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Editorial 

Parliament’s oversight role of government 
extends to the scrutiny of how government is 
performing. By highlighting issues of poor 
performance parliament can hold 
governments to account and ensure that 
scarce financial resources are used more 
appropriately.  

The advent of performance budgeting with its 
focus on what money is spent on and the 
results achieved allows parliaments to focus 
on performance given it is ultimately a 
parliament’s role to approve the government 
budget.  

This Spotlight discusses the role of 
parliament in performance scrutiny with a 
focus on performance information and budget 
scrutiny in Ireland.  
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One of the main functions of the 
Houses of the Oireachtas is to provide 
oversight of government activities and 
hold the government to account. 
Parliament can use performance 
scrutiny as a means to exercise this 
function.  At its core, performance 
scrutiny is about the efficient and 
effective use of scarce resources to 
improve the lives of the people living 
within a State. 

Principal agent model 

The traditional model used to explore 
the accountability relationship between 
parliaments and governments is 
principal-agent theory (MacCarthaigh, 
2005).  Parliaments as principals have 
varying degrees of power over the 
executive/government (the agent) – 
the main one being the power to 
remove the government from office.  

Oversight tools 

Parliaments have a number of tools at 
their disposal for the scrutiny and 
oversight of government policy and 
performance. The main tool is 
monitoring and reporting requirements 
i.e. the government gives information 
on its performance to parliament which 
monitors it and can highlight areas of 
poor performance. To exercise this 
function parliaments use various 
means including: committees and 
inquiries, questions and debates, the 
confirmation of appointments, and 
motions of no confidence, censure or 
impeachment. 

Barriers to scrutiny 

To provide effective oversight 
parliament needs to have access to 
information on government 
performance. However, the 
government has the incentive to 
withhold information especially in 

cases where its actions may reflect 
negatively.  

Other barriers to effective oversight 
include the incentive (or lack thereof) 
for parliamentarians to use their 
scarce time and resources to engage 
in scrutiny, the degree of power 
parliament has over the government, 
the level of technical skills 
parliamentarians have to engage with 
complex information, poor information 
on policies and programmes, 
constraints on the amount of time they 
are allowed to and are willing to spend 
engaging in scrutiny. 

It can be hard, time consuming and 
costly for members of parliaments to 
close the informational gap between 
themselves and the government. 
Thus, parliamentarians may turn to 
others to fill this gap. However, while 
such an approach may be less costly 
for members of parliament there is 
also an inherent danger that if 
oversight is outsourced, issues may be 
missed, areas highlighted become 
highly subjective, and narrow sectional 
interests dominate at the expense of 
broader groups who have a less 
effective voice.  

Performance information and scrutiny 

Performance scrutiny is a method to 
overcome some of these barriers. 
Performance information monitoring 
and reporting requirements are a key 
way to exercise oversight. The 
government sets out its policies and 
policy objectives and information on 
how to measure their achievement and 
reports to parliament on their 
implementation. 

In a performance scrutiny system the 
multidimensional aspects of a 
government policy/programme’s 
outcome is reduced to a few 
measurable indicators. 

Performance indicators and targets 
associated with those indicators are 
needed to allow parliamentarians to 

Executive summary  
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come to a view on performance. 
However, the indicators chosen must 
be of high quality and meet certain 
criteria. They should reflect the 
government’s objectives and priorities. 
They should, in general, be focused on 
the goods and services delivered to 
the public and allow for comparison 
over time.   

It should also be recognised that 
performance information is not perfect. 
The achievement of performance 
targets are an indicator of success or 
failure. A more comprehensive 
evaluation is usually needed to 
examine the overall impact of a 
programme and its value for money. 
Other problems with performance 
information include measurement, 
badly chosen indicators, ignoring 
issues that cannot be measured, and 
linking changes in indicators to specific 
activities of the government.  

Setting performance targets  

Targets are important for 
accountability purposes. They set a 
benchmark by which actual 
performance can be judged and can 
put external pressure on government 
departments and agencies to perform. 
However, defining indicators and 
targets is complex and time 
consuming. One technique for defining 
targets is translating desired outcomes 
and outputs into positive results-
oriented statements. Targets would 
start from a baseline level and identify 
a time-bounded target path and 
destination.   

Performance budgeting and 
parliamentary scrutiny 

Historically the role of parliament in 
approving funds meant that there was 
a major focus on the actual 
expenditure in minute detail. The 
advent of performance budgeting has 
led many parliaments to change focus 
from line by line expenditure allocation 
to examine the outputs or the 

outcomes of the spending. Coupled 
with the setting of targets this can 
increase the accountability of the 
executive to parliament. The executive 
in its budget must detail what it is 
hoping to achieve with its expenditure 
and set targets for these 
achievements. Parliament can then 
examine if the targets (either outputs 
or outcomes) are relevant and 
realistic. Later it can examine if they 
were met and query why not.  

Performance scrutiny in the Irish 
budgetary context  

The recent economic crisis exposed 
weaknesses in oversight of budgetary 
decisions by parliament. Over the past 
number of years the Irish Government 
has emphasised the need for 
performance budgeting, specifically to 
inform budgetary decision making, as 
well as, an increased role in the 
budget process for the Houses of the 
Oireachtas and its sectoral 
Committees.  

In order to achieve this increased role 
for the Houses of the Oireachtas the 
(Revised) Estimates for Public 
Services was reformatted. Additional 
performance information and targets 
were added. It was hoped that by 
bringing together financial and 
performance information, it would lead 
to a more focused engagement by the 
Oireachtas in the budget process. 

However, there has been criticism of 
the information provided and 
acknowledgement from the 
Government that it needs to be 
improved. In 2015 the Organisation for 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) Budgeting & Public 
Expenditures Division was requested 
to produce a report on how the 
Houses of the Oireachtas could better 
engage in the budget process.  

The OECD found that there was: 
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 A lack of systematic linkages 
between the performance 
indicators and higher-level 
strategies in the Revised 
Estimates for Public Services;  

 Lack of consistency in the quality 
of performance measures; 

 Poor presentation of performance 
information; 

 Lack of accountability for meeting 
performance targets; 

 Lack of impact of the 
parliamentary process on 
budgetary decision making; and  

 Lack of dedicated resources in the 
Houses of the Oireachtas to 
specifically support scrutiny of 
performance. 

