2002, p. 4).
One of the evaluation criteria used by the Mercatus Center of George Mason University to ascertain how well federal
agency performance reports inform the public about the results of agency performance is: “Are the goals and objectives
stated as outcomes?” They go on to define an “outcome goal” as the intended benefit (or harm avoided) that results from
an agency’s programs or activities. They also say it “should be articulated in clear and simple terms that describe
benefits to the community rather than activities that are presumed to be of value” (Mercatus Center 2003, p. 18).
How to Apply
If the performance report is for an entire governmental unit, such as a state or local government, an organizationwide mission or “vision” statement and significant strategic goals and objectives might be briefly presented in the
introduction. Some organizations will have several organization-wide goals and objectives, as well as additional goals
and objectives for each program or service. It is not necessary to list every one of these goals and objectives.
However, it is important to include the major goals and objectives of the organization or programs and services related
to the performance information being presented.
The source for the reported goals and objectives should be discussed. The source may be a formal strategic plan;
the budget of the organization; legislation; administrative directives; or departmental, program, or service plans. If the
basis of the goals and objectives is not from a formal source (for example, program tradition), this should be
mentioned.
At the overview level, major organization-wide goals and objectives could be presented without program or service
area goals and objectives. The introductory level should include the goal and objective statements related to the
performance information presented. At the more detailed levels of reporting, more specific goals and objectives for
the programs or services being reported should be included. These goals and objectives may range from formally
adopted statements, to program or department directives, to information inferred from organizational plans or the
budget; users of the report should be able to distinguish between formal and informal goals and objectives.
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Examples
The New York City Mayor’s Management Report presents the critical
objectives and a brief description of the key public service areas (goals) for each
agency. In this example, the critical objectives for the Department of Health and
Mental Hygiene are presented, but the source is not identified.

Goals

Objectives

(Source: City of New York. Mayor’s Management Report Fiscal 2002. 2002. Electronic
version accessed December 2002 from www.ny.gov.mmr )
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The state of Illinois report on performance includes a statement of the
mission, goals, and objectives for each agency. In this example, the statement is
presented for the Illinois State Police.

Goals and
objectives

(Source: State of Illinois. Daniel W. Hynes, Comptroller. CAFR, Extract of the Public
Accountability Report. June 2002.)
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The District of Columbia performance report includes a list of goals for each
department or office with a statement of the source of the goals and performance
measures. In this example, goals are presented for the Office of Contracting and
Procurement.

List of
goals

Source of
goals

(Source: District of Columbia. District of Columbia FY 2001 Performance Accountability
Report. March 2002.)
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The city of Christchurch, New Zealand, annual report includes both an
organization-wide mission statement and a statement of objectives and service
performance for each department (in this example, the City Streets Department).
In this example, the source of the objectives is not presented.
Source of
mission

List of
organizationwide missions

Objectives for
City Streets
Department

(Source: Christchurch City Council. Christchurch City Council Annual Report 2001.
Electronic version accessed December 2002 from www.ccc.govt.nz/AnnualReport/2001)
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THREE—INVOLVEMENT IN ESTABLISHING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The report should include a discussion of the involvement of citizens, elected officials, management, and
employees in the process of establishing goals and objectives for the organization.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are to provide information that will help users (1) identify who has been involved in
establishing goals and objectives, (2) determine the extent of that involvement, and (3) decide whether those
responsible for achieving results participated in the establishment of goals and objectives.
Description
The report should explain as concisely as possible how and to what extent citizens, elected officials, management,
and employees are engaged in the processes of setting goals and objectives. This explanation normally would be
presented after the presentation of the organization’s goals and objectives and at the same level of reporting.
Rationale
By suggesting a disclosure about the involvement of both citizens and elected officials, this criterion recognizes the
balance in government between citizen engagement and representative democracy. The addition of management and
employees adds further balance by disclosing how those actually responsible for the results of the programs and
services are involved in setting forth what they are expected to achieve.
In the research report on the GASB citizen discussion groups, perhaps the strongest common theme across the
groups was participants’ desire that citizens be involved in determining what performance information to report
(Fountain & Others 2002, p. 12). Participants in the discussion groups noted: “If citizens were to be expected to use
the information, it is important that the information being reported be relevant to their needs and interests. They
believed this could be best accomplished by including citizens in the process of selecting what to measure and report,
which would increase their sense of ownership” (p. 12). In several discussion groups, participants indicated that
“citizens should not be the only stakeholders involved in selecting performance measures. They cited roles for elected
officials, government managers, and employees . . .” (p. 13). Of all the participants, only one suggested that citizens
need not be directly involved, but that they be represented by their elected officials (p. 13).
Most of the work groups in a December 2001 meeting of the GASB’s Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA)
Reporting Task Force indicated a preference for citizen engagement in developing strategic plans that would be used
to determine performance measures, rather than involving citizens in selecting specific performance measures.
Reporting the extent and type of involvement gives users some basis for gauging whether citizens, elected officials,
management, and employees have had a real opportunity to influence the process, or, as some researchers describe
it, whether there has been “authentic public participation” (King & Others 1998).
In the book Making Results-Based State Government Work, the Urban Institute recommended that “states should
engage citizens, perhaps through citizen advisory commissions, in helping to identify the outcomes sought for the
state” and that “state agencies should consider using citizen charters in which state agencies explicitly identify the
service level and service quality obligations to their customers, including indicators of performance; provide such
information in a format that is readily accessible to the customers of those state agencies; and periodically report on
the extent to which those responsibilities have been met in the past reporting period.” They note that in states such
as Oregon and Minnesota, these citizens usually include representatives of the business sector, other special interest
groups, and private citizens who do not have any particular affiliation (Liner & Others 2001, pp. 40−41).
The CCAF-FCVI, in Public Performance Reporting: A Management Perspective, was concerned with the importance of having management and employees participate in the establishment of core objectives, which is an indication
that they have agreed to those objectives as reflecting “what the government judges to be the most important aspects
of performance” (CCAF 2001, p. 9).
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Considering citizens as primary users of government performance information, and anticipating that they may want
to discuss and use such information, is consistent with the history of citizen involvement in the United States, and with
roles citizens recently have been playing in a number of jurisdictions (Epstein & Others 2002, pp. 129–136). Evidence
of citizen interest in becoming involved in “measurably improving community well-being and community quality of life”
comes from the many “citizen movements.” “The community movements that are able to create and sustain positive
outcomes tend to do certain things,” including “engage diverse citizen participation and widespread community
ownership” and “benchmark and measure progress and outcomes” (Norris 2001, pp. 307, 311–312).
In Concepts Statement 1, the GASB identified the citizenry and legislative and oversight officials as two of “the
primary user groups of external state and local governmental financial reports” (GASB 1987, p. i). The “elected
officials” in this criterion refer primarily to elected state or local legislators (city council members, county board or
commission members, state legislators), many of whom have both legislative policy roles (passing budgets, laws,
ordinances, and resolutions) and oversight roles (reviewing public agencies’ performance, activities, and use of
resources). Oversight officials include both elected officials acting in an oversight capacity and others to whom this
responsibility has been given.
How to Apply
One way to meet this criterion would be to include in the performance report a statement setting forth who was
involved in the process of establishing goals and objectives and how they were involved. This statement could be
mentioned briefly at the overview and introductory levels of reporting, with a reference to the more complete
explanation contained at a detailed level of the report.
There are a number of possible ways in which these groups could be involved in establishing goals and objectives
for the organization. For example, citizens can contribute through the strategic planning process. This is consistent
with the “governing for results” cycle used in Prince William County, Virginia, in which citizens have been extensively
involved in strategic planning and in locally mandated major four-year updates of the strategic plan. The elected Board
of County Commissioners sets strategic goals consistent with citizen priorities that have emerged from the “engagement processes,” which include several kinds of citizen meetings and surveys of citizen priorities. The county’s
performance measures, performance-based budget, and performance reports then relate back to those goals. In this
way, citizen priorities “flow through” policy planning to implementation, including how the county measures performance.
Citizens also could be involved through public meetings in which they comment on proposed goals and objectives.
If the type of involvement differs for different citizen groups, then each group’s involvement, if significant, would be
discussed. Another alternative is not to involve citizens at all, but for elected officials to develop, suggest, or approve
goals and objectives in their role as citizen representatives. For example, in many municipalities, city councils hold
annual retreats to formulate or revise the goals and objectives for the year (or years) to come.
Similar types of involvement are also possible for management and employees. (However, it would be expected that
management normally would be significantly involved in any process of establishing goals and objectives that they are
expected to work to achieve.) For example, management might prepare the first version of goals and objectives and
then work with elected officials to further refine them and come to agreement. Management could then, either alone
or with elected officials, present these goals and objectives to employees in the various departments and obtain
feedback from them. The goals and objectives could then be presented to citizens at public hearings or meetings of
civic or neighborhood associations before final approval. This process—who was involved and how they were
involved in developing or modifying proposed goals and objectives—could be briefly included in the performance
report.
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Examples
Fulton County School District, Georgia, includes in its report a statement on
how families are encouraged to be involved in the activities of the school district,
including having opportunities to speak on any issue discussed during board
meetings.

School improvement plans
incorporate the goals and
objectives of the school
(Source: Fulton County School District, 2002. Electronic version accessed December
2002 from www.fulton.k12.ga.us)
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The Oregon Progress Board provides an example of how citizens, elected
officials, and others can be involved in the establishment of goals and objectives.
Although the benchmarks established by the board are somewhat different from
goals and objectives established for the state and its agencies, they are seen as
providing a perspective or direction for the state. Efforts are now under way to
connect the benchmarks developed with the mission, activities, goals, and
objectives of the state of Oregon and its agencies and programs. Oregon
Benchmarks includes an explanation of how the benchmarks and related targets
are selected and the make-up of the benchmarks board that was involved in
establishing the benchmarks.

Achieving Oregon Shines Vision: The 2001 Benchmark Pe rformance Report
This sixth biennial report to the Oregon legislature details the progress Oregonians
have made in achieving their year 2000 targets for 90 benchmarks. These
benchmark measures are an integral part of Oregon’s long term strategic plan
called Oregon Shines.
Coming out of a deep recession in the late 1980s, Oregon was not content to
passively allow external forces to continue shaping its economic and social future.
Oregon leaders and citizens developed a vision. It was and continues to be: “A
prosperous Oregon that excels in all walks of life.” To make this vision a reality,
Oregon’s stakeholders—public servants and private citizens—worked together to
create a set of strategic goals and objectives. They then created benchmarks with
targets so they could measure their progress towards these goals and objectives.

Development of
performance guidelines
(which are their objectives)
by members of the
performance measures
advisory group

Establishment of
benchmarks (or
goals and
objectives)

