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REFLECTIONS OF THE PROVINCIAL AUDITOR

This study provides a snapshot of current trends and leading practices
in business planning and performance measurement in other
jurisdictions.  It essentially benchmarks what other jurisdictions are
doing in this field and the implementation process that they are
following.

There is much that is available to learn from the business planning
and performance measurement process in other jurisdictions.  As such,
this study is a companion document to our July 2000 report on
Business Planning and Performance Measurement:  An Assessment of
Timeliness of Implementation and Effectiveness of the Process in
Departments.

Jon W. Singleton, CA, CISA
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INTER-JURISDICTIONAL COMPARISON ON TRENDS AND LEADING PRACTICES
IN BUSINESS PLANNING AND PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Report Overview
INTRODUCTION
This study presents the findings of a survey on the business planning and performance
measurement process in selected North American jurisdictions.  The review is a follow-up to the
Provincial Auditor’s July 2000 report entitled, Business Planning and Performance Measurement:  An
Assessment of Timeliness of Implementation and Effectiveness of the Process in Departments.  Several
recommended changes were made in the July 2000 report in respect of the business planning and
performance measurement process of Manitoba government departments.  To situate our July 2000
findings and recommendations on Manitoba within a broad context of trends and leading practices
elsewhere, we undertook the present study.

PURPOSE, SCOPE AND APPROACH
PURPOSE

The objective of this review is to document the trends and leading practices in selected North
American jurisdictions, primarily to determine how they address the challenges we identified in the
July 2000 report on the business planning and performance measurement process in Manitoba
Government Departments.

SCOPE

In order to make the examination of trends and leading practices in other jurisdictions useful to our
context, we focussed on a specific set of subject areas that relate to the areas that need
strengthening in the Manitoba business planning and performance measurement process and the
recommendations identified in the July 2000 report referred to earlier.  Namely, we wanted to find
out how other jurisdictions address the following key aspects of the process:

• Input From Elected Officials - providing opportunities for elected representatives to
be involved in the business planning and performance measurement process.

• Co-ordination of Plans and Indicators - Inter-ministry/departmental co-ordination
of the content of business plans and the selection and collection of performance
data.

• Client/Stakeholder Participation - input from clients/stakeholders in shaping the
business plan or performance indicators selected.

• Use of Performance Information - the utilization of performance data to its full
potential.

• Public Access - public reporting on the content of business plans and performance
outcomes.

As well, we examined institutional arrangements along four dimensions:

• Legislation

• Central Co-ordinating Body

• Performance Pay

• Planning and Budgeting
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Here again, these four were selected as the focus because they relate to certain recommendations or
questions raised in the July 2000 report.

APPROACH

A survey questionnaire was developed to gather information that relates to the scope of this study.
The survey was sent to a representative from the central co-ordinating body of business planning
and performance measurement in the Government of Canada, each provincial government and six
U.S. states: Virginia, Texas, Washington, Minnesota, Florida and North Carolina.  The selected U.S.
states were chosen because they are among the known leaders in this field.  Survey respondents are
identified in Appendix 1 along with information on who to contact in each jurisdiction for further
information.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT
Survey findings are presented under one of three parts:

• Part One: The Institutional Framework

• Part Two:  Procedural Approaches

• Part Three: Challenges and Strengths.

KEY SURVEY FINDINGS

The Institutional Framework

Legislation
• Over half of the jurisdictions conduct business/strategic planning and performance

measurement within a legislative framework that governs these undertakings.

Co-ordinating Body
• There is an almost even split between those who rely on treasury board staff/

equivalent body and those who involve more than one functional area of
government to provide central co-ordination of business planning and performance
measurement.

Performance Pay
• There is an even split between those jurisdictions where a system is in place or is

being developed and those jurisdictions where salaries are not affected by
performance outcomes.

Planning and Budgeting
• In well over half the jurisdictions, business planning and budgeting are linked or

are being linked.

Procedural Approaches

Input From Elected Officials
• In virtually all jurisdictions, Cabinet provides the overall, government-wide vision

or strategic direction that sets the framework for ministries/departments to follow
in developing their business plans and performance indicators.
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• In close to half the jurisdictions, Cabinet approves individual ministry/
departmental business plans or the strategic direction.

• In over half the jurisdictions, Cabinet approves ministry/departmental
performance indicators or key indicators.

Client/Stakeholder Participation
• In over half the jurisdictions, the business planning process is designed in such a

way as to provide clients/stakeholders with opportunities to influence the content
of business plans before they are finalized.