The report makes a number of 
recommendations on how the Houses 
of the Oireachtas could better engage 
in the budget process including : 

 Establish and adequately staff and 
resource a Parliamentary Budget 
Office; 

 Have specific Oireachtas 
Committee meetings focused on 
the performance of government 
departments compared to their set 
targets;  

 Make improvements to the 
performance information that 
accompanies the Estimates. 

 

The 2011 Programme for Government 
gave a commitment to performance 
budgeting. Performance budgeting is 
based on the idea that the efficient and 
effective use of resources should be 
rewarded and where resources are not 
achieving their goals new policies are 
needed.  

The Government reformatted its 
Budget documentation to include 
performance information and has 
explicitly stated:  

“The aim of the performance 
budgeting initiative is to strengthen 
the focus upon what is being 
delivered with public resources and 
to build this information into the 
policy-making process. The 
inclusion of performance 
information in the Estimates 
documentation is intended to 
support the Oireachtas’ 
examination of the Estimates by 
providing members of Select 
Committees with key relevant 
information about what services are 
being purchased with public money 
and the impacts of these services 
for Irish citizens and for Irish society 
in general.”1 

These reforms give the Houses of the 
Oireachtas an opportunity to improve 
its oversight of government 
performance. 

This Spotlight examines parliamentary 
scrutiny of government performance 
with a focus on the Irish budgetary 
context. The outline of the Spotlight is 
as follows.  The first section will 
examine the rationale for 
oversight/scrutiny, its theoretical 
underpinnings, tools and some of the 
barriers to effective parliamentary 
scrutiny. The subsequent section 
discusses a model of how 
performance scrutiny can operate 
and the associated information for 
effective performance scrutiny. The 
final section will examine 
parliamentary performance scrutiny 
in the Irish budgetary context 
focusing on the Irish Estimates 
process and the performance 
information contained within it. It also 
looks at the proposed reforms from the 
recent OECD Review of budget 
oversight by parliament: Ireland.  

 

                                                 
1
 Department of Public Expenditure and Reform 

(2013) Expenditure Report 2014.  

Introduction  

http://www.per.gov.ie/wp-content/uploads/Expenditure-Report-2014.pdf
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Governments have finite resources to 
expend in pursuit of their objectives. At 
its core performance scrutiny is about 
the efficient and effective use of 
scarce resources to improve the lives 
of the people living within a state. 
Ultimately voters through elections 
hold governments to account but 
between elections others, especially 
parliament, exercise this role.  

In this context performance scrutiny 
means considering the policies and 
programmes government has 
implemented and evaluating how well 
they have met their original objectives. 
It should be recognised that the focus 
of performance scrutiny is not the 
scrutiny of the original policy 
objectives. The outcome of the 
scrutiny process may identify issues 
with the original policy objectives but 
the focus is how the implementation of 
the policy is being carried out and if 
the original policy objectives are being 
met.   

How performance scrutiny is 
conducted by parliament may vary. 
Different methods and emphasis may 
be used depending on the context. 
Performance scrutiny in terms of the 
implementation of the budget will differ 
from scrutiny of general policy or 
legislative proposals. 

Theoretical underpinning of 
parliamentary scrutiny  

This section explores how parliament 
fulfils its accountability role.  

Principal-agent theory 

The traditional model used to explore 
the accountability relationship between 
parliaments and governments is 
principal-agent theory (MacCarthaigh, 
2005).2   

                                                 
2
 MacCarthaigh, M. (2005) Accountability in 

Irish Parliamentary Politics, Institute of Public 

Administration, Dublin, p11.  

 

Box 1 : Scrutiny versus oversight 

Olson (2008)3 points out that 
parliamentary scrutiny and 
parliamentary oversight can be 
considered by some to be slightly 
different concepts. Scrutiny in the 
Westminster tradition “has a broad 
meaning referring to all executive-
legislature relations” whereas 
oversight (stemming from the 
American separation of powers) “is 
mainly limited to the review of policy 
implementation”. However, Olson 
recognises that increasingly these 
terms are used interchangeably with 
little distinction between them. In this 
Spotlight the terms are used 
interchangeably.  

 

Parliaments have varying degrees of 
power over the executive/government 
– the main one being the power to 
remove the government from office. 
Thus they act as principals with the 
executive as the agent. However, this 
relationship is complicated by other 
relationships.  Members of parliament 
act as agents in their relationship with 
voters. The relationship between the 
member and his/her political party also 
has bearing on the 
parliament/executive relationship 
(Saafeld, 2000).4  

Chain of accountability 

MacCarthaigh (2005)5 shows that in 
the principal-agent model of 
parliamentary accountability the ideal 
and simplified “chain of accountability” 

                                                 
3
 Olson, D. (2008) Legislatures and 

Administration in Oversight and Budgets: 
Constraints, Means, and Executives in 
Stapenhurst, R., Pelizzo, R., Olson, D. M., and 
von Trapp, L.   Legislative Oversight and 
Budgeting : A World Perspective. Washington, 
DC: World Bank, p324. 
4
 Saafeld, T. (2000) Members of Parliament 

and Governments in Western Europe: Agency 
Relations and Problems of Oversight. 
European Journal of Political Research 37, 353 
-376. 
5
 Op. cit. p12.  

Rationale, tools and barriers  
for performance scrutiny 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/6547
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/6547
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is that the public administration is 
accountable to ministers, ministers are 
accountable to the government (i.e. 
the cabinet) and the government is 
accountable to parliament with 
parliament accountable to the 
electorate.  

However, as MacCarthaigh (2005)6 
points out, in practice the chains of 
accountability are much more complex 
and in an Irish context include state 
sponsored bodies, cabinet sub-
committees, Oireachtas committees 
etc. This muddies the chain of 
accountability. He also states that “the 
chain of accountability is only ever as 
strong as its weakest link”.  

Strom et. al (2010)78  state that in a 
parliamentary democracy, “[t]he 
democratic chain of delegation is: 

 Indirect, in that voters (the ultimate 
principals) directly elect only their 
parliamentary representatives 
(and typically not also a range of 
executive or judicial offices); 

 Singular, in that each link of the 
parliamentary chain of delegation 
tends to feature a single principal 
and often a single agent; and 

 Hierarchical, in that accountability 
relations between different 
government agencies tend to be 
vertical (featuring parliamentary 
supremacy) rather than horizontal 
featuring checks and balances.”   