(Source: Oregon Progress Board. Achieving Oregon Shines Vision: The 2001
Benchmark Performance Report. March 2001.)
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FOUR—MULTIPLE LEVELS OF REPORTING
Performance information should be presented at different levels (layers) of reporting. The relationship between
levels of available performance information should be clearly communicated and should include how the user can find
information at the different levels reported.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to allow specific users to find the appropriate and desired level of detail performance
information for their interests and needs.
Description
Effective reporting presents performance information at multiple levels (layers) of reporting. It proceeds from (1) an
overview, to (2) an introductory summary, to (3) information about specific programs and services as a whole, and
potentially to (4) performance data that is broken down to provide measures of performance about specific strategies
or activities within programs and services. Performance reporting should at a minimum contain the first three levels
of reporting, although what is reported at each level (and how it is presented) might vary among organizations.
The report should be organized in a hierarchical structure that proceeds through several levels from overview to
detail. The overview and introductory summary levels of reporting serve as a starting point that enables users to
determine where they wish to go to review and study more detailed information.
Rationale
The way in which performance information is presented to users is vital to the effective communication of that
information. Users come from all different walks of life, each having different interests, needs, levels of understanding,
education, and public involvement, as well as different purposes for using the performance information. It is for this
reason that it is important to communicate performance information at various levels of detailed information.
Reporting performance information in this fashion helps to meet the needs of users with varying degrees of interest,
knowledge, and analytical sophistication. Furthermore, a hierarchical structure that proceeds through several levels
from overview to detail should assist users in utilizing more detailed and specific information. The higher level of
reporting may serve as an introduction that enables users to determine where they wish to go to review and study
more detailed information.
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups thought it beneficial that several levels of reporting be made
available to the public. They were especially convinced that if electronic reporting methods were used, users who are
interested in deeper levels of information would be able to “drill down” to find the detailed information (Fountain &
Others 2002, pp. 30–32). Some citizens thought that presenting a brief overview of performance measures and a
summary (or introduction) of the results would be effective entry points into the report. Additionally, they wanted to
know where further elaboration would be available, including more performance measures, various types of data
disaggregations, and explanations concerning the reported performance.
Members of the GASB SEA task force generally saw this as a very important aspect of reporting because people’s
needs and interests are different. They felt that multi-layered reporting would be the best way to meet the need for
various amounts of detailed information.
Most of the participants in the GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria who commented on this
criterion agreed with it. Most said their entity already reports at more than one “layer” or “level of detail” or is
attempting to do so. Two participants pointed out the need for links or guides from one level of reporting to another
to help users.
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How to Apply
Performance reports generally should communicate on at least three levels—a brief overview, an introductory
summary, and detailed performance information by program and service. Sometimes an additional level of reporting
may be presented within programs and services to communicate additional performance measures. (Appendixes are
sometimes used to present this additional supporting material for the performance measures and information
reported.) With Internet technology and other electronic media, preparers can include more levels of reporting and
take various approaches to meeting user needs and interests.
The most summarized level of reporting might be a brief overview (probably no more than two or three pages)
highlighting the major results of the organization. The overview typically will present each major result in a graphic
form or one-sentence narrative.
A slightly more detailed level of reporting might be an introductory summary that would include management’s
analysis communicating a high level of performance information for programs or services. It could include information
such as the purpose and scope of the report, information readers can use to assess the reliability of the reported
performance measures, the time frame and frequency of the report, major goals and objectives, highlights of
outcomes or challenges, and a summary of key measures. It also might contain a few highlights of comparative
performance with targets, over time, and with selected comparable organizations or programs.
Information communicated at more detailed program and service levels should be more comprehensive. For
example, a more detailed level of information might contain:
• More extensive statements of goals, objectives, and strategies along with related performance measures
• Information on how citizens, elected officials, management, and employees were involved in the process of
establishing goals and objectives
• A more comprehensive set of measures (primarily outcomes) for major programs and services
• Additional performance measures of various types including outputs, efficiency measures, resources used, and
explanatory information
• More detailed information about citizen and customer perceptions of the quality and effectiveness of services
• More detailed comparisons, both internal and external
• Elaboration on explanatory factors (external factors)
• A more inclusive management’s analysis of the results and what is being done to maintain or improve those results.
Depending on the method of report chosen and the level of detail needed, this information will vary.
Whatever method of reporting (for example, printed or electronic) is chosen, it is important to communicate how
users can find each level of information. This increases the report’s usefulness and adds to user confidence that the
organization is providing a fuller view of the results of its programs or services.
If an organization chooses to report electronically, the report might contain several links to information that might
not be found in printed material. For example, the city of New York offers a variety of web-based geographic views of
performance measures. As one example of different levels of detail reporting, users can look at city-wide data for a
number of performance measures. Or they can enter a street address or intersection to get a view of fourteen
community-based performance indicators applicable to that address or intersection. (In this case, the more detailed
level contains more disaggregated information, as suggested by criterion 13.) To see how one’s community compares
with others, a user can click on any of the fourteen indicators to get a map comparing results for that indicator across
all of the appropriate districts.
Another example of electronic reporting is the Florida Government Accountability Report (FGAR). FGAR is a
web-based reporting service for legislators and the public to monitor the performance of about 300 state government
agencies and programs. FGAR is organized with multiple levels of detail based on the state government’s program
structure, allowing users to view profiles of entire agencies, comprehensive programs made up of smaller programs,
and individual operating programs. Narratives about agencies and programs are provided in these profiles, including
program purposes and summaries. Summary resource and performance data (some in graphic form) are provided,
along with other information and hypertext links to more detailed performance data and more detailed evaluation
reports and applicable laws.
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Detailed performance information reported electronically might be supplemented by a printed report that includes
one or more layers of reporting within that same document, or perhaps has several different printed documents for
the different layers. For example, a notice could be included in a utility bill informing potential users of the availability
of a more complete report on performance. As another approach, a brief printed overview report might be published
separately and mailed to citizens. The overview report would highlight performance results and describe a more
detailed report (either printed or on the organization’s website) and would explain how to obtain it. This way, users’
interests could be piqued and they can be encouraged to obtain and read the more complete report or look at the
website for more details that would interest or directly affect them.
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Examples
The city of Bellevue, Washington, report includes an overview of what it calls
“vital signs” and then provides more detail in the department sections of the
report. That detail includes individual performance measures with descriptive
information, a scorecard of performance measures, and an analysis
of key performance measures.
LEVEL 1:
Illustration of
“Overview”

LEVEL 2:
Detailed
performance
measures at the
introductory
summary level for all
17 measures

This illustration highlights
detailed performance
measures for the fire
department
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LEVEL 3:
Detailed
performance
information
about specific
programs or
services (i.e.,
fire
department)
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LEVEL 4:
Performance
data broken
down within
the fire
department

(Source: City of Bellevue, Department of Finance. City of Bellevue 2001 Performance
Measures. April 2002. Electronic version accessed December 2002 from
www.ci.bellevue.wa.us /departments/finance/pdf/review2001_perfmeas.pdf)
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These examples from Minnesota Milestones illustrate an overview of progress
made toward achieving each goal included in the summary and then link readers
to more detailed information about the four state themes and the nineteen goals
and seventy indicators in the report.

LEVEL 1:
Illustrates the
overview for
the 2002
Minnesota
Milestones
Report
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LEVEL 2:
Introductory
summary for
one of the
state themes
(People)

LEVEL 2:
Summary
performance
information
about
specific
goals within
a state
theme.
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LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 3:
Examples of
more detailed
measures

(Source: State of Minnesota. Minnesota Milestones, 2002. Electronic version accessed
December 2002 from http://www.mn.plan.state.mn.us/mm )
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The city of Portland, Oregon, Annual Performance Report includes an
overview of results, an introductory summary provides additional detail, and a
detailed presentation for each major program and service area provides even
more performance information. The transportation system is used in this
example.

LEVEL 1:
Overview of
the city’s
performance

This illustration
highlights detailed
performance
measures for the
transportation
system
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LEVEL 2:
Transportation
system results on
the introductory
summary level.

More details
on results for
transportation
system

LEVEL 3:
Information
specifically
about the
transportation
program
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LEVEL 3:
Performance
information
about specific
programs and
services

(Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Auditor. City of Portland Service Efforts and
Accomplishments: 2000–01, Eleventh Annual Report on City Government Performance.
Electronic version accessed December 2002 from www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor)
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FIVE—ANALYSIS OF RESULTS AND CHALLENGES
The report should include an executive or management analysis that objectively discusses the major results for the
reporting period as well as the identified challenges facing the organization in achieving its mission, goals, and
objectives.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to present performance results with a discussion of those results and challenges
facing the organization so users can better understand and use the report.
Description
The executive or management analysis (usually as part of the introductory summary set forth in criterion 4 or at the
more detailed levels) should provide an entry point into the performance report for users. As such, it should include
a brief statement of the scope of the report, some highlights or references to major goals and objectives, and
highlights of major and critical results (preferably in terms of outcomes and efficiency). Highlighted results should fairly
present both positive and negative aspects of an organization’s performance. The executive or management analysis
also should include narrative discussions of those results, with management’s comments on the actual results and
how they compare to expectations. In addition, it should include a discussion of identified major challenges for the
programs and services of the organization.
Rationale
An executive or management analysis provides users with condensed information about the general performance
of the organization that they can use to select areas they wish to investigate in more detail. It also provides a basis
for assessing whether the organization has been making overall progress in achieving its objectives and what
challenges have been identified that will affect results.
GASB Concepts Statement 2 provides support for this criterion by introducing the idea that narrative explanations
of factors affecting performance should be included with performance measures. In explaining the use of qualitative
explanatory information, Concepts Statement 2 says that “narrative information provided with SEA measures can
provide explanations of what the level of performance reported by the measure means, the possible effects that
explanatory factors might have on performance, and actions that have been (or are being) taken to change reported
performance” (GASB 1994, paragraph 53).
Participants in almost all of the GASB citizen discussion groups asserted that any reports that are widely distributed
should be at an “executive summary” level and be “as short as possible” (Fountain & Others 2002, p. 31). Citizen
participants recognized that these executive analyses could not contain all important performance information, but
concluded that the analysis must be simple and easy to understand and should include explanations to make the data
clear.
In Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, the Global Reporting Initiative recognizes the importance of an executive
analysis and says, “A credible executive summary provides key information, presented in an easily accessible format.”
The GRI also recognizes that a credible executive analysis should contain information derived directly from the
remainder of the report and should provide a balanced overview of the report’s contents (GRI 2000, p. 25).
Participants in most GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria agreed with the need for an executive
or management analysis, and many said they already include one in their reports.
The federal evaluation criteria used by the Mercatus Center do not address the need for an executive analysis
directly but do include as a criterion “Does the report adequately address major management challenges?” The
Mercatus Center further describes how this criterion should be met: “The report should describe how risks to an
agency’s success are being minimized to maximize results for citizens. The impact of management issues is clearest
in a context of specific goal achievement. It should be clear which challenges are ‘mission-critical,’ and why” (Mercatus
Center 2003, p. 25).
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In Public Performance Reporting: A Management Perspective, the CCAF-FCVI includes a guideline on putting
results in context and mentions as a key performance factor the need for information about “the strategic challenges
the organization is facing” (CCAF 2001, p. 12).
Similar to an executive or management analysis, GASB Statement 34 includes, as part of required supplementary
information for annual external financial reports, a management’s discussion and analysis (MD&A) to be placed
before the financial statements and after the transmittal letter and auditor’s opinion. Although MD&A is more than a
summary in that it provides information that is not presented in the financial statements, it is similar in that its intent
is to be an easily readable overview of the results of the financial operations of the entity. MD&A’s purpose is to
provide users with a method of obtaining insight into the results of the entity and to interest them in further study of
the financial statements of the entity (GASB 1999, paragraphs 8–11).
The Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board has a somewhat broader concept of the MD&A for federal
financial reporting and sees it as an important method for “(1) communicating managers’ insights about the reporting
entity, (2) increasing the understandability and usefulness of the GPEFR, and (3) providing accessible information
about the entity and its operations, service levels, successes, challenges, and future” (FASAB 1999, Executive
Summary).
How to Apply
Much of the executive or management analysis should be in narrative form and could be supplemented by charts
and graphs or other illustrations. This analysis could point out, for example, key strategic targets hit or missed, and
major or critical results that are significantly above or below targets or results from previous periods. It could also
include explanations of performance results with assessments of performance compared with previous periods and
targets established by the organization. If the organization has identified factors, either internal or external to the
organization, that they believe will present challenges in achieving the hoped-for results, those should be discussed
with any plans for addressing those challenges.

70

Examples
The Portland–Multnomah (OR) Progress Board benchmarks report provides a
summary highlighting three general areas—our thriving region, fulfilling lives, and safe
and caring communities. It presents three measures in graphic form for each area, with
a narrative description of what is happening and why. The report also includes a onepage summary of major challenges for the community presented in four areas—
economy, education, urban vitality, and environment.
Executive analysis of
results with key
measures and narrative
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Discussion of major
challenges

(Source: Portland Multnomah Progress Board. Are We Making Progress? 2001. Electronic
version accessed December 2002 from www.p-m-benchmarks.org)

72

The King County, Washington, benchmark report provides a highlights section with
the major themes and outcomes from the “Countywide Planning Policies.” The section
has a narrative discussion with one or two graphics for each outcome. The narrative
covers both results and factors affecting the local community. It also provides graphic
indicators of the direction of change for performance in five program areas reported.
Highlights of report

Highlights by
program
area
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(Source: King County, Budget Office. The 2002 King County Benchmark Report. Electronic
version accessed December 2002 from www.metrokc.gov/budget)
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The Oregon Benchmarks report includes a press release that serves as an
executive or management summary. The press release provides a narrative description
of the results in meeting the benchmark targets, with an overall grade for each
benchmark and a discussion of the results. Only three of the benchmarks that are
reported in their press release are presented in this example.

Press release with
narrative analysis
of results
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Overview of
results for
three
benchmark
areas