• By contrast, fewer jurisdictions involve clients/stakeholders in performance
measurement prior to finalization of their plans and none reported that the
general public has any input in this area.

Public Access
• The content of business plans is made public in one form or another by over half

the jurisdictions.

• Virtually all jurisdictions report to the public on their performance.

Co-ordination of Plans and Performance Indicators
• In slightly over half the jurisdictions, co-ordination of the content of business

plans takes place across ministries/departments or a process is under development.

• Only three jurisdictions co-ordinate the selection and collection of performance
data across ministries/departments.

Use of Performance Information
• Currently, jurisdictions reported that the performance information that is prepared

is generally “somewhat” used.

Perceived Challenges and Successes

The two most frequently cited challenges facing jurisdictions relate to:

• one aspect or another of resourcing to undertake business planning and
performance measurement; and

• making meaningful use of performance information.

The most frequently cited successes that respondents identified in relation to their business
planning and performance measurement process are:

• enhanced public accountability;

• common guidelines that apply to all ministries/departments; and

• integration of the process - i.e., planning, measuring performance and budgeting.
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CONCLUSIONS
From the information we have gathered, the trend and leading practice is to:

• involve Cabinet ministers in the process;

• solicit input from clients/stakeholders in the business planning process, and to a
lesser degree, in the selection of performance measures;

• co-ordinate between ministries/departments the content of business plans and the
selection/collection of performance data;

• utilize the performance data generated to some extent in future decision-making;

• make available to the public the content of business plans; and

• report on results/outcomes.

Business planning and performance measurement seems to be here to stay.  Increasingly,
governments in other jurisdictions want the process to be part of their institutional culture.  These
trends are evidenced by the fact that:

• in over half the jurisdictions, legislation has been adopted regarding this process;

• well over half the jurisdictions have or are in the process of developing a process
that integrates business planning, performance measurement and budgeting; and

• several jurisdictions have, or are developing, a performance pay scheme that links
some portion of salaries to the achievement of expected outcomes.

The challenges cited in other jurisdictions are not unlike the ones that face Manitoba’s business
planning and performance measurement process.  The adequacy of resources available and the use of
performance information in decision-making seem to be the top two areas that need attention.

Finally, it is noteworthy that two of the main successes that respondents identified about their
jurisdiction’s process represent key ingredients of an effectively implemented business planning and
performance measurement process:

• linkage between business planning, performance measurement and budgeting; and

• public reporting on plans and outcomes.
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Introduction
In July 2000, the Provincial Auditor of Manitoba released a report entitled, Business Planning and
Performance Measurement:  An Assessment of Timeliness of Implementation and Effectiveness of the

Process in Departments.  That report reviewed Manitoba Measures (the Government of Manitoba’s
business planning and performance measurement process) against a set of objective standards of
effectiveness.  A survey of all deputy ministers, assistant deputy ministers responsible for business
planning and performance measurement and departmental co-ordinators of business planning and
performance measurement responded to a survey of questions organized around a set of
effectiveness criteria.  The report identified several areas in the business planning and performance
measurement process that need strengthening and contained a number of recommendations.

This study is intended to be a companion to the July 2000 Business Planning and Performance
Measurement Provincial Auditor’s report.  Having compared the Manitoba Measures process against
objective standards of an effective process, this report provides information on trends and leading
practices in other North American jurisdictions.

Purpose, Scope and Approach
PURPOSE
The purpose of this study is to document trends and leading practices in the business planning and
performance measurement process within the Government of Canada, provincial governments and
selected U.S. states.  The aim is to identify options and ideas for refining the business planning and
performance measurement process within the Government of Manitoba.

SCOPE
In order to make the examination of trends and leading practices in other jurisdictions useful to our
context, we focussed on a specific set of subject areas that relate to the areas that need
strengthening in the Manitoba business planning and performance measurement process and the
recommendations identified in the July 2000 report referred to earlier.  Namely, we wanted to find
out how other jurisdictions address the following key aspects of the process:

• Input From Elected Officials - providing opportunities for elected representatives to
be involved in the business planning and performance measurement process.

• Co-ordination of Plans and Indicators - Inter-ministry/departmental co-ordination
of the content of business plans and the selection and collection of performance
data.

• Client/Stakeholder Participation - input from clients/stakeholders in shaping the
business plan or performance indicators selected.

• Use of Performance Information - the utilization of performance data to its full
potential.

• Public Access - public reporting on the content of business plans and performance
outcomes.