Thus they conclude that parliamentary 
democracy simplifies delegation but 
relies heavily on parliament to control 
the political executive i.e. government.  

Oversight tools 

In order to exercise its oversight role 
parliament must be informed of the 
executive’s actions. Kiewiet and 

                                                 
6
 Ibid p12. 

7
 Strom, K., Muller, W. C. and Smith, D. M. 

(2010) Parliamentary Control of Coalition 
Governments, Annual Review of Political 
Science, 2010, 13; 517-535, p518.  
8
 Ibid, p518. 

McCubbins (1991)9 identify four main 
classes of measures which principals 
can employ in their efforts to oversee 
agents “(1) contract design (2) 
screening and selection mechanisms, 
(3) monitoring and reporting 
requirements, and (4) institutional 
checks”.  

The third recourse - monitoring and 
reporting requirements – is the most 
relevant to performance scrutiny. 
Access to good and adequate 
information is the basis of performance 
scrutiny (see next section).  

The two fundamental mechanisms for 
parliaments to monitor governments 
are:  

 the statutory obligation of 
governments to provide 
information to parliament.  

 the formal powers the parliament 
has at its disposal to obtain 
information at its own initiative 
from the government and other 
bodies. 

In addition, parliament external 
oversight bodies (e.g. the Comptroller 
& Auditor General, Ombudsmen and 
anti-corruption agencies) can be set 
up to identify issues and report to 
parliament.  

The main internal tools that 
parliaments have at their disposal in 
order to exercise their oversight 
powers include committees and 
inquiries, questions and debates, the 
confirmation of appointments, and 
motions of no confidence, censure or 
impeachment (Pelizzo and 
Stapenhurst, 2012).10  

Barriers to effective oversight 

There are well documented barriers for 
parliaments to engage in effective 

                                                 
9
 Kiewiet, D. R. and McCubbins, M. D. (1991) 

The logic of delegation: Congressional parties 
and the appropriations process. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, p27. 
10

 Pelizzo, R. and Stapenhurst, F. (2012) 
Parliamentary Oversight Tools: A comparative 
analysis. Routledge, Oxton. Chapter 3.  
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oversight of government. As stated 
above the chain of accountability is 
only as strong as its weakest link. If 
members of parliament are unwilling or 
unable to perform the oversight role 
then the chain of accountability fails, 
undermining to some extent 
democratic accountability. 

Incentives  

Saafeld (2000)11 states that 
parliamentarians’ “incentives to invest 
scarce resources in government 
scrutiny and the nature of 
parliamentary oversight is likely to 
depend on the electoral reward MPs 
[Members of Parliament] and parties 
expect from their voters and/or party 
rank and file”. MacCarthaigh (2005)12 
suggests that in adversarial political 
systems such as parliaments based on 
the Westminster model the 
government has both the incentive and 
power to frustrate scrutiny as it 
increases their re-election chances. 

Being a member of a government or 
opposition party also influences 
parliamentarians’ incentives. How far 
are individual government 
backbenchers willing to go to hold their 
own colleagues to account? Their own 
promotional prospects may be 
damaged if they are seen to 
undermine a Minister of their own 
party. On the other hand, they do have 
an incentive to ensure that the 
government is performing adequately 
so that the prospect of their re-election 
is greater.  

Opposition members seem to have a 
greater incentive to pursue oversight. 
In an adversarial political system 
highlighting poor government 
performance can increase the 
opposition’s prospects at the next 
election. However, oversight is 
expensive in terms of time and skills 
(see overleaf) and opposition 
members may want to avoid 
highlighting performance issues in 
areas where the correction of the 

                                                 
11

 Op. cit. p356. 
12

 Op. cit. p43. 

issues could damage their supporters 
(Oleszek, 2010).13  

Power of parliament  

There is little motivation for 
parliamentarians to engage in scrutiny 
if such scrutiny does not lead to 
change. Individual parliamentarians in 
countries with weak parliaments (as 
Ireland is acknowledged to have14) 
have limited power and thus have a 
reduced incentive to engage in 
scrutiny. 

Legal constraints 

Another issue with accountability 
arrangements, based on principal-
agent delegation, is that agents 
operate under constraints which may 
not be fully understood by all the 
different principals. In the 
legislative/executive delegation, the 
executive is operating within 
constitutional, legal, cultural and 
international constraints that it has no 
power to change. It can only be 
accountable within the constraints 
within which it operates.  

Information asymmetry 

The principal-agent relationship is also 
affected by the information asymmetry 
between the groups (Saarfeld, 2000).15 
This arises as the government 
obviously has more information on its 
actions than parliament. To provide 
effective oversight parliament needs to 
have access to such information. 
However the agent (the government) 
has the incentive to withhold 
information especially in cases where 
its actions may reflect negatively. The 

                                                 
13

 Oleszek, W. (2010) Congressional Oversight: 
An Overview, Congressional Research Service.  
14

 See Martin, S. (2011) “Monitoring Irish 
Government” in Eoin O’Malley and Muiris 
MacCarthaigh (ed.) Governing Ireland. Dublin: 
Institute of Public Administration, Gallagher, M. 
(2009) ‘The Oireachtas: President and 
parliament’ in Coakley and Gallagher, 
edrs., Politics in the Republic of Ireland London 

and New York, Routledge Taylor and Francis 
Group in association with the PSAI and  
Hunt, B. (2011) ‘The Role of the Houses of the 
Oireachtas in the Scrutiny of Legislation’. 
15

 Op. cit. 

http://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41079.pdf
http://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41079.pdf
http://www2.le.ac.uk/departments/politics/people/dr-shane-martin/pdfs/monitoring-irish-government
http://www2.le.ac.uk/departments/politics/people/dr-shane-martin/pdfs/monitoring-irish-government
http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/main/documentation/House-of-Oireachtas-Report-for-Web.pdf
http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/main/documentation/House-of-Oireachtas-Report-for-Web.pdf
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tools of oversight if used effectively 
can narrow the information gap.  