(Source: State of Oregon. Press Release. Oregon Makes Modest Improvements in Its
Benchmarks, Says State Planning Group. March 23, 2001.)
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SIX—FOCUS ON KEY MEASURES
The report should focus on key measures of performance that provide a basis for assessing the results for key,
major, or critical programs and services; and major goals and objectives of the organization. An external performance
report should be concise, yet comprehensive in its coverage of performance.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to ensure that performance reports provide users with enough information to
develop their own conclusions about important aspects of an organization’s performance, without overwhelming them
with more information than they can assimilate.
Description
At each level of reporting, in the context of criterion 4, the report should be appropriately concise to help users focus
on, and understand, the specific kinds of details expected to be of interest to the people who choose to examine that
level of reporting. The determination of whether a report focuses on key measures of performance while being
appropriately “concise yet comprehensive” can be judged using the following guidelines:
1. The degree to which outcomes or other results are reported for those goals and objectives identified as most
critical, or of highest priority, as set forth in a strategic plan, budget, or other policy document
2. The percentage of the organization’s budget represented by all the services and performance measures covered
in the report
3. The ability of readers of the report to find information they consider important for assessing results without feeling
overburdened.
Rationale
A long, overly detailed, data-saturated report is not the ideal reading material for any reader—whether a citizen, an
elected official, a government employee, or others. Consequently, performance information will be more effective and
more widely understood and used if it is concise. However, the comprehensiveness of the report’s contents should
not be sacrificed as a result of this need for conciseness, as it is equally important to ensure that all major aspects
of performance for a major goal or objective be reported, including both positive and negative results.
In the application of the characteristics of performance measures, GASB Concepts Statement 2 states: “Both
conciseness and comprehensiveness in reporting SEA measures are important because of the number, diversity, and
complexity of state and local governmental agencies . . . and services.” Performance information will best be
understood if a balance can be “achieved among the number of services reported, the SEA measures reported, and
the capability of users to understand and act on the information” (GASB 1994, paragraph 60).
The CCAF-FCVI recognized government’s ability to gather and report a “myriad” of performance information at
various levels, as well as the likelihood that the citizenry and users of the data would become overwhelmed. “Too
much detail about too many things obscures, not illuminates, a proper understanding of performance” (CCAF 2001,
p. 8). Therefore, they noted that public performance reporting should focus on critical aspects of performance and the
basis on which they were chosen. In Reporting Principles, the CCAF-FCVI has as its first general principle of
performance reporting that the report should be selective and focus on the few critical aspects of performance (CCAF
2002, p. 4).
The Urban Institute also recognizes the issue of completeness in its report on results-based state government and
recommends that annual agency reports of performance should “contain major highlights, both good and bad” (Liner
& Others 2001, p. 39).
Many participants in the GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria agreed that it was important to
keep reports concise while still giving a complete picture of performance, but several also said that it was difficult to
make a report comprehensive yet concise. It was seen as especially challenging to states and larger, more complex
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local governments. There was broad agreement on the need for conciseness. However, some participants emphasized that conciseness was important for external reports to citizens, but internal users (for example, mid-level
managers) need more details. Many participants commented on types of performance measures that should be the
focus of a report. Several agreed with the focus on outcomes, but others noted that different types of measures (for
example, outputs and efficiency) could convey key results. Most of these participants stated that whatever measures
are used, they should emphasize “results,” not workload or process (Fountain & Others 2002).
How to Apply
There are a variety of ways to achieve a concise, yet complete and understandable, performance report. For
example, the report could focus on key measures by reporting on major goals and objectives or strategic themes or
priorities. Although determining which are key measures is largely a question of judgment, guidelines can be used to
assist in this decision. These guidelines might include: Does the measure (1) report on results for a major goal or
objective? (2) address an issue receiving considerable public discussion? (3) report information considered important
by experts in the field, elected officials, or citizens?
Regardless of the approach used, the report should include performance measures representing the key objectives
that the organization has stated it will accomplish. For example, the overview level of reporting for an entire
organization with many programs and services generally would have a small number of performance measures,
focusing mainly on outcomes for major or critical services. Of course, these measures should be carefully selected
to provide insight into the range of programs or services delivered by the organization and to provide an objective
overview of the key results, being careful not to exclude results that are less favorable. Each increasing level of detail
would contain additional performance information yet would maintain the focus on results that are related to major
goals and objectives.
At various levels of reporting, especially higher levels, it is important not to clutter the report with too many
measures. An organization could make a reasonable judgment to leave out some functions or services that could be
considered major or critical, in order to keep an overview concise. There should, however, be links or references to
additional measures and information about how to find them—for example, available performance information about
services not included in the overview.
A number of local government public performance reports (including Prince William County, Virginia; the city of San
Diego, California; and the city of Portland, Oregon) limit the number of programs and services they include in a single
report. These tend to be services expected to be of high interest to citizens, and services of larger programs (though
not necessarily all large programs), such that a substantial portion of the jurisdiction’s resources are represented. The
reports also limit the number of performance measures for each of the reported programs or services.
Many organizations use the Internet as a method to communicate key performance information at several different
levels without overwhelming readers. This allows linking concise overviews and introductions with only key measures
to more detailed performance information in ways that the different levels of reporting become transparent to users.
For example, an overview might contain one measure of transportation performance, but by clicking on that measure
the user is taken to more detailed information about transportation services without having to look for it.
Levels of performance reporting that are more detailed than an overview can have more information, but they
should be organized so a user can easily navigate the report and will be dealing with a manageable amount of
information at any time. At a more detailed level of reporting, users presumably will be focusing on one portion of an
organization’s performance at a time. For example, the focus may be on an agency, an individual service or program,
or a geographic region. Other users may be concerned with measures from multiple programs or activities that
contribute to achieving a specific strategic goal or high-level outcome.
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Examples
The Oregon Progress Board selects twenty-five benchmarks as “key” and
highlights these measures in their report. Additional benchmarks are presented in
more detailed levels of the report.
Concise overview
highlighting five of the
twenty-five key benchmarks

Other social
support
Other social
benchmarks
support
benchmarks

(Source: Oregon Progress Board. Achieving Oregon Shines Vision: The 2001
Benchmark Performance Report. March 2001.)
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The New York City Mayor’s Management Report highlights fourteen
indicators for each neighborhood (see below) and then includes a selected
set of measures for each department (see next page).

Highlights by
neighborhood
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Additional
comprehensive
information for
the health
department

(Source: City of New York. Mayor’s Management Report Fiscal 2002. 2002. Electronic
version accessed December 2002 from www.ny.gov.mmr)
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The Alberta, Canada, performance report, Measuring Up, has a
performance summary that highlights the six “government” goals and eight
performance measures for the core business strategic area. For each
performance measure, a brief narrative is provided with a description of
results. In total, nineteen goals are presented in the report in a table, with
summarized results for each of twenty-seven key performance measures.
The report includes a discussion of the structure of the report. Users who are
interested in more measures are directed to the annual reports of the
ministries.

Provides a
concise
basis for
assessing
results at an
overview
level

Overview
of core
goals and
measures

How to find
more
detailed
information
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First six goals and
key performance
measures with
brief narrative

(Source: Government of Alberta, Finance Department. 2001–02 Annual Report Government of
Alberta. Report to Albertans on Budget 2001. Measuring Up. 2002. Electronic version accessed
December 2002 from www.finance.gov.ab.ca/publications/measuring/measup02/html )
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SEVEN—RELIABLE INFORMATION
The report should contain information that readers can use to assess the reliability of reported performance
information.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to assist users in assessing the credibility of the reported performance information.
Description
The report should provide readers with information that can be used to assess the reliability of the measures being
reported. This information would normally be in the form of a statement about what has been done to ensure the
reliability of the reported performance information. If there are questions about the reliability of this information
because of the results of reviews or no review was performed, these facts should be reported. However, data that are
known to be inaccurate or misleading should not be reported.
Because of the complexity of performance information and the sources of that information, it may not be possible
to obtain completely reliable information for some of the more relevant measures. Therefore, performance reporting
should not be limited to only information that can be known with certainty and be precisely measured.
Rationale
One way to help users have confidence in performance data is to provide them with information so they can
determine the degree to which they can rely upon the data. Once that basis is established, the information will be
more widely and effectively used in the decision-making process.
GASB Concepts Statements 1 and 2 state that the relevance and reliability of reported information are important
characteristics of financial information. It is important that the information itself be verifiable, but it is also important
that the systems from which it is derived produce controlled and verifiable data. To be reliable, “the information should
be verifiable and free from bias and should faithfully represent what it purports to represent” (GASB 1994,
paragraph 66).
Throughout the GASB’s research, this concept of reliability surfaced several times. Interviewees for the GASB case
studies on the use and effect of performance measures by state and local governments often noted concerns about
the reliability of performance information. Also, the comments received during the GASB citizen discussion groups
highlighted the need for verification of performance information. Some who participated in the discussion groups “felt
that assurances of the accuracy and reliability of performance information are critical to its credibility and are needed
if citizens are to take the time to review the information, take it seriously, and make use of it” (Fountain & Others 2002,
p. 37).
Members of the GASB SEA task force generally indicated that verification was important if the information was to
be used for decision making. Yet, task force members recognized the difficulty of verification, especially during the
developmental stage of performance reporting. Hence, this criterion does not prescribe a specific approach to
verification, but asks that preparers report information that will help users make their own assessments of the
credibility of the information reported.
In Public Performance Reporting: A Management Perspective from the CCAF-FCVI, the importance and complexity
of having reliable performance information also was addressed. They noted that because performance measures are
not always precise and can be interpreted in various ways, not all performance information will achieve one standard
of reliability (CCAF 2001, p. 15). Therefore, it is important to note that “good public performance reporting should state
the basis on which confidence is held in the reliability of the performance information being reported” (p. 3). In
Reporting Principles, the CCAF states as a principle that a public performance report should present credible
information and be fairly interpreted, and notes that it should “embody the characteristics of consistency, fairness,
relevance, reliability, and most especially, understandability” (CCAF 2002, p. 5).
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In its work on performance measurement for state government, the Urban Institute also expressed concern about
data quality control. As stated in Making Results-Based State Government Work, “once performance data begin to be
used for major purposes, such as making resource allocation, budget, and policy decisions, users become very
concerned about the accuracy and reliability of that data.” As a result, the authors recommended that program
managers should make an assertion about the accuracy of performance information (Liner & Others 2001,
pp. 80, 81).
In Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, the GRI addresses the issue of verifiability and recognizes the complexity
involved with verifying some information. The report states that, “where feasible, reported data and information should
be independently verifiable” (GRI 2000, p. 18). But it also states that “reports may contain some data, statements, or
assertions of fact that are neither objectively determined nor physically quantified, and which cannot be verified with
a high level of assurance” (p. 18). They do not provide guidance on what to do in such circumstances.
How to Apply
As presented, this criterion does not suggest what type of statement about reliability should be made. The degree
of reliability considered necessary and the basis for assessing the reliability are matters for those preparing the report
to determine. In doing so, they should consider the uses being made of the information. Whatever decision the
government makes about verification, users of the reported information should have a basis for assessing the
reliability of the information. This can be accomplished by including an objective statement from management, or
whoever prepares the performance report, that can be used to assess reliability.
This statement about reliability could include which information is believed to be reliable and which is from sources
that are more open to question. This statement could comment on the internal controls over the data being processed.
It could also describe any work done to verify or check the information, the extent and frequency (or time period) of
those checks, and who performed the checks and their association with the information. For example, an organization
could state that performance information is reviewed internally by personnel in the program where the information
was gathered and is checked on a test basis by budget or program analysts. If during this process questions about
its reliability arise, a further check is made by the internal audit section.
There are many approaches that organizations can take to assess the reliability of the information that they are
reporting. One approach to assessing reliability might be for the internal audit organization to examine the data being
used for the measures and reach a conclusion as to the reliability of the data and the systems used to generate the
data. It might not be feasible or cost-effective for all performance information to be subjected to verification each
reporting period. A regular, systematic approach might be used that would result in verifying or checking all
performance information over a cycle of three or more years. Another approach might be to verify performance
information using the AICPA attestation standards and a set of criteria agreed to by management. Regardless of
approach, a statement about the approach and the results of the verification work performed should be presented in
the performance report.
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Examples
The city of Portland, Oregon, report includes a statement that the audit division staff
has checked the accuracy and reliability of the data provided but did not audit source
documents. The draft report was also discussed with each bureau.

Checked for
accuracy but not
audited

Review of report
with agencies

(Source: Portland, Oregon, Office of the City Auditor, City of Portland Service Efforts and
Accomplishments: 2000–01 Eleventh Annual Report on City Government Performance.
December 2001. Electronic version accessed December 2002 from
http://www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor/audser/htm/Summary290.htm, p. 4)
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The British Columbia, Canada, report includes a statement from the Office of the
Auditor General that audits have been performed in all major areas and shows the
number of audits by subject area, the audit coverage of each area, and a list of audits
performed. (Note that the term audit is used here to denote verification of performance
information, not that information in financial statements has been presented in
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles.)

Statement that
audits were
performed

Statement of
need for more
audit work
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In explanatory notes, the state of Illinois Office of the Comptroller (IOC) states that
the information was compiled by state agencies and that none of the data have been
audited. Although this type of statement may not provide much of a basis for having
confidence in the credibility of the information being reported, it does, at least
technically, provide a basis for determining the level of confidence a user can place on
the reliability of the information being reported.

Disclaimer of
information
because no
verification or
reconciliation work
was done by IOC

(Source: State of Illinois, Daniel W. Hynes, Comptroller. CAFR, Extract of the Public
Accountability Report. June 2001.)
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Prince William County, Virginia, includes a statement in its report that the data were
reviewed and discussed to question unusual variances in the data. This is qualified by a
statement that it was not possible to address or fully analyze every variable.
Checking
the data