It should be noted at
the outset that
throughout this report,
the term “business
planning” is used
interchangeably with
“strategic planning”.
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As well, we examined institutional arrangements along four dimensions:

• Legislation

• Central Co-ordination

• Performance Pay

• Planning and Budgeting

Here again, these four were selected as the focus because they relate to certain recommendations or
questions raised in the July 2000 report.

APPROACH
A survey questionnaire was developed to gather information on the key areas identified above.  The
survey, which was conducted between August and September 2000, was sent to a representative
from the central co-ordinating body of business planning and performance measurement in the
Government of Canada, each provincial government and six U.S. states: Virginia, Texas, Washington,
Minnesota, Florida and North Carolina.  The selected U.S. states were chosen because they are
among the known leaders in this field.

It is important to clarify that the survey was not intended to be an audit or evaluation of the
process in other jurisdictions.  This report does not draw conclusions on which jurisdictions are the
“best” in this field.  Rather, the report is structured around specific topics and uses the survey data
to illustrate who is doing what in relation to each topic.

Organization of the Report
Survey findings are presented under one of three parts:

• Part One:  The Institutional Framework,

• Part Two:  Procedural Approaches,

• Part Three:  Perceived Challenges and Successes.

Throughout the report, where a jurisdiction is not represented in any table, it either means that the
jurisdiction did not complete the survey or did not respond to that particular question.   As well,
jurisdictions are identified in all the tables in a two letter short form.  See Appendix 1 for the code
and a listing of a contact person from each of the responding jurisdictions.

Part One:  The Institutional Framework
This part of the report provides information on four organizational dimensions pertaining to
business planning and performance measurement:

1. Legislation - Which jurisdictions have adopted legislation that governs the
business planning and performance measurement process?

2. Central Co-ordination - Who provides central co-ordination of business planning
and performance measurement in each jurisdiction?

3. Performance Pay - Which jurisdictions link the achievement of results to employee
salaries?
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4. Planning and Budgeting - Which jurisdictions have integrated or linked their
business planning and performance measurement process with the annual
budgetting process?

Collectively, the four dimensions selected provide context regarding the organizational framework
within which the business planning and performance measurement process is taking place in each
of the jurisdiction. These organizational dimensions were chosen because they relate to
recommendations or questions raised in The Provincial Auditor’s July 2000 report entitled, Business
Planning and Performance Measurement:  An Assessment of Timeliness of Implementation and

Effectiveness of the Process in Departments.

Legislation
• As can be seen from Table 1, over half of the jurisdictions conduct business/

strategic planning and performance measurement within a legislative framework
that governs these undertakings.

TABLE 1✦

• With respect to the type of legislation that is in place, generally speaking it
relates to the requirement to prepare business/strategic plans and to report on
performance.  The legislation also identifies the content of such plans/reports.  In
all cases, the legislation provides for making these plans/reports public and
tabling them in the legislatures. (Table 2).
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TABLE 2

• Virginia’s legislation requires the Governor to appoint a Performance Management
Advisory Committee to provide input regarding the direction and results of the
State’s performance management efforts.  The Advisory Committee shall prepare an
annual report on its work and recommendations.  This report is tabled in the
General Assembly.

• One of the legislated duties of Virginia’s Department of Planning and Budgeting
includes the development, co-ordination and implementation of a performance
management system involving strategic planning, performance measurement,
evaluation and performance budgeting within the State government.  As well, the
Department is mandated to ensure that information generated from these
processes is useful for managing and improving efficiency and effectiveness of the
State government operations and is available to citizens and public officials.

• In Quebec, the legislation on service statements requires a department that
provide services directly to the public to publish a service statement setting out
its objectives with regard to level and quality of services provided and time frames
within which services are to be provided.  The legislation provides direction
regarding acceptable standards of conduct that departments should follow in
delivering services, e.g.:

- remain receptive to public expectations;

- simplify service delivery rules and procedures to the greatest extent possible.

• For more details on the legislative framework in each of the jurisdictions, refer to
Appendix 2.
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Central Co-ordinating Body
• Table 3 shows that essentially, one of three approaches is used among the

jurisdictions with respect to who provides central co-ordination of business
planning and performance measurement.  There is an almost even split between
those who rely on treasury board staff/equivalent body and those who involve
more than one functional area of government to provide central co-ordination of
business planning and performance measurement.

TABLE 3
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• In terms of the functions that central co-ordinating staff perform, there appears to
be a typical set of activities in which virtually all of them are engaged (Table 4).