Skills and knowledge of 
parliamentarians 

Even if information is freely available 
there is no guarantee that members 
have the skills and knowledge to 
process and analyse complex 
technical information (ACCA, 2011).16 

Time constraints 

Parliamentarians have a myriad of 
demands on their time, focus and 
energy. Individual parliamentarians 
cannot cover the entire range of 
government activities. Thus they 
specialise on areas that are of interest 
to them or their constituents. Certain 
forms of oversight, such as financial 
scrutiny, due to their complex nature 
and the amount of time they consume 
can get neglected as a result (ACCA, 
2011, p23).17  

In addition, competing, often 
unpredictable and volatile demands for 
parliamentarian’s time and attention 
limit their availability for training to 
remedy skills gaps (Coghill et al. 
2008).18 Watt (2009)19 suggests that 
parliamentarians do not have the time 
to find “complete” information and they 
use the information they have and 
their understanding of the political 
environment to reach a “good enough” 
decision with limited information.  

It can be hard, time consuming and 
costly for members of parliaments to 
close the informational gap between 
themselves and the government. 
Thus, parliamentarians may turn to 
others to fill this gap. However, while 

                                                 
16

 ACCA (2011) Parliamentary Financial 
Scrutiny in Hard Times, Association of 
Chartered Certificated Accountants.  
17

 Ibid p23. 
18

 Coghill, K., Holland, P., Donohue, R., 
Rozzoli, K. and Grant, G. (2008) Professional 
Development Programmes for Members of 
Parliament, Parliamentary Affairs, 61(1)73-98, 

p81.  
19

 Watt, I (2009) Changing visions of 
parliamentary libraries paper presented at the 
75

th
 IFLA General Conference, Milan 23-27 

August.  

such an approach may be less costly 
for members of parliament there is 
also an inherent danger that if 
oversight is outsourced, issues may be 
missed, areas highlighted become 
highly subjective, and narrow sectional 
interests dominate at the expense of 
broader groups who have a less 
effective voice.  

Possible solutions to these barriers 

The solutions to some of the above 
barriers include but are not limited to: 

 more and better information in 
easier digestible forms (ACCA, 
2011); 

 training for members in different 
forms of scrutiny (Coghill et al., 
2008 , ACCA, 2011); 

 additional resources to allow 
others within parliament to 
prepare tailored background 
briefing for members (e.g. 
Parliamentary Budget Offices, 
research services, parliamentary 
assistants etc.) (Olson 2008); 

 institutional fixes such as sectoral 
committees which allow members 
to specialise on specific policy 
areas (Olson 2008); 

 setting out in legislation the 
information parliament needs, in 
what format and when the 
government should provide it.   

Conclusion 

Governments are agents of 
parliaments and thus are accountable 
to them. Parliaments need effective 
tools to excise its oversight role and 
overcome the barriers it can face.  

The scrutiny of performance is one 
such tool. If implemented properly, 
underpinned with the right information, 
it is a method that can be used to hold 
the government to account. To be 
implemented it needs the government 
to provide information on its 
performance to parliament and for 
members to engage with this 
information.  

http://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/public-sector/tech-tp-pfs.pdf
http://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/public-sector/tech-tp-pfs.pdf
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Information on how to measure and 
monitor the achievement of policy 
goals is essential to performance 
scrutiny.  

Castro (2011)20 states:  

“Performance measurement is an 
essential part of the broader 
process often referred to as 
performance based management or 
managing for results, the objective 
of which is to improve efficiency, 
effectiveness and accountability in 
government. This process involves 
the use of performance indicators to 
assess the degree to which 
intended results are being 
achieved.”  

In order for a policymaker to judge the 
performance of a policy or programme 
appropriate information is needed. As 
Diamond (2005) states “[t]he essence 
of performance measurement is to 
reduce the multidimensional aspects 
of the [programme’s] outcome to a few 
measurable indicators”.21 

A performance indicator is a 
“quantitative or qualitative expression 
of a program or policy that offers a 
consistent way to measure progress 
toward the stated targets and goals” 
(Castro, 2011).22  

This section discusses the Programme 
Logic Evaluation Model which forms 
the basis of performance scrutiny, 
what types of performance information 
exist and the setting of performance 

                                                 
20

 Castro, M. (2011) Defining and Using 
Performance Indicators and Targets in 
Government M&E Systems, The World Bank 
PREMnotes, p1.  
21

 Diamond, J. (2005) Establishing a 
Performance Management Framework for 
Government, IMF Working Paper WP/05/50, 
p15.  
22

 Op cit p2.  

targets – best practice and issues to 
be aware of.  

Programme Logic Evaluation Model 

The Programme Logic Evaluation 
Model (see Figure 1) is frequently 
used as a method to evaluate 
individual programmes for their 
effectiveness.   

In the first instance the strategy that 
underpins the programme needs to be 
articulated. From this the objectives 
and priorities of the programme can be 
ascertained. These are important and 
need to be described in detail as when 
evaluating a programme they 
determine what is measured.  

The programme is defined by a set of 
inputs (in terms of money and 
personnel) that the programme 
consumes and the activities 
undertaken using these inputs.  

Using resources produces outputs i.e. 
the goods and services that the 
programme activities and resources 
have produced.  

These outputs then have outcomes i.e. 
the direct result (short term) on the 
individuals the programme was 
targeted at and the longer term impact 
on them. 

 

Model of performance 

scrutiny  

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resources/335642-1276521901256/ME12_v2.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resources/335642-1276521901256/ME12_v2.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resources/335642-1276521901256/ME12_v2.pdf
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Figure 1: Programme Logic Model 

 

Types of indicators  

Thus there are four main types of 
indicators which are commonly used to 
monitor and evaluate public policies 
and programmes based on the 
Programme Logic Evaluation Model. 

The types of indicators are structured 
in accordance with the key steps in the 
Programme Logic Evaluation Model 
(see Figure 1) and include: 

 Input indicators: these measure 
the financial or other, non-
financial, inputs to the operation of 
a policy or programme.  

 Output indicators: these capture 
the immediate product of a policy 
or programme, or that which is 
obtained in exchange for 
expenditure on the programme.  

 Result indicators: these measure 
the immediate benefit or effects 
on the beneficiaries brought about 
by a policy or programme.   

 Impact indicators: refer to the 
longer-term effects of a policy or 
programme.  

 

Result and impact indicators are also 
known as outcome indicators.  

Box 2 (overleaf) gives an example of 
the Programme Logic Evaluation 
Model based on the Irish social 
protection system. 

National Treasury (2011) states that: 

“it is … important for organisations 
to initially develop frameworks with 
a few indicators, but ensure that 
accurate, valid and complete data is 
collected and indicators are used 
effectively in decision-making and 
monitoring.”23 

The performance indictors chosen 
should be able to be collected in a 
timely and cost-effective manner and 
used in the measuring and monitoring 
of results. 