Qualification
of work done
(Source: Prince William County. Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report 1996–2001.
Electronic version accessed December 2002 from www.co.prince-william.va.us/budan/sea_pdf/default)
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EIGHT—RELEVANT MEASURES OF RESULTS
Reported performance measures should be relevant to what the organization has agreed to try to accomplish and,
where possible, should be linked to its mission, goals, and objectives as set forth in a strategic plan, budget, or other
source.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that reported performance measures reflect the organization’s goals
and objectives and (2) to provide users a basis for understanding the degree to which those goals and objectives have
been accomplished.
Description
The performance measures that are reported should be relevant measures of the degree to which the organization
has achieved its mission, goals, and objectives. (Outcome measures would be the primary focus and should be
supplemented by output, efficiency, and input measures that are related to the services provided in order to achieve
results.) The key measures being presented will vary depending on the level of reporting as discussed in criterion 4.
A reader of the performance report should be able to see clear relationships between the performance measures
reported and the stated mission, goals, and objectives of the organization set forth in meeting criterion 2.
Rationale
The relevance of performance reporting primarily hinges upon whether the information provides a basis for report
users to assess the degree to which the organization is achieving what it has set forth to accomplish. In this context,
reported performance measures should be aligned with the organization’s mission, goals, and objectives.
In Concepts Statements 1 and 2, one of the six basic characteristics of government financial and SEA reporting is
relevance. Concepts Statement 2 states, in the section on information needed for decision making: “To facilitate the
process of decision making in the context of the public administration system and budgetary cycle, ideally a
governmental entity should establish and communicate clear, relevant goals and objectives; set measurable targets
for accomplishment; and develop and report indicators that measure its progress in achieving those goals and
objectives (measures of performance)” (GASB 1994, paragraph 16).
The CCAF-FCVI, in setting forth its guidelines for public performance reporting, states that “to make performance
reporting meaningful to the public, the report needs to explain goals and performance expectations in their own right
and then relate the results that have been achieved to these goals and expectations” (CCAF 2001, p. 9). In Reporting
Principles, the CCAF states that the report should embody the characteristic of relevance and report how a
government’s activities contribute to its goals (CCAF 2002, pp. 4−5).
Many participants in the GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria agreed with the basic idea of this
criterion.
Evaluation criterion six of the Mercatus Center asks, “Are the performance measures valid indicators of the
agency’s impact on its outcome goals?” Mercatus criterion seven goes on to ask, “Does the agency demonstrate that
its actions have actually made a significant contribution toward its stated goals?” They add, “Performance measures
selected by an agency should relate directly to its outcome goals” and “The report should answer whether things
improved because of what an agency did, and if so, how much of the improvement can be attributed to its actions”
(Mercatus Center 2003, pp. 13–14).
How to Apply
The heart of performance reporting is embedded in the basic question: To what degree is the organization (or its
programs or services) achieving its mission, goals, and objectives? As the focus is on the accomplishment of stated
mission, goals, and objectives, it follows that the measures used would primarily focus on outcomes that measure the
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degree to which goals and objectives are being achieved. At overview and introductory (less-detailed) levels of
reporting, the measures normally would be outcome measures (with lesser use of efficiency and output measures)
and, where important, explanatory information. As the level of detail increases, the outcome measures, although still
the primary focus of the report, would be supplemented more by output, efficiency, input measures, and perhaps
process or activity measures and more explanatory information.
The links between mission, goals, and objectives are evident in the performance measures reported in Prince
William County, Virginia’s, annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report. Prince William County has a strategic
goal to “provide an accountable, responsive government with demonstrated effectiveness and efficiency.” Core
management systems for performance in Prince William County include strategic and operational planning, budgeting, management of service delivery, evaluation, and accountability for results. Performance results and community
needs are used as a feedback loop to guide periodic updates of strategic plans and objectives (Prince William County
VA 2002).
In the state of Texas system, objectives are clear targets for specific action and are measured by outcome indicators
that represent the quantified results or impacts of the strategies (outputs) for which resources are allocated.
Strategies, which are ways to accomplish key objectives, are the basic building blocks for budgeting and expenditure
of state funds. Each strategy includes output measures that quantify end products of the agency’s efforts. Explanatory
and efficiency measures also may be included to further define agency performance or operations. Quarterly
performance reports submitted by agencies to the state budget offices are the primary tools used in budget
monitoring. This monitoring is based on the degree to which outputs are produced in accordance with the budget and
objectives achieved. Therefore, the performance measures being reported are measures of the accomplishment of
the agreed-upon mission, goals, and objectives of the organization.
In its 2002 manual for developing performance measures, “Fairfax County Measures Up,” Fairfax County, Virginia,
sets forth a four-step methodology to guide agencies in developing performance measures. The methodology begins
with a review and evaluation of the existing agency mission and goals and then asks agencies to identify service
areas (activities that consume a major portion of the cost center’s budget or are critical to the success of the agency’s
mission). It then proceeds to the definition of service area objectives (for example, “should support the goal statement,
reflect planned benefit(s) to customers, be written to allow measurement of progress, be quantifiable within the fiscal
year time frame, and describe a quantifiable future target level, if appropriate”). Agencies are then directed to identify
indicators (performance measures) that measure progress on achieving the stated objectives. Examples of objectives
for different service areas are provided, with different types of performance measures (input, output, efficiency, service
quality, outcome) showing the clear link from objective to measure of performance (Fairfax County VA 2002, p. 11–14).
In the Fairfax County budget document, each department presents a list of its key accomplishments and initiatives
for the coming fiscal year; then, for each cost center, the departments set forth their goals and objectives with
performance indicators that measure their progress in achieving the stated objectives.
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Examples
Minnesota Milestones includes for each goal the performance measures
(indicators) that are used to measure achievement, the rationale for the measure,
and the performance measure itself.

Theme
Goal

Details presented
on next page

Drill-down
links to
performance
measures
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Detail
performance
measure

Infant mortality is presented in total and
disaggregated by ethnicity.
(Source: State of Minnesota. Minnesota Milestones, 2002. April 2002. Electronic version
accessed December 2002 from www.mnplan.us)
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The overview level of the city of Phoenix, Arizona, performance report
includes a statement of program goal for each reported program, with a list of key
services and several related measures of performance including, in some cases,
customer satisfaction.
Key
Services

Program
goal

Customer
satisfaction

Overview
performance
measures
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The Montgomery County, Maryland, report provides, for each program, a
statement of the program’s mission, the community outcomes supported by the
program, and the outcome or results indicator used to measure progress in
achieving the mission. This example illustrates reporting for aging and disability
services within the department of health and human services.
Program
mission

Program
performance
measures

(Source: Montgomery County, Office of Management and Budget. Montgomery
Measures Up! For the Year 2002: Selected Program Measures. April 2002.)
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The city of Worcester, Massachusetts, report includes a discussion of why an
indicator is important and a narrative explanation of how Worcester is performing
and what this means. This example presents information on what the city is trying
to accomplish—increasing school attendance and reducing dropout rates.

Importance
of indicator
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Trend
over
time

(Source: Worcester Regional Research Bureau, Center for Community Performance
Measurement. Benchmarking Public Education in Worcester. February 2002.)

99

NINE—RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY
Reported performance information should include information about resources used or costs of programs and
services. It also could report performance information relating cost to outputs or outcomes (efficiency measures).
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to facilitate an assessment of the amount of resources used and the efficiency,
cost-effectiveness, and economy of programs and services.
Description
Effective performance reporting should supplement outcome and output measures with related measures of inputs,
most notably resources used and workforce. Ideally, a direct relationship exists between the input information and the
reported outcome and output measures, such that efficiency measures can be computed. Such indicators divide
inputs by outcomes or outputs (or, for instance, the person-hours needed to achieve that unit of production or results).
This information also can be used to calculate workload measures, such as tons of garbage collected per sanitation
truck or worker. Measures of inputs, including the costs of programs and services, and efficiency should be reported
with related outcome and output measures. Normally this will occur at more detailed levels of reporting.
Rationale
Citizens generally are concerned with the effectiveness of government services (outcomes), the resources used to
provide those services (inputs), and the costs of producing outputs (efficiency). Taxpayers seek, and government
managers attempt to achieve, a balance between meeting public needs and keeping the resources used (and
therefore taxes and user charges) at a reasonable level. Although high-quality effective services are desired, they
generally are not desired “at any cost.”
Therefore, although performance information should focus primarily on measures of service accomplishments
(especially outcomes), the organization is also considered to be accountable for the economic and efficient use of
resources. To provide a complete picture, performance information should include information about resources
allocated and used. Users should be able to assess the quality of goods and the efficiency of services provided by
the organization.
By focusing on a variety of financial and nonfinancial measures of inputs, outputs and outcomes, and measures that
relate efforts to accomplishments, performance reporting provides the breadth of information that users of general
purpose external financial reports need to assess governmental performance and assess whether the organization
has been efficient and economical in its use of resources. These indicators can also be examined over time to assess
whether services are becoming more or less efficient and cost-effective, or may be compared with similar jurisdictions
to assess an organization’s relative efficiency and cost-effectiveness.
GASB Concepts Statement 2 discusses two different approaches to governmental accountability. Both of these
approaches state that governments are accountable for the efficiency, economy, and effectiveness of programs and
services (GASB 1994, paragraphs 20 and 21).
In Public Performance Reporting: A Management Perspective, the CCAF-FCVI presents as one guideline that
“good public performance reporting should recognize and explain the important linkage between resources and
results through the integration of financial and non-financial performance information” (CCAF 2001, p. 3). They state
that financial resources “can be seen as a form of ‘taxpayer investment’” and that the public wants to know what return
has or will be received for this investment. They recognize that providing information about results without relating it
to the use of resources can lead to unrealistic expectations and failure to engage in meaningful discussion about what
level of resources is needed to carry out strategies that are needed to achieve goals and objectives (pp. 3 and 13).
In Reporting Principles, the CCAF states that the report should integrate financial and nonfinancial information and
should indicate how much is being spent on key strategies and explain how changes in spending can affect results
(CCAF 2002, p. 5).
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The Urban Institute approaches the issue from the perspective of outcomes but nevertheless reaches a similar
position. They recommend that, “as part of a state’s budget process, operating agencies and their programs should
be required to identify outcome data related to specific dollar and staffing requests for specific programs.” They also
recommend that state agencies estimate outcomes that can be expected from various budget levels (Liner & Others
2001, p. 2).
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups indicated that they wanted a range of different types of
performance information reported. Across all groups, the most common types of performance information requested
were outcomes, citizen and customer perspectives, and cost-related information (including efficiency and tax burden).
The Mercatus Center evaluation criteria include under public benefits: “Did the agency link its goals and results to
costs?” They proceed to note that “strategic reallocation of resources becomes possible only when financial
information includes resource details by outcome measure that can then be used to calculate cost per unit of success
and to compare alternative methods of achieving the same goals” (Mercatus Center 2003).
How to Apply
In the case of input data (costs and other), care should be taken to limit the number of measures to only what is
essential for understanding the programs and its performance. Because of the ready availability of input data and their
importance in the allocation of resources and financial reporting, it would be easy to provide more than is necessary
for external users to understand the magnitude of resources being applied to a program. Often organizations present
“per capita costs” as a proxy for outputs or outcomes. Care should be taken because per capita information can be
misleading, especially for governments that have work or visitor populations that are large in proportion to their
residents. (Number of residents normally is used for calculating per capita figures.) In these cases, per capita cost of
public transportation or public safety may appear to be greater than for other governments, but this may be the result
of a proportionately high number of nonresident workers in a community.
Efficiency measures can be based on resources used compared to either outputs or outcomes. Both types can be
of great value to users of performance reports in assessing the performance of the organization. However,
cost-effectiveness measures (comparing resources used to outcomes) often are questioned because the relationship
between services provided and results often are affected by many factors beyond the amount of resources used.
Measures of cost per output are better for comparisons and are more frequently calculated by organizations. In this
case, care should be taken to ensure that all relevant resources used are included and that if the measure is to be
compared to other organizations, resources used are calculated in the same manner. It is also important to identify
whether the resources used are based on expenditure or expense data. Amounts reported in governmental fund
statements (and, often, actual budget amounts) for resources used are measured on an expenditure basis that does
not include all accruals of incurred costs. Resources used or expenses incurred are reported in the government-wide
financial statements (and business-type activity funds) on a full accrual basis.
Efforts have been made by state and local governments to demonstrate the link between outcome and input
information. In a section on spending and staffing, the city of Portland, Oregon’s, Annual Performance Report includes
information about resources used. The report includes annual operating expenditures often disaggregated by division
within major departments or services and authorized staff in full-time-equivalents (FTEs) as well as volunteer FTEs.
Expenditures are then converted to “operating cost per capita,” and a comparison to six other, relatively comparable
cities is provided (Portland OR 2001, p. 8). Prince William County, Virginia, also provides information about resources
used for each program area in a section on spending and staffing. They also provide per capita information or, in the
case of libraries, information on “cost per item” circulated (PWC 2002, p. 6).
The North Carolina Local Government Performance Measurement Project sponsored by the Institute of Government at the University of North Carolina has produced valuable information regarding performance measurement,
cost accounting, and benchmark efficiency comparisons across jurisdictions. The project’s approach, consisting of
service profiles, performance measures, cost accounting, and explanation of results, works extremely well for data
consistency and comparability. The project’s accounting model is especially effective in producing reliable and
materially accurate cost data.
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The GASB case study research identified comprehensive performance-based budgeting systems in Texas and
Louisiana. The state of Texas performance budget attaches specific outcome targets to dollars by including outcome
indicators in its biennial appropriations legislation. Yet the budget is firmly based in resources allocated to specific
strategies for the production of outputs (strategies produce outputs) that are designed to achieve results.
Efficiency measures typically will be among the last to be reported by many organizations because of the lack of
available information and the possible misuses of the measures. However, organizations should begin the process of
gathering the necessary data and testing efficiency measures. Recent changes in financial reporting requiring the
reporting of full–accrual basis expense information for government programs or functions in the annual financial
report required by GASB Statement 34 should mean that cost information for many programs and services will begin
to be available, even if only at a rather high level of aggregation. Disaggregation of these costs to programs and
services being reported continues to be a challenge.
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Examples
The city of Corpus Christi, Texas, report includes expenditures by division for
programs, efficiency measures such as cost per call for service, and in some
cases cost-effectiveness measures such as unit cost per case cleared.

Expenditures by
division

Efficiency measure of
cost-effectiveness

Efficiency
measures of cost
per unit of output

(Source: City of Corpus Christi. FY–2002 Budget/Performance Report 4th Quarter.
Period Ending July 31, 2002. Electronic version accessed December 2002 from
www.ci.corpus-cristi.tx.us)
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The Montgomery County, Maryland, report includes program expenditures
(not cost) and efficiency measures such as “cost per class.” This example
presents measures for the health promotion and prevention program of the
health and human services department.