TABLE 4

Performance Pay
• In relation to whether performance is linked to salary, there is an even split

between those jurisdictions where a system is in place/is being developed and
those jurisdictions where salaries are not affected by performance outcomes
(Table 5).

TABLE 5

• Among those jurisdictions where performance is linked to remuneration, the trend
is to apply such a scheme to executives and senior management (Table 6).
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• The performance pay schemes at the executive/senior management level tend to
be based on the achievement of more than just individual performance
expectations.  Generally, the expectation is that they will  achieve a combination
of individual performance goals as well as ministry/departmental and/or certain
government-wide targets (Table 6).

TABLE 6

Planning and Budgeting
• Most jurisdictions link their business planning and budgeting processes (Table 7).

• Although the process by which business plans and budgets is linked differs in each
jurisdiction, there appear to be two broad approaches (Table 8):

i) The budget process requires ministries/departments to link the strategic
objectives/activities identified in their business plans to the requested
expenditure allocations; or

ii) The business planning process requires ministries/departments to identify as
part of that process the resource implications of their plan’s strategic
objectives/activities.

TABLE 7
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TABLE 8

Part Two:  Procedural Approaches
As indicated earlier, the purpose of the survey was to gather information on trends and leading
practices specifically in those areas where Manitoba’s  business planning and performance
measurement process needs strengthening.  On that basis, the survey included questions that
revolved around the following subject areas:

1. The role of elected officials

2. Public participation and access

3. Co-ordination of the process

4. Performance measurement

The survey findings on the procedural aspects of business planning and performance measurement
are presented under each of the four subject areas identified above.

Role of Elected Officials
• As Table 9 shows, in virtually all jurisdictions, Cabinet provides the overall,

government-wide vision or strategic direction that sets the framework for
ministries/departments to follow in developing their business plans and
performance indicators.

• By contrast, in far fewer cases does Cabinet play a role in establishing key
performance indicators that relate to the overall vision/strategic direction
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(Table 9).  However, in over half the jurisdictions, Cabinet is involved in approving
the key performance indicators for each ministry/department.

• In close to half the jurisdictions, Cabinet approves business plans or the strategic
direction of ministry/departmental plans (Table 9).

• In terms of the role of elected officials other than Cabinet, with one exception,
cabinet committees/other bodies of elected representatives do not have final
approval of business plans or performance measures.  The primary role of these
bodies is to review and develop recommendations (Table 10).

• Treasury Board/Management Board of Cabinet seems to be the primary vehicle for
the review of business plans and performance indicators.  The other committees to
which business plans and performance indicators are referred tend to be policy
committees of one type or another (Table 10).

TABLE 9
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TABLE 10✦

Public Participation and Access
• Among the six jurisdictions who indicated that their process provides for external

input into business plans, with one exception, it is clients/stakeholders as
opposed to the general public who are given an opportunity for input.  Some
respondents indicated that clients/stakeholders include school and health
authorities as well as other boards (Table 11).

• There is quite a mix of approaches used to solicit input on business plan content
and no particular trend emerges in this area (Table 12).

TABLE 11✦
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TABLE 12

• By contrast, fewer jurisdictions involve clients/stakeholders in performance
measurement prior to finalization of their plans and none reported that the
general public has any input in this area (Table 13).

• In terms of the approaches for soliciting input into performance measurement,
these appear to be somewhat similar to the approaches for consultation on
business planning (Tables 12 and 14).

TABLE 13✦
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TABLE 14

• With respect to the question of whether business plans are public documents, over
half the jurisdictions make available to the public their business plan in one form
or another (Table 15).

TABLE 15

Co-ordination of the Process
• Among survey respondents, slightly over half indicated that co-ordination of the

content of business plans takes place across ministries/departments or that a
process is under development (Table 16).
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TABLE 16

• In those jurisdictions where co-ordination is taking place across ministries/
departments, the approaches being used can be characterized in one of three ways:

- In Ontario and Prince Edward Island, ministries/departments are “partnered”
or grouped into “clusters” for policy development purposes and are expected
to develop/implement their business plans in consultation with each other.
Some of the information sharing and co-ordination that happens between
“partnered” or “clustered” ministries/departments often relates to
environmental scanning exercises.

- In Alberta and Virginia, meetings and briefings at the senior management
level take place to discuss draft business plans and cross-cutting issues (i.e.
the Deputy Ministers’ Council meetings in Alberta; meetings with agency
management and staff in the Governor’s office in Virginia).