 

                                                 
23

 National Treasury (2011) Performance 
Information Handbook, National Treasury 
Republic of South Africa.  

http://www.education.gov.za/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=%2BNeEJLGYoMg%3D&tabid=889
http://www.education.gov.za/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=%2BNeEJLGYoMg%3D&tabid=889
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Box 2: Example of the Programme 
Logic Model 

Issue Older people who live in 
poverty. 

Policy Reduce number of older people 
living in poverty through means tested 
payments.  

Programme Non-Contributory State 
Pensions 

Inputs Amount spent on Non-
Contributory State pensions. 
Administration of State pension 
system (including processes, staff).  

Activity Means testing of applicants. 
Payment of successful applicants.  

Output Number of Non-Contributory 
State pensions paid.  

Result Individuals receive State 
pension. Pensioners happy with 
administration of system. 

Impact Fewer older people live in 
poverty.  

Note: This example is for illustrative 
purposes only. There are other 
policies, programmes and activities 
that also address the issue.  

Input indicators 

Input indicators are relatively 
straightforward they are the amount of 
money and the human resources that 
are to be used on a programme. 
Output and outcome measures are 
more complicated and their desirable 
properties are discussed in more detail 
below.  

Output indictors 

Outputs are the goods and services 
that are produced using the inputs 
allocated to a programme/ 
Department/Agency.  

Diamond (2005)24 lists some desirable 
properties of output indicators. Output 
indicators should: 

 “Be a good or service provided to 
individuals/organisations external 
to the agency; 

 Be able to be clearly identified and 
described; 

 Be for final use and not for an 
internal process or intermediate 
output; 

 Contribute to the achievement of 
planned outcomes; 

 Be under the control (directly or 
indirectly) of the agency 

 Be able to generate information 
on attributes of performance – 
price, quantity, and quality. 

 Generate information that is a 
basis for performance comparison 
over time or with actual or 
potential providers.”  

Outcome indicators 

Outcomes are the short and long term 
results and impacts of the activity and 
outputs produced by a 
programme/Department/Agency.   

Diamond (2005)25 lists some desirable 
properties of output indicators. 
Outcomes should: 

 “Adequately reflect the 
government’s objectives and 
priorities;  

 be indicated by the impact on the 
community; 

 Be differentiated from the 
agency’s strategies to which the 
contribute; 

                                                 
24

 Ob cit p10.  
25

 Ob cit p11.  



11 

 

 Clearly identify target groups, if so 
focused; 

 Be achievable in the specified 
time frame; 

 Be possible to monitor and assess 
the achievement of the outcome; 

 Be possible to identify the causal 
link between the agency’s output 
and outcome. 

 Have clarity in definition and 
description to be easily reported 
externally.”  

Concerns with performance 
measures  

Diamond (2010)26 outlines a number of 
concerns with using performance 
measures. These need to be taken 
account of when considering specific 
measures and targets. They include: 

 Performance information is only a 
sub-set of the information needed 
to make resource allocation 
decisions. The achievement of 
performance targets are an 
indicator of success or failure but 
a more comprehensive evaluation 
is usually needed to examine the 
overall impact of a programme 
and its value for money.  

 There is a danger that the 
measures chosen (which can be 
imperfect) displace the actual 
outcome desired and thus 
activities are focused on what can 
be measured rather than on what 
is needed to improve outcomes.  

 The links between changes in 
outputs and changes in outcomes 
are rarely direct. Some outcomes 
cannot be measured directly and 
even if there is an outcome 
indicator, it will show the change 
in the indicator not why the 
change has occurred.  

                                                 
26

 Ob cit p13 – 16.  

 Measures need careful 
interpretation as they can be 
interpreted and used differently by 
different people. This can 
undermine a performance 
measurement system leading to 
cynicism. Further, if measures are 
used in resource allocation 
decisions, they are open to being 
selected for self-serving reasons 
and being misreported. 

 Performance measurement by its 
nature tries to reduce the various 
aspects of a programme’ outcome 
to a few measurable indicators. 
This can lead to oversimplification 
and counter pressure to increase 
the number of indicators which 
can lead to information overload 
and additional information that is 
not useful for decision making 
purposes. A balance is needed.  

Setting performance targets  

Defining indicators is complex and 
time consuming.  Once performance 
indicators have been defined, targets 
can be set. In terms of accountability 
targets are important. They set a 
benchmark by which actual 
performance can be judged. They put 
external pressure on government 
departments and agencies to perform.  

One technique for defining targets is 
translating outcomes and outputs into 
positive results-oriented statements 
that, starting from a baseline level, 
identify a path and destination.27 For 
example, increase the share of 
electronic payments of a certain 
programme from 35% to 60% between 
2016 and 2018 with an interim target 
for 2017 (50%).  

Appendix 1 shows the guidance given 
by the New Zealand Auditor General 
to government agencies when setting 
output targets  

                                                 
27

 Castro (2011) p2.  
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Box 3 shows examples of the use of 
performance targets in an Irish 
context.  

Box 3: Example of the use of 
targets 

The HSE in its annual National Service 
Plan sets out its goals, inputs (financial 
and human resource) and outputs 
(estimates of activity and targets). The 
2016 NSP included a National 
Performance Indicator Suite which lists 
hundreds of performance indictors and 
their expected activity/target. In some 
cases the expected activity is given 
rather than a target as the HSE cannot 
control the level of demand in the 
area.  

The HSE’s National Performance 
Indicator Suite focuses on outputs (in 
general the services provided to 
patients) not outcome measures (i.e. 
the ultimate effect on the health of 
patients).  

Examples of the performance indictors 
and targets include:28  

Indicator  Target 

% of people waiting > 4 
weeks for an urgent 
colonoscopy  

0% 

% children aged 24 months 
who have received 3 doses 
of the 6in1 vaccine 

95% 

% of new physiotherapy 
patients seen for assessment 
within 12 weeks  

70% 

% of physiotherapy patients 
on waiting list for 
assessment ≤ 52 weeks 

100% 

% of completed Medical 
Card applications processed 
within 15 days 

95% 

% of adults waiting <15 
months for an elective 
procedure (inpatient and day 
case) 

95% 

 

                                                 
28

 HSE (2015) National Service Plan 2016.  