Efficiency
measures

Expenditures

(Source: Montgomery County, Office of Management and Budget. Montgomery
Measures Up! For the Year 2002, Selected Program Measures. April 2002.)
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The New South Wales, Australia, report includes measures of program
inputs titled “cost of providing services.” The report also presents information
relating revenues to services provided and operational efficiency measures (for
example, cost per passenger per kilometer).
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(Source: New South Wales Council on the Cost of Government. Transportation: Service
Efforts and Accomplishments. 1997–1998.)
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The state of Illinois report includes, for each program (such as for the liquor
control commission), input indicators (for example, budget expenditures and
number of personnel [administrative and field agents]) and efficiency/costeffectiveness measures or indicators (for example, average inspections per day
and cost to perform a field inspection).

Budget
expenditures
and number of
personnel

Efficiency
measures

(Source: State of Illinois. CAFR, Extract of the Public Accountability Report. June 2001.)
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TEN—CITIZEN AND CUSTOMER PERCEPTIONS
Citizen and customer perceptions of the quality and results of major and critical programs and services should be
reported when appropriate.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that a more complete view of the results of programs and services
is provided, and (2) to report results not captured by an organization’s other “objective” measures of outputs and
outcomes.
Description
Organizations should report on the perceptions of both citizens and service recipients (customers) as a companion
to other measures of service outcomes. This would come in the form of data gathered from citizens and customers
through one or more methods, such as surveys. These measures should be presented together with other “objective”
measures of results at the various levels of reporting.
Rationale
Citizens and customers represent those primarily affected by programs and services. Therefore, it is important for
reported performance to include measures of citizen and customer perceptions about the results of the service or
program. Without this information against which to compare other, more quantitative measures of performance, a
complete picture of results is not obtained. These comparisons allow identification and evaluation of differences
between the quantitative measure of achievement for objectives and the qualitative measure of how others perceive
those results. These measures also provide a good starting point for raising questions about the results of programs
and services and the communication of results to citizens.
Participants in each of the GASB citizen discussion groups generally showed strong interest in information based
on surveys of citizen and customer perceptions and satisfaction, although an occasional participant dissented or
raised a concern about how representative and accurate survey data would be. In some groups, participants noted
an interest in knowing any differences between the perceptions of service “customers” or users, and citizens in
general, who may not all use particular services.
In the Urban Institute’s Making Results-Based State Government Work, the authors recommended that regular
measurement of citizen/customer satisfaction with state services be undertaken. They noted that “the Texas
legislature formalized this requirement in 1999 by passing legislation requiring selected Texas agencies to measure
‘customer service satisfaction and create performance measures for state agencies . . .’” (Liner & Others 2001,
pp. 41–42). As the Urban Institute reports, “for a majority of state programs, states have had little outcome
information, at least on a regular basis. A major missing element has been data on customer satisfaction with
particular services” (pp. 69–70).
Members of the GASB SEA task force also commented on the need for citizen and customer survey information.
One member noted that it is important because “it’s almost a separate check on all these empirical measures—it’s a
different sort of empirical measure—for example, you could have information on efficiency, comparability; a jurisdiction may be doing very well, but the citizens think it’s only so-so.” Another said, “It is also important because it offers
a good balance between the reporting entity and the users of the report.” Yet another said that “if the measure shows
that the government is performing well on programs, but the citizens are saying otherwise, then we have a major
communication problem that needs to be resolved.” Still other comments included: “Since we are a democracy it is
very important to see what government is doing, what it is measuring, and how people see it. The way people see it
or perceive it is not all that obvious.” “You need to have the outcome, citizen satisfaction. Otherwise, the quality of the
service isn’t determined in any way. . . . Quality of service [is] determined by citizens.”
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How to Apply
Citizen and customer perception and satisfaction information often is gathered through the use of statistically valid,
random surveys. Surveys are a normal method for gathering data on perceptions that can be used to report outcomes
from the citizen or customer perspective. Surveys can also provide perception-based outcome data not just for
satisfaction with services, but also for citizen perceptions of community conditions, including specific conditions such
as “percentage of residents feeling safe walking alone in their neighborhood” and more generalized views of
community well-being such as “percentage of citizens who believe their neighborhood livability is ‘good’ or ‘very
good.’” Differences in citizen and customer perception and satisfaction should be identified and discussed.
Surveys can be conducted in any of several ways, such as by mail, in person, or by phone. Whatever informationgathering approaches are used, when such data are to be used for external performance reporting, care should be
taken to ensure that the data are representative of the perceptions of the citizens as a whole or of all customers of
the services examined.
Citizen and customer perception and satisfaction data can also be collected in a variety of nonrandom ways
including tracking complaints and compliments, tracking comments, and conducting focus groups. One way of
assessing the quality of customer service that does not strictly use customer perceptions, but which also may be very
effective, is to use trained “service testers” who pose as customers to assess service quality. The 1999 Texas law on
customer service satisfaction even has a provision allowing review offices in both the executive and legislative
branches to send persons to pretend to be agency customers to test the quality of the service (Liner & Others 2001,
p. 42).
Regardless of the method of obtaining perception and satisfaction information, it should be included with other
measures of performance so they can readily be compared. For example, it could be valuable to compare citizen
perceptions of safety in their neighborhoods with police data on rates of reported crimes. Citizen and customer
information should clearly be identified as such when reported. It often is valuable to disaggregate citizen or customer
perception results by geographic area, citizen demographics, or type of customer. Often disaggregations can be
communicated using graphic methods such as a map showing all the neighborhoods or community districts within a
city, or counties within a state. For example, in Portland, Oregon’s, SEA report, selected citizen survey data are
displayed on maps, showing comparative survey results across the community’s districts.
The results of citizen and customer perception and satisfaction data are made more useful by providing data for
several data-collection periods. This provides a basis for comparison over time so that trends can be noted.
As important as citizen and customer perception information is, it is not always practical or useful to obtain and
externally report data on citizen and customer perception for every service and every reporting period. Also, it may
be confusing to report data on citizen or customer perception or satisfaction for many goals and objectives. So this
criterion presumes that this type of data will be collected and reported selectively—for example, where citizen or
customer data fill a key information gap or are otherwise considered important. Hence, the reporting organization
should explain its rationale for why citizen or customer perception data are reported in any given period and for some
programs and services, goals, and objectives, but not for others.
The report also should contain a discussion of any issues identified when analyzing the information obtained from
surveys or other methods of collecting perception data and the limitations of the research. For example, a limitation
of survey research is the effect of nonresponse bias on the external validity or generalizability of the results.
Nonresponse bias occurs because nonrespondents might have responded differently from respondents. Other
possible limitations include a nonrandom survey, self-reporting bias, and careless or frivolous respondents. Any
measures taken to address these limitations also should be discussed.
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Examples
The City of Portland, Oregon, Service Efforts and Accomplishments: 2000–01
report includes the results of a citizen survey and compares those results with
the reported performance for selected services. For example, the report
presents, by neighborhood, the citizen rating of overall fire and rescue quality
next to the number of major residential fires. They also report the ratings for five
surveys and break out the rating for those who indicate they have used the fire
bureau.

Citizen
survey
results

Measure of fire
performance

Rating by
users of
service

Trend data for
citizen ratings

(Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Auditor. City of Portland Service Efforts and
Accomplishments: 1997–98, Eighth Annual Report on Government Performance.
December
1998.
Electronic
version
accessed
December
2002
from
www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor)
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The Maricopa County, Arizona, report includes the results of a customer satisfaction
survey both in summary form and for the full survey.

Results of customer
satisfaction surveys

(Source: Maricopa County Arizona. 2001 Customer Satisfaction Survey Data. Phoenix:
Office of Management and budget, 2001. Electronic version accessed December 2002
from www.maricopa.gov)
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The city of Tucson, Arizona, provides client satisfaction data in its report. In the
example from the bilingual outreach and crisis counseling center, each client completes
a service evaluation upon exit from the center.

Performance
measures for
service

Results of
client
satisfaction
survey

(Source: City of Tucson, Pima County, and United Way of Greater Tucson. Human
Service Programs, Youth and Family: Inventory and Evaluation Report Fiscal Year
1999–2000. 2000)
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The City of Austin, Texas, Community Scorecard report includes information about
priorities and satisfaction with services from two citizen surveys. The example shows
citizen satisfaction with, and priority for, health and human services and a listing of
highlights from the report.

Citizen
satisfaction
with
services
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Highlights
from the
report

(Source: City of Austin. Community Scorecard. Austin, TX: City of Austin Budget Office,
August
2001.
Electronic
version
accessed
December
2002
from
www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/01-02/downloads/scorecard_2001.pdf).
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ELEVEN—COMPARISONS FOR ASSESSING PERFORMANCE
Reported performance information should include comparative information for assessing performance, such as to
other periods, established targets, or other internal and external sources.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to provide a clear frame of reference for assessing the performance of the
organization, its programs, and its services.
Description
The usefulness of reported performance information is enhanced when comparative information is included. The
GASB overview SEA Research Report identifies six types of comparisons: with previous years, with similar
jurisdictions, with technically developed standards or norms, with targets or goals set by the program or service, with
geographic areas or client groups within the same jurisdiction, and with similar private-sector organizations (GASB
1990, pp. 24–26).
The two staples of comparative performance reporting are time series and comparison against targets. Users are
also interested in comparing their government with other, similar governments or industry standards. Comparisons
with other organizations can be very informative as long as any significant differences in measures or circumstances
that have been identified are noted. This desire for geographic comparisons also extends below the organizational
level; users often have expressed an interest in seeing government-wide indicators broken down by city or neighborhood, by school or institution, and so on.
Rationale
The GASB overview report presents an answer to the question: Why is it important for comparisons to be reported
for the various SEA indicators? The report states that a key question for users of performance information is “whether
the level of service accomplishment reported is ‘good’ or ‘bad,’ and whether it is improving, worsening, or staying
about the same” (GASB 1990, p. 24). To answer this question, the users of performance information will seek to
compare reported performance with other information.
Concepts Statement 2 states, “SEA measures, when presented alone, do not provide a basis for assessing or
understanding the level of performance. Therefore, SEA information should include comparative information. This
information may take various forms” (GASB 1994, paragraph 63). The inclusion of comparison information should
help provide a clear frame of reference for assessing the performance being reported.
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups agreed with the need for various types of comparisons for
reported performance information. The types of comparisons were discussed in all groups. Although there was
general agreement on the value of comparisons, some types were questioned by some participants. For example,
although some participants were very enthusiastic about comparisons between jurisdictions, others had deep
concerns about the difficulty of making real “apples to apples” comparisons of performance and about the potential
for misinterpretation or abuse because of noncomparable data that purport to compare jurisdictions. Comparisons
over time and between geographic districts with the same organization were considered important. Neighborhoodto-neighborhood comparisons also were mentioned often as being of interest (Fountain & Others 2002).
In Performance Measurement: Getting Results, the Urban Institute devotes a chapter to comparing findings to
benchmarks. (In this case, the term benchmark is being used to denote comparisons.) They note that once outcome
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data are available to “find out whether the level of performance they reflect is good or bad,” it is necessary to compare
outcomes with benchmarks (measures of what can be expected). They list seven major types of benchmarks that can
be used to assess performance (Hatry 1999, Ch. 9):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Performance in the previous period
Performance of similar organizational units or geographical areas
Outcomes for different workload or customer groups
A recognized general standard
Performance of other jurisdictions or the private sector
Different service delivery practices
Targets established at the beginning of the performance period.