- In Nova Scotia, the review of ministry/departmental business plans involves
ensuring that individual plans reinforce each other and are consistent with
each other.

• With respect to the co-ordination of the selection of performance indicators and
the collection of performance data across ministries/departments, only three
jurisdictions have this feature built into the design of their business planning and
performance measurement initiative (Table 17).  In Ontario, Nova Scotia and
Virginia, the entity responsible for central co-ordination of business planning and
performance measurement has taken steps to encourage co-ordination between
ministries/departments in the selection of performance indicators and consistency
in data reporting (e.g., developing a standard template for ministries/departments
to use).
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TABLE 17

Performance Measurement
• With the exception of Saskatchewan where performance measures are in the

process of being developed, all other jurisdictions reported that they measure
performance.

• In terms of how respondents characterize the majority of their performance
indicators, most indicated that their ministries/departments tend to produce a
more or less even number of input, output and outcome measures (Table 18).

TABLE 18
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• There appears to be a strong trend towards public reporting on performance
(Table 19).  Moreover, there is a trend towards standardizing among ministries/
departments the format of performance reporting (Table 20).

TABLE 19

TABLE 20

• Bearing in mind that within each jurisdiction, ministries/departments are at
different stages of performance reporting, the performance information that is
prepared is generally “somewhat used” by responding jurisdictions.  Table 21 shows
that, typically performance information is used by persons/entities internal to
government - i.e., ministries/departments, cabinet, treasury boards.  By contrast,
in relation to utilization of performance data to seek feedback from persons/
entities that are external to government - i.e., citizens and politicians who are not
part of the government or utilization of the data by clients, the responses tend to
cluster around “not used” and “don’t know”.
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TABLE 21✦

Part Three:  Perceived Challenges and
Successes
In the final section of the survey questionnaire, respondents were asked to identify the top three
business planning and performance measurement challenges facing their jurisdiction, and successes
of their process that they would recommend to other jurisdictions.

Challenges
• The two most frequently cited challenges facing jurisdictions related to one aspect

or another of resourcing to undertake business planning and performance
measurement and the issue of meaningful use of performance information
(Table 22).
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TABLE 22✦
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• Table 23 shows the ways in which the identified challenges are being addressed.
The common feature in the responses to this question is that generally it appears
that the solutions are generated and driven by the central co-ordinating body
responsible for managing the business planning and performance measurement
process.

TABLE 23
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TABLE 23 (CONT’D.)
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TABLE 24
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Successes
• Some common themes emerged between the jurisdictions when asked to identify

the top three successes of their process that they would recommend to other
jurisdictions.  The four most frequently cited strengths (Table 24) are:

- Enhanced public accountability (cited 4 times);

- Common guidelines that apply to all ministries/departments (cited 3 times);

- Integration of the process - i.e., planning, measuring performance and
budgeting (cited 3 times);

- Senior level commitment (cited 2 times).

Conclusions
From the information we have gathered, the trend and leading practice is to:

• involve Cabinet ministers in the process;

• solicit input from clients/stakeholders in the business planning process, and to a
lesser degree, in the selection of performance measures;

• co-ordinate between ministries/departments the content of business plans and the
selection/collection of performance data;

• utilize the performance data generated to some extent in future decision-making;

• make available to the public the content of business plans; and

• report on results/outcomes.

Business planning and performance measurement seems to be here to stay.  Increasingly,
governments in other jurisdictions want the process to be part of their institutional culture.  These
trends are evidenced by the fact that:

• in over half the jurisdictions, legislation has been adopted regarding this process;

• well over half the jurisdictions have or are in the process of developing a process
that integrates business planning, performance measurement and budgeting; and

• several jurisdictions have, or are developing, a performance pay scheme that links
some portion of salaries to the achievement of expected outcomes.

The challenges cited in other jurisdictions are not unlike the ones that face Manitoba’s business
planning and performance measurement process.  The adequacy of resources available and the use of
performance information in decision-making seem to be the top two areas that need attention.

Finally, it is noteworthy that two of the main successes that respondents identified about their
jurisdiction’s process represent key ingredients of an effectively implemented business planning and
performance measurement process:

• linkage between business planning, performance measurement and budgeting; and

• public reporting on plans and outcomes.
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Appendix

1
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Appendix

2

LEGISLATION ON BUSINESS PLANNING AND PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT

BRITISH COLUMBIA

Extracts from The Budget Transparency and Accountability Act
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BRITISH COLUMBIA (CONT’D.)
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