In addition “[d]efining relevant targets 
requires technical criteria for 
identifying credible baseline data, 
realistic consideration of the resources 
and capacities necessary, as well as 
extensive knowledge of the policies 
and programs. However … to be 
meaningful, targets require ownership 
by internal stakeholders (for example, 
managers, central ministry staff, 
and/or budget officials), and therefore 
other key players, apart from technical 
officials, should also participate in their 
definition.”29 

If the target is achieved that standard 
should be maintained (given an 
equivalent level of resources).  

In addition, targets should be hard to 
modify by the agency or department 
they apply to. However, targets should 
be reviewed in light of performance 
and varied if necessary. 

Conclusion 

The Programme Logic Evaluation 
Model should be considered a 
continuous cycle for improvement – 
strategy and priorities are set, 
resources are allocated, goods and 
services (outputs) are produced and 
the outcomes are measured. These 
then need to be evaluated to see if the 
overall priorities were achieved and to 
examine if the programme is still 
needed or needs to be refined. This 
creates the impetus for a new strategy 
and possibly new priorities and 
resources and the cycle begins again.  

If it is to enhance accountability, 
performance scrutiny requires an 
information framework in which 
performance indicators and targets are 
identified and set. The 
agency/department can be judged by 
whether or not the targets are met. In 
order to be effective, policymakers 
must be aware of and account for the 
concerns regarding over-reliance on 
performance information.  

                                                 
29

 Ibid.  

http://www.hse.ie/eng/services/publications/corporate/serviceplans/nsp16.pdf
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Saafeld (2000)30 states that presenting 
an annual budget is one of the most 
important statutory obligations of 
governments, as executives usually 
need parliamentary approval to 
receive new funds. Thus the scrutiny 
of the budget at all stages is an 
important function of parliament.  

Historically the role of parliament in 
approving funds meant that there was 
a major focus on the 
actual expenditure in 
minute detail. 
However performance 
budgeting which 
focuses on what is 
achieved for the 
money spent can 
change the focus of 
parliamentary scrutiny 
considerably.  

Werner (2015)32 
suggests that 
parliaments can focus 
their scrutiny on 
different types of 
indicators. Which type 
of indicator the 
parliament focuses on 
will depend on how much power the 
parliament has, the institutional 
budgeting context, the information that 
accompanies the budget etc. (see 
Table 1) 

Focusing on the financial inputs and 
line by line scrutiny of each budget line 
allows legislatures a degree of control 
over spending. However, in the 
Westminster parliamentary tradition 

                                                 
30

 Ob cit p362.  
31

 Wehner, J. (2015) Performance Budgeting 
and Parliamentary Oversight presentation to 
OECD Parliamentary Budget Officials and 
Independent Fiscal Institutions 7th Annual 
Meeting Vienna, 16 April 2015.  
32

 Ob cit.  

(including Ireland)33 parliament has 
little or no power to vary budget 
allocations and thus such scrutiny can 
seem redundant – why spend time on 
line-by-line scrutiny of financial inputs 
when parliament has no power to 
change them?  

Performance budgeting is a form of 
budgeting that relates funds allocated 
to measurable results.34 This means 
relating funding to explicit output and/ 
or outcome targets. The Programme 
Logic Evaluation Model (see earlier) 
can form the basis of performance 
budgeting (Diamond 2005).35 

The advent of performance budgeting 
has led many parliaments to change 
focus from line by line expenditure 
allocation, to examine the outputs or 
the outcomes of the spending. The 
executive in its budget must detail 
what it is hoping to achieve with its 
expenditure and set targets for these 

                                                 
33

 See Kim, C. (2015) A study on compilation 
and improvement of indices for legislative 
budgetary institutions: With focus on 
comparative analysis of current institutions in 
60 countries, OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 
14/3 and Wehner, J. (2010) Legislatures and 
the Budget Process: The Myth of Fiscal 
Control, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke.  
34

 OECD (2007) Performance Budgeting in 
OECD countries p.20.  
35

 Op cit p5. 

Table 1: Summary of implications for parliaments of 
focus of budget scrutiny 

 Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

Focus of 
Scrutiny 

Control Efficiency Policy 

Appropriati
on detail 

High Moderate Low 

Executive 
flexibility 

Low Moderate High 

Essential 
Committees 

Financial Financial/ 
Sectoral 

Sectoral 

Time 
Horizon 

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Varied / 
multi-annual 

Attribution  Possible Possible Difficult or 
impossible 

Source: Werner (2015)
31 

Performance budgeting  

and parliamentary oversight 

https://www.parlament.gv.at/ZUSD/BUDGET/Performance_Budgeting_and_Parliamentary_Oversight_xJoachim_Wehnerx.pdf
https://www.parlament.gv.at/ZUSD/BUDGET/Performance_Budgeting_and_Parliamentary_Oversight_xJoachim_Wehnerx.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jrw6591frbw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jrw6591frbw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jrw6591frbw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jrw6591frbw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/budget-14-5jrw6591frbw
http://www.oecd.org/gov/budgeting/performancebudgetinginoecdcountries.htm
http://www.oecd.org/gov/budgeting/performancebudgetinginoecdcountries.htm
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achievements. Parliament can then 
examine if the targets (either outputs 
or outcomes) are relevant and 
realistic. Later it can examine if they 
were met and query why not. 

Focusing on outputs means examining 
the efficiency of spending i.e. how 
many outputs and what is their quality 
for the amount of expenditure 
appropriated. In terms of performance 
it means examining the target which 
was set, was it realistic (and perhaps 
stretching) given the resources 
available and was it met. There is 
direct attribution between the spending 
and the outputs that result.  

Focusing on outcomes means 
focusing on the underlying policy and 
evaluating if it is achieving the stated 
objective, given the resources 
deployed. However, attribution in an 
outcomes based model is difficult – it 
is hard to directly link the inputs and 
the outputs to outcomes (see box 4).  

In addition, outcomes may only 
become clear years after the 
resources have been spent. Thus 
focusing scrutiny on outcomes may 
not be appropriate in an annual 
scrutiny exercise such as considering 
appropriations. For example, when 
examining expenditure on flood 
defences it may be years before it 
becomes clear if new flood barriers are 
effective.  

Focusing on outputs, which are 
accompanied with meaningful targets, 
gives parliament a means with which 
to hold the programme managers to 
account for certain aspects of their 
performance within the budget cycle.  