The CCAF-FCVI set forth the following guideline for presenting comparative information: “Good public performance
reporting should compare current performance to that of prior periods when such information will significantly
enhance the ability of users to understand or use the performance information being reported.” They also state that
comparisons of performance to that of similar organizations should be provided under similar conditions. They believe
that comparisons will provide a point of reference that helps users understand the significance of results achieved.
They recognize that comparisons can be made in a variety of ways, but mention that “comparisons can be made to
specific organizations that are considered to have excelled in achieving results, i.e., benchmarking against ‘the best.’
Or, it may be the case of making more general comparisons with the results of individual organizations or groups of
organizations” (CCAF 2001, pp. 14–15). In Reporting Principles, the CCAF set forth as a reporting principle that public
reporting should provide comparative information when it would significantly help Canadians understand or use the
report, and when relevant, reliable, and consistent information is or can be reasonably available (CCAF 2002, p. 5).
Participants in almost all GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria agreed with the need for some
form of comparisons, and most said they already make some comparisons. Although some concerns were raised
about comparisons between governmental organizations, comparisons against targets and comparisons over time
(period to period) were always mentioned in a positive light.
How to Apply
When considering reporting of comparison information, there are several issues to address. First, what types of
performance comparisons should be considered for reporting? Second, how many different comparisons should be
made for a specific performance measure? Third, what comparisons should be made at different levels (layers) of
performance reporting?
The issue of how many different comparisons or what types of comparison to present requires judgment on the part
of the preparer. At a minimum, comparisons with prior periods (time series) and against established targets should be
provided. Time series involves the presentation of a performance measure for a particular organization for multiple
years, which allows users to judge whether performance has improved or declined over time. Comparing actual
performance results with predetermined targets permits users to make assessments about whether an organization
is accomplishing what it set out to do.
If information can be obtained that is comparable, then other types of comparisons also should be considered. This
is especially important for disaggregated information (by geographic area, neighborhood, or divisions within the same
organization) and intergovernmental comparisons.
At the overview level of detail (because of the need to limit its size), the organization may choose to provide only
one comparison, perhaps against the prior period or a target set for the current period. All that might be necessary
is a statement that performance for a specific measure or group of measures has been improving over time or that
performance has been above (or below) target. However, if other comparisons are made at more detailed levels, the
overview should reference these and explain how to obtain that information. At the introductory summary level, it
might be possible to provide comparisons against both prior periods (perhaps change over five or ten years) and
established targets. Comparisons against other organizations and between geographic areas or divisions within the
organization usually will be presented at a more detailed level of reporting so that there will be not only more
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performance measures presented, but more types of comparative information for those measures. Care should be
taken to ensure that reported information is comparable. (The same measures are measured the same way and use
reliable data.) If the information is not truly comparable, either no comparisons should be reported or sufficient
explanation should be provided to describe how the information is not comparable.
Care also should be taken when selecting the pool of organizations with which to make interorganizational
comparisons. Efforts should be made to select organizations that are similar or comparable to the organization
making the comparison. Care also should be taken to ensure that comparative information about other organizations
was collected in a reliable manner.
The ICMA Comparative Performance Measurement Project is one effort that addresses the comparison problem.
For this project, over 120 cities and counties have agreed on measurement methods for a selected number of
performance measures. The organizations were trained on how to develop and report the selected performance
measures, and testing is done to check whether there is a reasonable degree of comparability among the data
reported.
Three types of comparisons typically have few comparability or measurement issues (for example, no way to verify
the reliability). These comparisons frequently are used in financial reporting as well as for SEA measures. The first
type is comparison with the previous periods (trend data) or baselines (a type of prior-year data that often focuses on
a specific year that is considered the starting point for a program or the last period before a program was begun). This
can provide an indication of whether a program or service is making progress in improving the condition it is designed
to address.
The second type, comparisons against targets or objectives set by the organization, provides a means of assessing
whether the program or service is achieving the level of results anticipated. Because targets can be established that
are too high or too low, a reasonableness check is to also compare performance against prior periods. Targets that
are too high or too low then become evident in subsequent years as performance information for multiple periods
becomes available. When targets are established, it is important that the target is measured in the same way as
reported performance. Then users can reasonably assess the degree to which the service has achieved the target
(or objective) established for it. (Explanations may be necessary for results that vary significantly, either positively or
negatively, from the established targets.)
Comparisons of performance against prior periods and against organizational targets are probably the two most
common types of comparisons used in public performance reporting, and they have been used in public reports for
many years. For example, the New York City Mayor’s Management Report and the city of Portland, Oregon’s, Service
Efforts and Accomplishments Report have been providing these types of comparisons since their inceptions in 1977
and 1989, respectively.
A third type of comparison that should be free from some of the more serious measurement issues is intraorganization comparisons. The use of intra-organization comparisons reduces the problems of measurement
because controls can be established to ensure that the performance measures being compared are measured
consistently. These comparisons typically are made if disaggregated information is available for either geographic or
organizational divisions (divisions of the same department, for instance).
In its annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report, the city of Portland, Oregon, displays maps dividing the
city into eight community districts, with selected performance data shown on the maps to compare results across
districts. Similarly, the New York City Mayor’s Management Report maps performance for selected measures for its
59 community board districts, 32 community school board districts, and 123 police precincts. As part of its September
2002 report, New York City made comparative maps for fourteen community-based indicators available on the
Internet.
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Examples
The Bellevue, Washington, report presents performance measures for the
current and two previous years and the target for the current year, with an
indication of whether the target was met or exceeded.
Previous two
years
Current
year

Target for
current
year

(Source: City of Bellevue, Department of Finance. City of Bellevue 2001 Performance
Measures.
April
2002.
Electronic
version
accessed
in
2002
from
www.ci.bellevue.wa.us/departments/finance/pdf/review2001_perfmeas.pdf)
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The city of Portland, Oregon, report includes comparisons over time (trend
data) and with six other cities.
Comparisons for crimes
with other cities

Comparisons
over time

(Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Auditor. City of Portland Service Efforts and
Accomplishments: 1997–98, Eighth Annual Report on Government Performance.
December
1998.
Electronic
version
accessed
December
2002
from
www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor)

119

New Mexico State University in its report on 2001–2002 targets presents
several performance indicators including a trend of student retention between
freshman and sophomore years. They then compared that trend to a stated
target of 75 percent.

(Source: New Mexico State University. Institutional Research, Planning & Outcomes
Assessment Report, 2001-2002. Las Cruces, NM: NMSU. Electronic version accessed
February 2003 from http://www.nmsu.edu/Research/iresearc/)
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The Public Policy Institute report presents forty-eight tables with comparisons
of all fifty states for various indicators. This includes a comparison for percentage
of population without health insurance.

Comparison
among the 50
states

U.S. average

(Source: The Public Policy Institute. Just the Facts—Key Economic and Social Indicators
for New York State. 2001 edition.)
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The Connecticut Policy and Economic Council report on school district
performance provides comparisons between Connecticut school districts and
comparisons for selected measures between states.

Connecticut Mastery
Test results for 4th
grade reading

CAPT (Connecticut
Academic
Performance Test)
results for 10th grade

SAT scores

(Source: Connecticut Policy and Economic Council. Connecticut Public Schools Guide
2000.)
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TWELVE—FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
The report should include a discussion of identified external and internal factors that have had a significant effect
on performance and will help provide a context for understanding the organization’s performance.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to help users understand the factors that might have an effect on performance,
including relevant conditions in the state, region, or community, or in the operating environment of the reporting
organization.
Description
The results of services provided by an organization often are affected not only by the service itself but also by
services provided by other organizations (both within the government and outside it), by factors within the organization, and by factors independent of the organization. The report should provide a context for understanding and
assessing whether and why the services being provided are achieving their objectives by including a discussion of
explanatory factors that have been identified as possibly affecting service results.
Explaining those factors will create a better context to help users assimilate performance information. Internal
factors may include complementary services provided by other agencies or even separate organizations, staffing
levels, letting of service contracts, delays in acquiring materials, or limitations in overall resources. External factors
can be as simple as the weather, such as an unusually wet rainy season, a hurricane or other natural disaster, or
unusually high snow accumulations, or as complex as the economy or the nature and magnitude of a parent’s
involvement in a child’s education.
It will not be possible to identify all the factors that have affected or possibly will affect service results; but, it is
important for users, as well as management, to understand that these factors do exist and, where possible, the nature
of their potential effect.
Rationale
Many factors besides direct service efforts (for example, age of equipment, the weather, changing demographics
of the population served) can have an effect on results achieved by public programs. It is important to identify the most
important factors that can affect results and report on them with appropriate explanations.
In Concepts Statement 2, the GASB included “explanatory information” as one of the elements of SEA reporting.
Explanatory information was described as including “both quantitative and narrative information that can help users
to understand reported SEA measures, assess the entity’s performance, and evaluate the significance of underlying
factors that may have affected the reported performance” (GASB 1994, paragraph 51). The Board went on to define
“two primary types of quantitative explanatory information that can be reported with SEA measures: (a) Factors
substantially outside the control of the entity, such as environmental and demographic characteristics . . . [and]
(b) Factors over which the entity has significant control, such as staffing patterns . . .” (paragraphs 51–52). In this
criterion, “external factors” are meant to be factors substantially outside the control of the entity, and “internal factors”
are meant to be factors over which the entity has significant control.
The CCAF-FCVI’s performance reporting guidelines also address this issue, saying that “good” performance
reporting should put results in their proper context by describing other key performance factors that are central for
users to:
• Understand why the entity is doing what it is doing
• Interpret the meaning and significance of the performance (CCAF 2001, p. 3).
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In Reporting Principles, the CCAF states that the report should explain other factors critical to performance. These
might relate to or stem from general changes in the economic, social, or demographic context for a program
(CCAF 2002, p. 4).
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups stated that they want explanatory information reported along
with performance data. They commented that explanatory information would help them have a context for understanding and using performance data. They noted that supporting narrative, contextual numerical data, and definitional types of explanatory information should be included along with interpretations of what reported levels of
performance mean and explanations of variances from targets and future plans (Fountain 2002, pp. 24–25).
Participants in most GASB field discussions groups on the suggested criteria agreed with the need for reporting
explanatory factors; some said they are already doing so. A few participants thought explanatory factors should be
limited to key measures or to factors whose effect on performance is generally understood.
How to Apply
The internal and external factors affecting performance should be reported and the actual or possible implications
of those factors explained where they are considered important and the relationship shows a significant effect on
results.
Factors affecting performance can be reported in quantitative and graphic form as well as a narrative, to explain
the context of performance to the reader. Government performance reports issued by a number of jurisdictions over
the years have included explanatory narratives, which often include, among other things, explanatory factors that
have affected performance. For example, New York City’s Mayor’s Management Report has long included an
explanatory narrative section for every city agency included in the report.
Key explanatory factors also can be important to report when performance comparisons are reported across
jurisdictions. The ICMA has used explanatory factors to help put comparisons of different cities and counties into
context. Several of ICMA’s Comparative Performance Measurement data reports include not only direct comparisons
of different city and county information, but also diagrams that plot indicator results against an explanatory factor’s
quantitative level. Such diagrams include statistical regression lines, so one could judge whether a city’s or county’s
performance is better or worse than might be predicted by the explanatory factor, and how far above or below
“predicted” performance each city or county has achieved. ICMA has published such charts—for example, for “Annual
[Public Library] Circulation per Capita v. Percent of Population with High School Diploma or Higher” and “[Road]
Maintenance Cost per Lane Mile v. Percent of Average Year with Freezing or Snow Conditions”—among many other
such comparisons (ICMA 2001a).
In jurisdictions with significant differences in key internal or external factors that affect performance by geographic
district, by facility (for example, by school or by park), or by operating unit, it is useful to report those factors in a
disaggregated fashion when reported performance is also disaggregated.
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Examples
The Wisconsin report on education performance includes charts comparing
performance to various explanatory factors. For example, the following chart
presents the various districts in the state and percentage of students scoring at
the advanced and proficient level to the percentage of economically
disadvantaged in the student population.

(Source: State of Wisconsin, Department of Public Instruction. Wisconsin School
Performance Report. 2002. Electronic version accessed December 2002 from
www.dpi.state.wi.us/sis)
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The state of Illinois report on education performance comments on the
relatively good “overall” performance by students, but then mentions that this
masks a critical performance difference between students. For example, poor
and minority students score much more poorly than does the general population.

How academic
performance is
measured

Academic
performance
results

External factors
affecting critical
achievement of
students

(Source: State of Illinois, Daniel W. Hynes, Comptroller. CAFR: Extract of the Public
Accountability Report. June 2001.)
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The Connecticut Policy and Economic Council has provided a printed report
on the performance of Connecticut school districts. In addition to information
about the performance of the districts on the Connecticut Mastery Test, it also
identifies each district’s economic resources group (ERG), provides data about
education expenditures for the district, and includes information for selected
demographic measures (such as students in single-parent families and students
with one or more parent with a college degree).
Academic
performance by
school district
within county

Economic
Resource
Group

Note: ERG is a measure of the socioeconomic strength of a
community. A is the highest rating and I the lowest.
Not all school districts in Fairfield County are included because
of space constraints.
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Expenditures for
education

Demographic factors
that might affect
performance

Note: This chart does not include all school districts in Fairfield County. The
chart was reduced in order to increase the size of print and readability.

(Source: Connecticut Policy and Economic Council. Connecticut Public Schools Guide
2000. 2000.)
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The Minnesota Milestones report provides a discussion of progress toward
goals and the challenges facing the organization in trying to reach those goals.
The report notes that generally positive trends can mask wide differences in
results among different areas of the state or different groups within the state.

Challenges
that are
explanatory
factors

Demographic
factors

Disparities in
results

Need for further
improvement

(Source: State of Minnesota. Minnesota Milestones, 2002. 2002. Electronic version
accessed December 2002 from www.mnplan.us)
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Prince William County, Virginia, provides information about a possible internal
explanatory factor connecting the criminal justice caseload with the adult
detention center (ADC) population for five years. The report then includes a brief
discussion of factors other than Criminal Justice Services (CJS) caseloads that
might affect the average daily population in the ADC results.

Discussion of
how CJS
caseloads may
have helped
control ADC
population
increase

Other factors that
might have
affected ADC

(Source: Prince William County. Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report
1996–2001. 2001)
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THIRTEEN—AGGREGATION AND DISAGGREGATION OF INFORMATION
Reported performance information should be aggregated or disaggregated based on the needs and interests of
intended users.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to provide performance information that (1) is not misleading because it obscures
or is not representative of true performance and (2) is relevant to users with different interests and needs.
Description
An organization should determine the appropriate level of aggregation at which to report performance information
for each level of reporting based on an evaluation of the needs and interests of intended users. Reporting by
geographic area (neighborhood, service district) and institutional unit (for each school, each jail, each park) is quite
common. Reporting also may be presented by demographics, such as age group or gender. Generally, organizationwide indicators (aggregated) would be presented for overview and introductory summaries, with disaggregated
information based on geography or demographics presented at more detailed levels. The organization should also
review aggregated data to ensure that they do not obscure performance that varies greatly from data reported in
disaggregated form. If there are instances where this type of variance is identified, the report should contain a
discussion of the variance and a link to more disaggregated data.
Rationale
To effectively communicate, users should be able to understand reported performance information and how it
affects or relates to them personally. For example, although state or citywide data will be of some interest to citizens,
they may be more interested in performance measures that provide the crime rate, condition of roads, or student
performance disaggregated by geographic area or demographic group.
Highly aggregated data may also obscure true performance. This can occur because organization-wide data can
obscure the fact that certain geographic areas or demographic groups may have performance that varies greatly from
the average for the organization.
Disaggregated information, especially at more detailed levels of reporting, also can provide a basis for comparisons
within the population or area served by the organization, program, and service. For overview or introductory level
reporting, aggregation at the organization-wide level is usually appropriate. However, this information should be
considered as a beginning point.
GASB Concepts Statement 2, in its section on enhancing the usefulness of service efforts and accomplishments
information, notes that “disaggregation of reported SEA information by geographical location within a jurisdiction, by
operating division or facility within a department, and so forth, may be particularly helpful in enhancing users’ ability to
understand performance. Disaggregation helps communication by providing information at a more meaningful level and
by separating variations in performance that may be hidden by aggregation of information” (GASB 1994, paragraph 68e).
Participants in most GASB citizen discussion groups felt that although they are important, statewide, countywide,
or citywide data provided an incomplete basis for citizens to use to assess performance. They said, “Citizens want to
know how things affect ‘my neighborhood’ or ‘my kids.’” They saw geographic disaggregation as important, especially
by neighborhood, but also by other defined geographic districts. They also expressed interest in demographic
disaggregation, such as by income level or ethnic background. Participants in several GASB citizen discussion
groups stated that they found reports on student achievement in each school (“school report cards”) and the entire
school district to be popular and useful. Some participants noted the importance of disaggregating state health data
by county, and other data by town or neighborhood (Fountain & Others 2002, p. 19).
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The Urban Institute found that citizens appeared to have little interest in states’ attempts to communicate with them
about state activities in the form of reports that only identify expenditure and output information. However, they found
that citizens were interested in outcome data specifically about their community. To meet these needs, “the report
should provide county and/or city level performance information—as well as statewide aggregate information.” In their
book Making Results-Based State Government Work, the Urban Institute and the National Conference of State
Legislatures recommended that “agencies and their programs should not only provide statewide aggregated data for
each performance indicator, they should also provide breakout data, such as outcomes broken out by key demographic characteristics, by location within the state, and for each specific operating unit.” They note that agency
personnel pointed out that, “until local data are provided, citizens and the media are much less likely to be interested,
since aggregate data may not directly pertain to their scope of interest” (Liner & Others 2001, p. 47).
How to Apply
Performance reports generally should include a mix of key measures reported on a disaggregated basis and key
measures aggregated to show results program-wide or organization-wide. The number of disaggregated versus
aggregated measures will vary by the level (layer) of reporting detail.
Reporting organizations should decide which disaggregations to provide at which levels of reporting detail.
Preferably, organizations should ask report users what information they are most interested in seeing by neighborhood, by other geographic district, or by some demographic characteristic. Reporting of disaggregated information
can be made more effective through the use of well-designed graphs and charts.
Reporting organizations also should consider cost-effectiveness in deciding what disaggregations to report, and
they are more likely to start with data they have already been collecting and compiling in a disaggregated form. Over
time, they should consider adding or revising measures collected, compiled, and reported on a disaggregated basis
based on report users’ needs and preferences.
Many governments collect their information on a disaggregated basis but then aggregate it for reporting purposes.
In other words, many may already have disaggregated information; for example, the New York Police Department
collects all of its data from the precincts but then also reports command-level, borough-level, and citywide information.
In his book Performance Measurement: Getting Results, Hatry (1999) discusses making outcome information more
useful by providing “breakouts” (his word for “disaggregations”) that can reveal highly useful performance findings
otherwise hidden by aggregation. On page 109 he lists a variety of different geographic breakouts that can be useful—
for example:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Neighborhood
Areas within organizational boundaries (such as service districts or precincts)
Political boundaries (such as electoral districts)
Counties or cities
Zip codes
Regions
States.

Disaggregating data into districts or categories multiplies the amount of data available to be reported. So it should
be expected that most disaggregations will be presented at more detailed levels of performance reporting. The
Internet can be a valuable medium for giving users electronic access to a wide variety of disaggregations, giving
on-line report users the opportunity to select the specific data of greatest interest to them without cluttering up
overview or introductory reports. For example, New York City’s data disaggregations that map fourteen indicators by
various community districts are available only in the on-line version of the September 2002 Mayor’s Management
Report (www.nyc.gov/mmr), not the print version. However, in previous years, when the web and print versions were
the same, or when only printed reports were issued, fewer district-based disaggregations were included in the report.
The GASB Research Report, Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting: Its Time Has Come—An Overview,
addressed the issue of how, and to what extent, individual SEA indicators should be disaggregated. Members of the
advisory committee for the research expressed concern that disaggregation could be carried too far, “swamping users
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of the SEA reports with too much information as well as adding cost and verifiability problems.” “More disaggregation
seems desirable and likely to be useful for many governmental programs and policy issues, but selectivity is needed to
provide only major disaggregations in basic reports and more detail, where needed, in special backup reports” (GASB
1990, pp. 20–21).
In Performance Measurement, Hatry raises another form of aggregation that can be important, besides aggregation of program or service results, to show organization-wide performance. Hatry discusses the need for aggregating
outcomes across a number of different projects or programs that have similar objectives, to show the cumulative
impact on desired outcomes that all the programs are intended to support (Hatry 1999, p. 247).
With respect to aggregate data, in addition to reporting performance measures aggregated organization-wide for
specific programs, organizations should consider reporting outcome measures that represent aggregations of
multiple programs, services, or agencies that are working in the same government or organization. For example, a
local, state, federal, or private resource provider may be supporting a number of projects aimed at the same set of
public health outcomes in one local district, or in multiple localities or regions. Where multiple programs serve one
local district, it can be useful to measure the commonly sought outcomes district-wide to assess the cumulative impact
of all the programs. Where several localities or regions are served, it can be useful to add up the outcomes of each
project or program across all sites to assess what total outcomes had been achieved by the total investment of
resources.
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Examples
The Fulton County (GA) School District report includes SAT scores for the
entire district compared to state and national scores. The report then includes
SAT scores disaggregated by special populations and for individual schools
within the district.

SAT scores for
special
populations
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(Source: Fulton County School District, 2002. Electronic version accessed December 2002
from www.fulton.k12.ga.us)
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The city of Albuquerque, New Mexico, report disaggregates dropout rates
by high school and presents the rate for both cohort group and annually.

Annual
and
cohort
dropout
rates

(Source: City of Albuquerque. Albuquerque 2000 Progress Report. 2000. Electronic
version accessed December 2002 from www.cabq.gov)
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The city of Portland, Oregon, report includes a disaggregation of citizen
survey results by geographic area of the city. Groups of neighborhoods are
combined into “district coalitions” for purposes of organizing engagement of
citizens and neighborhood associations. The city has used the district coalition
boundaries for reporting disaggregated data from surveys of citizen perceptions,
as well as other selected performance measures, as displayed on maps in
Portland’s annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report.

Citizen rating of
street
maintenance by
geographic area
of the city

(Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Auditor. City of Portland Service Efforts and
Accomplishments: 2000–01, Eleventh Annual Report on City Government Performance.
December
2001.
Electronic
version
accessed
December
2002
from
www.ci.portland.or.us/auditor)
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FOURTEEN—CONSISTENCY
Reported performance measures should be consistent from period to period; however, if performance measures or
the measurement methodology used is significantly changed, that change and the reason(s) for the change should
be noted.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are to allow users (1) to compare an organization’s performance from period to period,
(2) to better understand, and be familiar with, the organization’s performance over time, and (3) to be informed of
changes in measures or methodology and the reasons for those changes.
Description
Consistency in performance reporting means measuring and reporting the same measures in the same way from
period to period. This will result in performance reports that have a similar look from year to year so users can expect
to find measures they are familiar with and already understand when they begin to review the report. This should
occur at the various levels (layers) of reporting used by an organization.
However, there are many acceptable reasons for changing measures and methodologies, such as the introduction
of new and innovative techniques for measurement or performing activities, changes in program features, or shifts in
external factors. The methodology for calculating a performance measure may change (for example, the criteria for
scoring cleanliness of a park are revised, or examinations of parks may be conducted at different times from previous
years). The manner of presentation may also change (for instance, indicators may have been reported by county in
one year, but aggregated by region in the next.) Regardless of the reason, reporting organizations should fully and
clearly identify and explain significant changes to users.
Rationale
The purpose of performance reporting is to communicate information about results to citizens and other users so
that they will have a basis for assessing the results being achieved by the reporting organization. Consistency in
reported performance measures meets two needs: (1) The effectiveness of communication is enhanced if users
understand and are familiar with the measures of performance being reported. (2) Consistent reporting of measures
provides a basis for period-to-period comparisons and helps give a level of comfort to users of the importance of what
is being reported. However, it should be recognized that changes in goals and objectives and in methods of measuring
performance occur and in many cases result in improved measures. In these cases, it is important that users
understand that a change has taken place and the reason(s) for the change.
In GASB Concepts Statements 1 and 2 and in FASB Concepts Statement 2, one of the basic characteristics of
financial reports identified is consistency. Consistency has always been regarded as an important quality that makes
accounting numbers more useful because consistency from one period to another enhances the utility of information
to users by facilitating analysis and understanding of comparative data (FASB 1990a, paragraph 120). As stated in
GASB Concepts Statement 2, “SEA information should be reported consistently from period to period to allow users
to have a basis for comparing performance over time and to gain an understanding of the measures being used and
their meaning” (GASB 1994, paragraph 65).
GASB Concepts Statement 2 states: “SEA measures also need to be reviewed regularly and modified or replaced
as needed to reflect changing circumstances” (para. 65). This recognizes that inevitably some programs, services,
goals, and objectives will be modified because of changes in scope or direction, or in the service needs being
addressed.
There was no disagreement among participants in the GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria on
the need for consistency, with several participants describing how they attempt to ensure consistency in their reports.
Participants also emphasized the need to alert users to changes in performance measures and changes in
“methodology,” such as changes in definitions, calculation methods, or sources of data.
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How to Apply
In any report that has changes in measures, significant changes should clearly be noted. Similarly, whenever there
is a significant change in the definition of a measure, or in the methodology used to collect or calculate a performance
measure or any of its data elements, such changes should clearly be noted even if the measure itself has not changed.
Although not every reporting level may be suitable for complete explanations of changes, interested users should be
able to find, in a readily accessible way, explanations of what each change is, the reason for each change, and what
significant effects each change in measures, definitions, or methodologies may have on reported performance.
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Examples
The state of Florida Department of Transportation reports number of lane-miles
resurfaced for the current period and prior four fiscal years using a consistent measure
of lane-miles resurfaced.
Consistent measure of
number of lane-miles
resurfaced

(Source: Florida Transportation Commission. Performance and Production Review of the
Department of Transportation: Year Ending FY 1999/2000. August 2000.)

The city of Phoenix, Arizona, report notes that the measure of crime index changed
for the period starting January 2002. The report also states that this change will have a
slight impact on comparisons with prior years and gives the reason for the change.

(Source: City of Phoenix. City Manager’s Executive Report. March 2002. Electronic version
accessed December 2002 from www.phoenix.gov/MGRREPT/index.com)
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The Montgomery County, Maryland, report on the aging and disability services
discusses changes in the calculation of expenditures used for input and efficiency
measures.

Comments on change in a
measurement of expenditures
used for calculating efficiency
and input measures