In the case of building flood defences, 
the outputs could include how many 
kilometres of flood barriers are built, to 
what standard, at what cost per 
kilometre, and how many additional 
homes/businesses are expected to be 
protected by the barriers. Using such 
indicators and making comparisons 
over time can give an idea of value-  

Box 4: Issues with attribution 
example 

In policy making it can sometimes be 
difficult to make direct connections 
between the expenditure on a 
programme or intervention and the 
outcome of the programme.  

An example can illustrate the problem. 
Many countries including Ireland 
spend money on advertising regarding 
poor driving practice and its links to 
road accidents and deaths.  

However, if the number of road 
accidents and deaths fall in the year 
after such an advertising campaign, 
can this outcome be directly attributed 
to the advertising campaign? Other 
factors such as road improvements, 
safer cars, better driving instruction, 
increased enforcement, changing 
demographics, unrelated cultural 
changes in attitudes to drink driving 
etc. also have a role to play. If all of 
these factors are changing 
simultaneously, it is hard to prove or 
isolate the effect of the advertising 
campaign and thus attribute the 
increase in expenditure on the 
campaign (the input) to the decrease 
in road accidents/deaths (the 
outcome). What if the number of 
accidents/deaths increased – does this 
mean the campaign was a failure or 
would the increase have been higher 
in the absence of the campaign? 

Thus the performance of the policy is 
difficult to judge. It may take complex 
in-depth research to examine its 
performance and need evaluation over 
a long time period. Focusing on 
outputs (in this example the number, 
duration and quality of the adverts and 
perhaps the immediate public reaction 
to them) which are directly attributable 
to the expenditure means that certain 
aspects of performance can be judged 
in a shorter time period (i.e. the annual 
budget cycle).  
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for-money even if the ultimate 
outcome (have the barriers prevented 
flooding?) may not be clear for some 
time. 

Other forms of scrutiny can be used to 
evaluate the overall policy.36 Issues 
identified by parliament, with output 
performance, can influence whether 
such in-depth studies are necessary.  

Posner (2007)37 suggests that the 
move towards performance budgeting, 
which focuses on outcomes, can help 
legislatures improve influence over the 
executive. Parliaments can move to a 
results or outcomes based 
accountability model. However, he 
suggests that the indirect and 
contestable link between inputs and 
outcomes makes this hard to 
accomplish. He states that this may be 
more appropriate in a parliamentary 
system (as opposed to a presidential 
system) where traditionally there has 
been weak influence over the 
executive and more especially 
agencies.  

Performance scrutiny in the Irish 
budgetary context  

In 2011 the Programme for 
Government38 made reference to 
performance budgeting to inform 
budgetary decision making as well as 
an increased role in the budget 
process for the Houses of the 
Oireachtas and its sectoral 
committees.  

As part of the reforms to achieve this 
the (Revised) Estimates for Public 
Services was reformatted in 2011 (for 
some Votes) and 2012 (for all votes 
with the exception of the Health 
Service Executive). This reformatting 
included displaying the financial 
information in the Revised Estimates 

                                                 
36

 In Ireland these include Focused Policy 
Assessments and Value for Money and Policy 
Reviews.  
37

 Posner, P. (2007) The Continuity of Change: 
Public Budgeting and Finance Reforms over 70 
years, Public Administration Review, Vol. 67, 
No 6: 1018–1029, p1024.  
38

 Government of Ireland (2011) Programme for 
Government 2011-2016.  

on a programme basis i.e. a coherent 
programme or set of sub-programmes 
based around a high level objective. 
Performance information was added 
including: 

 context indictors to give the 
context within which the financial 
allocation was made; 

 output targets which the financial 
allocation is aiming to achieve; 
and  

 impact indicators which measure 
what the output and financial 
allocation was expected to 
achieve.  

As part of this process the Annual 
Output Statements of each department 
was discontinued. It was hoped that by 
bringing together the financial and 
performance information it would lead 
to a more focused engagement by the 
Oireachtas in the budget process.  

In order to focus on performance 
scrutiny, the format of the Oireachtas 
committee meetings on the Estimates 
was changed somewhat. Previously, 
individual members when called could 
make contributions on any aspect of 
the Estimate. A new format where 
individual programmes were 
considered separately in sequence, 
rather than the Estimate being 
considered in its entirety, was 
introduced. This means that there is 
more opportunity for all areas of an 
Estimate to be considered whereas 
previously it was possible for a 
significant area of an Estimate, 
accounting for large amounts of public 
money, to be ignored in the 
Committee’s deliberations.  

Issues with performance 
information in the Revised 
Estimates for Public Services 

The opportunity presented in the 2011 
Programme for Government in terms 
of greater Dáil involvement in the 
budget process has not been realised 
to a great degree though some 
progress has been made. Part of the 
reason for this is the performance 

http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie/eng/Work_Of_The_Department/Programme_for_Government/Programme_for_Government_2011-2016.pdf
http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie/eng/Work_Of_The_Department/Programme_for_Government/Programme_for_Government_2011-2016.pdf


16 

 

information in the Revised Estimates 
documentation. 

It was acknowledged at the time of 
revising the format of the Estimates 
that “when performance information is 
presented by Departments to Dáil 
Select Committees, as part of the new 
performance budgeting framework, it 
is to be expected that some of this 
information will be useful, and some of 
it will be deemed less useful or 
incomplete.”39 

Boyle (2013)40 stated: 

“there are still significant limitations, 
particularly with regard to the data 
provided by departments and 
offices on the outputs they deliver.”  

An Institute of Public Administration 
analysis of the output targets in the 
Revised Estimate for Public Services 
2012 found that: 

“only approximately half of them 
could be described as targets in 
any meaningful sense (that is they 
are specific and potentially 
measurable or assessable). The 
remainder of the targets are general 
statements of intent.”  

and  

“Roughly one-third of the output 
targets are about once-off discrete 
events, such as restructuring of 
functions or delivery of heads of a 
bill. These discrete targets do not 
allow any monitoring of trends over 
time, and do not tend to feature in 
other countries performance 
budgeting initiatives.” Boyle (2013). 

Boyle (2013) recommended that 
“focus on a smaller number of 
meaningful, specific and measurable 
output targets would facilitate a further 
improvement of this useful initiative.” 