(Source: Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget. Montgomery Measures Up!
For the Year 2002, Selected Program Measures. April 2002.)
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FIFTEEN—EASY TO FIND, ACCESS, AND UNDERSTAND
The availability of an external report on performance and how to obtain that report should be widely communicated
through channels appropriate for the organization and intended users. Performance information should be communicated through a variety of mediums and methods suitable to the intended users.
Purpose
The purposes of this criterion are (1) to ensure that a broad group of potential users are aware that performance
reports are available and (2) to provide the performance information in forms that different users can access,
understand, and use to reach conclusions about the results of the organization.
Description
This criterion involves widely communicating the availability of a report on performance information using a variety
of methods to reach a broad section of potential users in ways that will both make them aware of the report and its
content and enhance their interest in obtaining the report and reading it. The print and electronic media both can be
valuable by presenting highlights from the report and providing information about how to obtain the report itself. A
separate overview with a message from a high administrative officer or elected official mailed with utility bills or by
e-mail to citizens who have requested this service provides another method. Of course, discussion at public meetings,
over community access radio and TV, and to civic organizations also can be used to announce that a report on the
organization’s performance is available and to present highlights from that report.
Once users have the report, it is important that they read and understand it. To accomplish this, a variety of
mediums and methods should be used. The same mediums used to communicate the availability of the report can
be used in communicating the information contained in the report. Methods of presenting the information within the
report should also be suitable for the intended users. Graphs and charts that can readily be understood are one tool.
Narratives that describe and help readers grasp the meaning of reported information can also be helpful, as are a
number of other communication methods. Each organization should endeavor to attain a variety of communication
approaches—or a “communication mix”—that are effective in engaging elected officials and many citizens about
government performance, at a reasonable cost to the organization.
Rationale
If performance information is to be communicated to users, they should first become aware that such information
is available and how to obtain it, and then be able to understand the information being reported. Because users have
various backgrounds and process information differently, these reports should communicate the information using a
variety of methods designed to meet the needs of various groups of users.
One of the criteria used by the Mercatus Center to ascertain how well federal agency performance reports inform
the public about results is: “Is the report easily accessible and easily identified as the agency’s Annual Performance
Report?” They also include as a criterion: “Is the report easy for a layperson to read and understand?” They describe
the importance of this by stating, “Access to performance information is critical because public accountability can only
be served if members of the public can actually find out what benefits an agency provides” (Mercatus Center 2003,
p. 7). They go on to state, the “Annual Performance Report is a communications device directed at non-specialist
audiences. Therefore, its style, language, and subject matter should reflect that purpose. It should focus on an
agency’s mission, how it organizes efforts toward that end, and how much progress was made toward its achievement
in the preceding fiscal year. Contents should be clear, logical, easy to navigate, and presented in such a way that their
structure aids understanding. Consistent format, clarity of text, absence of jargon, minimal use of acronyms, and
effective use of visual techniques like headings, graphs, tables, and photos are helpful. Details can either inform or
confuse, depending on how they are presented” (p. 8).
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In the GASB citizen discussion groups, “participants urged the use of multiple methods of communication with
citizens about performance. Multiple communication mediums were suggested from distribution of printed information, to use of the Internet, to use of the press or other media (for example, municipal TV), to public forums. . . .
Participants in several groups noted how people react differently to different styles of presenting information, and pay
attention to different communication channels, suggesting that each community needs to use multiple modes of
communication to get the attention of its citizens” (Fountain & Others 2002, p. 28).
The citizen discussion group report also noted that “specific details and combinations of communication approaches suggested varied by discussion group, reflecting different kinds of effective citizen communication channels
in different communities.” For example, “in several discussion groups, the local major daily newspaper was seen as
a good vehicle . . . but in two other discussion groups, the major press was seen as a problematic distribution source,
in one case because of a lack of credibility of the paper with [those] citizens, and in another because of a lack of
identity of the papers with the jurisdiction doing the reporting” (pp. 28–29). These differences in discussion groups
support the need for organizations to focus on what communication channels work best for reaching the citizens in
their jurisdiction, and selecting a “communications mix” appropriate for their situation.
The strong message of the GASB citizen discussion groups concerning use of multiple methods of communicating
the information itself also applies to the communication of information about the availability of reports on performance
information. Participants in several groups noted that not only do people react differently to different styles of
information, they also “pay attention to different communication channels.” Thus, it is just as important for organizations to use a range of communication channels in making people aware that performance information is available
and how it can be obtained. As one participant said, “You just can’t do enough communicating. . . . There is so much
noise out there that you have to communicate something ten times for people to hear it once” (p. 28).
Another source calling for multiple ways to communicate the availability of performance information is the Urban
Institute. In commenting on recommended annual reports on state government performance, the Urban Institute
stated, “For these reports to be effective, citizens and citizen interest groups need to be notified that the reports are
available, possibly through notices when they receive tax, vehicle, or voting information. States should also brief the
media and might also place ads in newspapers throughout the state, summarizing highlights and announcing the
availability of the reports” (Liner & Others 2001, p. 38).
Almost all of the participants in the GASB field discussion groups on the suggested criteria that commented on this
criterion agreed with it. One suggested adding that the information should be “accessible as well as available.”
Participants also suggested noting that highly detailed measures do not have to be printed if they are available to
interested users in other forms.
How to Apply
Preparers should consider various approaches to communicate performance information such as on the web or in
a printed report (book format), pamphlet, or brochure; or in meetings with community groups, civic associations, or
advocacy groups. Each method of reporting will require careful planning.
Organizations are likely to identify effective communication methods for their community more quickly by reaching
out to citizens (for example, asking them at meetings of their own groups and including questions in citizen surveys
about which communications vehicles they prefer). The city of Charlotte, North Carolina, has surveyed citizens to
learn the extent to which they use various sources (for example, newspapers, TV, radio, the city’s website) to obtain
information about city government. This type of outreach is useful to repeat periodically, to learn how well various
communication channels are working and what new ones should be considered. The same range of approaches
described for communicating performance information applies to communicating the availability of performance
information. Generally, less media time, space, or cost—for any given communication channel—is required to let
people know a report is available than to report the performance information itself. So even more communication
channels generally can, and probably should, be used for cost-effective communication of the availability of
performance information than for communication of the information itself.
Organizations should consider how different methods of communication can work together to engage users. For
example, brief printed “overview” reports can be widely distributed, with information calling attention to a website
where interested users can find more detailed information. Similarly, information can be presented to a variety of
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groups in meetings, with attention paid to selecting information likely to be of interest to each group and presenting
it in a compelling way. Organizations can make such meeting presentations work with other methods of communication by, for example, offering more detailed printed reports to people attending meetings, including in these
meetings demonstrations of how to use websites to obtain more information, or offering materials and instructions to
attendees to enable them to hold their own meetings about the organization’s performance with their neighbors or
business colleagues.
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups stated that there are many ways to get people’s attention—for
example, household mailings (on their own, or notices included in tax or utility bills), e-mail subscriptions, notification
(and perhaps inclusion of part of the report) in the local newspaper(s), reports in neighborhood association
newsletters, and press conferences and press releases that could generate electronic media presentations and
discussions on radio and television (for example, on municipal TV). Participants also suggested holding public
hearings, focus groups, and public forums to discuss the results, and taking reports and presentations to meetings of
established organizations. By extension, even if discussion of results is not put on the immediate agendas of these
meetings, whenever public officials attend meetings with citizens for any purpose, they can mention the availability
of a new or recent performance report and how to get it. They might also provide attendees with handouts—which
may contain report excerpts—providing information on how to obtain more detailed performance information in print
or electronic form.
At a minimum, governments should consider presenting performance information both in printed form and on the
Internet, although citizen discussion participants suggested that even more methods of communication may be
needed for truly effective communication. Other electronic versions (for example, CD-ROM) may also be effective
communication approaches. On the Internet and CD-ROM, multiple levels and “views” (see end of description of
criterion 4) of information could be made available, while allowing users to choose the levels of detail and views they
want to use. Also, on both the Internet and CD-ROM, hypertext links can be used to make varying types of information
and levels of detail easily accessible. Some jurisdictions currently provide printed reports, some provide information
on the Internet, and some do both (for example, Portland, Oregon, and New York City).
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Examples
The state of Arizona printed report includes a description of the report organization
and several ways to obtain copies of the report. The state provides information on how
to obtain further information, with both the URL and a phone number.

How to obtain
copies of the
report
(Source: State of Arizona, Governor’s Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting. Special
Education Strategic Program Area Review (SPAR). January 2002. Electronic version accessed
December 2002 from www.state.az.us/ospb)

145

The New York City Mayor’s Management Report includes a description of how the
report has been changed, detailed information on where to find the report on the web,
and a note that it is also available through City Store (both the phone number and the
URL for the website are provided). This is followed by a user guide on how to read and
use the report.
Internet
URL

Links to
sections
of the
report

To obtain printed
copies

146

Access to
the report on
New York
City’s
website
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Description
of how to
use this
report

(Source: City of New York. Mayor’s Management Report Fiscal 2002. Electronic version
accessed December 2002 from www.nyc.gov/mmr)
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SIXTEEN—REGULAR AND TIMELY REPORTING
Performance information should be reported on a regular basis (usually annually). The reported information should
be made available as soon after the end of the reporting period as possible.
Purpose
The purpose of this criterion is to ensure that organizations report performance information on a regular and timely
basis so such information can be used as a key part of the decision-making and accountability processes.
Description
This criterion recognizes that performance information should be reported on a regular and timely basis. However,
the organization issuing the report and users of that report are the ones who will determine whether the report meets
this criterion. Therefore, the report should provide a basis for assessing whether it is issued regularly and in a timely
manner. The report should provide information about the period covered by the report and for each performance
measure. If reporting for all or part of the organization is less frequent than annually, the reason for choosing a
less-frequent period should be discussed. The report should also include the date of issuance of the report.
Rationale
In order for performance information to be valuable and useful to users for assessing accountability and making
decisions, the information should be timely and be received by users on a regular basis. Normally, an annual
performance report that is available soon after the end of the reporting period (say, within four to six months) should
be sufficient to meet the needs of decision makers.
Participants in the GASB citizen discussion groups discussed the frequency of communication of performance
information. Several spoke of the importance of annual reporting, but another thought the reporting cycle should be
the same as that used for the budget. Generally, participants suggested annual or biennial reporting cycles consistent
with periods when the organization’s information would be updated and accessible (Fountain & Others 2002, p. 33).
In GASB Concepts Statements 1 and 2, one of the six basic characteristics of government financial reports is
timeliness. As stated in Concepts Statement 2, “SEA information should be reported in a timely manner so that it will be
available to users before it loses its capacity to be of value in assessing accountability and making decisions” (GASB
1994, paragraph 64).
The Urban Institute recommends annual state performance reports to citizens. Its Making Results-Based State
Government Work concludes that “accountability to citizens is the ultimate accountability. Providing regular information to a state’s citizens about the progress being made in addressing problems important to those citizens is key”
(Liner & Others 2001, p. 38).
In its Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, the GRI refers to the annual reporting cycle as the norm but notes that
more frequent reporting may be needed in certain circumstances. They recommend that the reporting period used
be clearly indicated and reasons given if the period is less frequent than annual. They also note that the reports should
be issued on a regular cycle (GRI 2000, p. 18).
How to Apply
To meet this criterion, the organization first should carefully assess the benefits of preparing the report annually, or
more or less frequently, and reach a conclusion about the frequency at which it intends to report. This assessment
should consider the needs of the various users of the report as well as the processes of collecting and reporting data.
Then, the organization should carefully consider how to ensure that necessary data are available and can be
processed for timely report preparation. Finally, the organization should develop a plan with a goal for issuing the
report at a specific time each reporting period. In scheduling publication dates, consideration should be given to
important dates in public decision processes, such as budget deliberations.
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Some governments have recognized the need for timely information for decision making by having agencies report
at least some performance data more frequently than once a year. For example, the state of Texas requires quarterly
reporting of agency inputs and outputs to the legislature but annual reporting of outcomes. The state of Wyoming must
present the annual performance report to the governor and legislature by December 1 of each year, five months after
the end of the fiscal year. Some governments (for example, New York City) issue interim performance reports during
the fiscal year, with partial-year results and projections of annual results, which are then available for use in the annual
budget process. If these organizations reported performance only on an annual basis and used their fiscal year as the
reporting period, current-year performance data would not be available for their annual budget debate, as elected
officials generally try to pass the next year’s budget before the current year is over. Some governments that pass
two-year budgets generally have annual appropriations processes, for which interim performance reports are useful
before an annual or biennial report is ready.
When local governments report performance information, it is not uncommon for them to use an annual reporting
period linked to their annual financial reporting period, or fiscal year, as do Portland, Oregon, and Prince William
County, Virginia. However, some organizations use a biennial budget cycle and may find that issuing performance
reports annually is too frequent to justify the costs. These organizations may decide to issue biennial performance
reports. However, the data they report still should reflect two years of annual results for the organizations, programs,
and services reported, except in special cases where annual data are not available (for example, citizen surveys
conducted biennially). Annual data should be reported because even if biennial budgets are used, organizations still
work on a fiscal-year basis, and many report users will think in terms of yearly performance. If an organization decides
to issue performance reports less often than annually, the reason for using this reporting period should be stated.
In reporting performance, it is also important to consider the complexity of certain programs or services for which
desired results may take several years to achieve. In this case, “initial” and “intermediate” outcome measures, rather
than “final” or “long-term” outcomes, can be used to monitor the program and see if it is making expected progress
toward the long-term objective.
In some jurisdictions, especially larger, more complex ones, it can be useful for programs or agencies to issue their
own performance reports separately from the organization as a whole. For example, the Urban Institute and the
NCSL recommended this approach for state governments (Liner & Others 2001, p. 39). In these cases, the programor agency-specific reports could be based on different schedules from the organization-wide report (for example,
annual versus biennial, or by federal fiscal year for programs that are mostly federally funded).
Multnomah County, Oregon, presents another reporting model. The county’s Service Efforts and Accomplishments
Report covers a different group of county agencies every year, with at least two years of annual data reported for each
agency. In a two-year cycle, all major and critical programs are reported (Multnomah County Auditor’s Office, 2002).
Organizations can use the Internet to keep users up-to-date on many performance measures on a more frequent
basis than with formal printed reports. For example, they might issue annual or biennial print reports with full
interpretations and explanations provided, while updating data for performance measures on their website quarterly,
semiannually, or annually.
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Examples
Note: This criterion can be met by the action of the organization in reporting on
an annual basis and soon after the end of the reporting period. These examples
go beyond that and explain the frequency of the report and its due date.

The Multnomah County, Oregon, report provides a description of the report’s
frequency, saying that the report includes information about social and health
services one year and public safety the next.

Reporting
frequency

(Source: Multnomah County Auditor’s Office. Multnomah County Service Efforts and
Accomplishments Report Public Safety FY 2001. February 2002.)
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The state of Wyoming performance report includes an excerpt from the state
statute explaining that annual performance reports should be presented to the
governor and legislative service office on or before December 1 of each year.

Required
frequency
and date of
reporting

(Source: State of Wyoming, Department of Administration and Information (006),
Wyoming State Library Division. Wyoming State Government Annual Report 2001.
Electronic version accessed December 2002 from www.wsl.state.wy.us)
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The District of Columbia Performance Accountability Report states that a
year-end report on the performance of individual agencies must be submitted to
Congress no later than January 15 (fiscal year ends September 30) and that the
government-as-a-whole performance report is due no later than March 1.

When
year-end
agency
reports are
due

Full District
report is due

(Source: District of Columbia. District of Columbia 2001 Performance Accountability
Report. 2002.)

153