The Houses of the Oireachtas 
Committee Secretariat evaluated 

                                                 
39

 Department of Public Expenditure and 
Reform (2012) Comprehensive Review of 
Expenditure p94.   
40

 Boyle, R. (2013) Performance budgeting – 
where to next? IPA Newsletter Autumn 2013.  

approximately half the Revised 
Estimates over the period 2012 to 
2015 in terms of the output target 
information and found similar results. 
Only half the targets were relevant in a 
performance scrutiny context and of 
the rest only half were specific enough 
to be useful. The Houses of the 
Oireachtas Committees Secretariat 
analysis was based on the guidance 
on the setting of output targets issued 
by the New Zealand Auditor General 
outlined in Appendix 1.  

The Committee Secretariat presented 
its analysis to a number of Joint 
Committees and related Government 
Departments and agencies in 
September 2015 and this formed the 
basis of a series of Joint Committee 
meetings with Ministers in 
September/October 2015 aimed at 
improving the performance targets in 
the Revised Estimates for Public 
Services 2016. Most Ministers 
acknowledged that the performance 
targets could be improved and 
indicated a willingness to do so.  

OECD report on parliamentary budget 
scrutiny in Ireland 

In parallel, the Organisation for 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) Budgeting & Public 
Expenditures Division was requested 
by the Houses of the Oireachtas to 
produce a report on how the Houses 
of the Oireachtas could better engage 
in the budget process. This report41 
OECD (forthcoming) was published as 
a preliminary draft in November 2015.  

In terms of performance scrutiny and 
the performance information 
accompanying the budget (in the 
Revised Estimates) the OECD found 
that there was a: 

 Lack of systematic linkages 
between the performance 
indicators and higher-level 
strategies. 

                                                 
41

 OECD (forthcoming) Review of budget 
oversight by parliament: Ireland to be published 
in the OECD Journal of Budgeting.  

http://www.budget.gov.ie/budgets/2012/Documents/CER%20-%20Estimates%20Final.pdf
http://www.budget.gov.ie/budgets/2012/Documents/CER%20-%20Estimates%20Final.pdf
http://ipa.newsweaver.ie/Newsletter/14qobrx98ut
http://ipa.newsweaver.ie/Newsletter/14qobrx98ut
http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/housesoftheoireachtas/Ireland-Parliamentary-Budget-Review-Preliminary-Draft.pdf
http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/housesoftheoireachtas/Ireland-Parliamentary-Budget-Review-Preliminary-Draft.pdf
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 Lack of consistency in the quality 
of performance measures. 

 Poor presentation of performance 
information. 

 Lack of accountability for meeting 
performance targets. 

 Lack of impact of the 
parliamentary process on 
budgetary decision making. 

 Lack of dedicated resources in the 
Houses of the Oireachtas to 
specifically support scrutiny of 
performance. 

The report makes a number of 
recommendations on how the Houses 
of the Oireachtas could better engage 
in the budget process. In addition, it 
made suggestions on performance 
scrutiny. Among its recommendations 
are to: 

 Introduce and adequately staff 
and resource a Parliamentary 
Budget Office; 

 Have specific Oireachtas 
Committee meetings early in the 
year on the performance of 
government departments 
compared to their set targets. In 
addition, the Committees should 
have a role to comment on the 
appropriateness of the 
performance information and 
associated targets; 

 Make improvements to the 
performance information that 
accompanies the Estimates 
including:  

o Formulating a National 
Performance Framework 
which would set out a single, 
politically validated set of 
national objectives and 
targets that can be used for 
policy planning, resource 
prioritisation and 
accountability. 

o Setting up a National 
Performance Quality Panel 
which would be made up of 

experts and give advice on 
how to translate national 
performance targets into 
operational targets for 
individual departments and 
agencies. 

 Introduce Estimates Performance 
Reports which detail the outturn of 
the performance targets which 
accompany the Estimates as well 
as supplementary performance 
metrics. 

These proposals echo the advice on 
setting and embedding performance 
indicators and targets from Castro 
(2011).  

 

 

This Spotlight has highlighted how 
performance scrutiny is an important 
tool that can be used by parliament as 
part of its function in holding the 
government to account.  

It has also highlighted the importance 
of carefully selected performance 
measures and targets associated with 
these measures.  

The Government and the Houses of 
the Oireachtas and its Committees 
have tried to move the budgetary 
scrutiny to focus more on 
performance. The OECD report 
suggests that while some progress 
has been made, there is a need for 
further changes in this area.  

 

 

Conclusion 
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 Outputs, should relate to the goods and services provided to third parties 
which the entity is accountable for. 

 The outputs included should cover all “significant” services of the entity and a 
significant proportion of the entity’s budget. 

 Output performance measures should not relate to internal processes, 
events, milestones, and other deliverables. These may need to be 
communicated in other ways however as they do not represent outputs.  

 The outputs should include those goods and services that are contracted out 
by the entity even if it does not deliver them directly itself. The outputs should 
relate to the end service provided and not to the contract management 
process.  

 Performance measures should cover sufficient dimensions of performance. 
Measures for each output should cover an appropriate range of dimensions 
(such as quality, quantity and timeliness) so that a balanced and rounded 
picture of performance can be obtained. 

 Targets should be set. Without clear targets being set, it is difficult to form a 
view about planned performance, and for actual performance to be compared 
to forecast. The inclusion of targets for more than one year helps the reader 
to understand planned changes in the services provided over time. 

 Targets should be reasonable and should represent best estimates. Targets 
should reflect the priorities of the entity, its resources, choices, and historical 
performance. 

 Demand-driven measures provide useful information and context in relation to 
an entity’s performance. However, they are not under the control of the entity 
and therefore need to be clearly identified as such and supported by “true” 
outputs. 

 Narrative commentary helps to explain how and why targets have been set at 
a particular level. Without appropriate explanation, it is difficult to understand 
why particular targets have been set at particular levels. This is particularly 
true when targets are set at the same or a lower level than in previous years, 
although increased targets may also require explanation. 

 Performance measures and targets should be supported by current/historical 
levels of performance where this is available. Such information provides the 
context for future performance targets.  

 The inclusion of comparative data from other organisations or countries 
provides helpful context to the reader in relation to outputs.  

Source: Adapted from New Zealand Auditor General (2009) Forecast non-financial 
performance information reports: Guidance for entities. 

 

 

Appendix 1: Guidance in setting output based 

performance targets 

http://www.oag.govt.nz/2009/forecast-non-financial-performance
http://www.oag.govt.nz/2009/forecast-non-financial-performance

