
• How do your inputs, outputs, efficiency, service quality, and outcome indicators compare?
• How about the comparisons of service quality information? What are your customers saying? Are they pleased with

your services?
• What did you learn from the benchmarking comparison? Is the benchmark information useful?
• How did you compare to established targets, other organizations, or an industry standard?
• Did one or more of the governments provide services more efficiently? If so, why? Can this practice be adopted by

your organization? Did you identify a “best practice” or a “better practice”?
• What can you change in your organization or operations to improve your performance?
• Are there techniques, technologies, or methodologies that other governments are using that make them more

efficient or effective than you?
• How can you learn from this comparison?

By looking at comparative data, governments can begin to analyze the questions around the efficiency and
effectiveness of any given operation. Service providers that contract with government can also be evaluated based
on cost and results. In fact, governments are now routinely writing “performance-based” contracts with nongovern-
mental organizations doing government work.

7. Reporting Results

From government’s standpoint, there are two major reasons for pursuing MFR. The first is to develop a set of timely,
accurate data that can be used for managing, designing programs, setting policies, budgeting, and improving results.
The second is to inform constituents/stakeholders about how government is doing in meeting its broad mission of
helping maintain or improve the well-being of its citizens.

Governments have undertaken a wide variety of approaches to try to communicate performance information. Some
have prepared citizen “report cards” that outline in a general fashion the key trends in a city or state, covering such
basics as level of education attained, average annual income, crime rates, and air quality.

Such reports meet a certain need; however, they normally do not offer citizens (or policymakers, for that matter)
the broad sweep of information that would provide a more comprehensive and accurate basis for assessing
government performance. This is why a number of governments have begun to follow the more formal outlines set
forth for SEA or performance reporting.

These reports should provide at least enough information to give readers some idea of how government is doing
in relation to some set of basic goals and objectives. They should provide information on service efforts (what
resources a government is using) and accomplishments (what government has done and what results it has
achieved).

Where to Start?

Ideally, governments should begin with a strategic plan and then translate that strategic plan into program plans
complete with strategies for achieving desired results, underpinned by a set of measures comprehensive enough to
capture the fundamentals of performance but not so numerous as to overwhelm those charged with collecting the
data. It is important to remember that MFR is not an exact science. As mentioned earlier, there is no hard-and-fast
formula or rules for how to proceed. In reality, it does not really matter where a government begins in the process; it
matters more that officials understand where they are now, where they want to go, and how to proceed. Each
government is different in how it goes about doing that. Portland, Oregon, began with a comprehensive SEA report
in 1988. It was only later, in 1992, that the city developed its strategic plan and later a performance-based budget, and
in 2003 is considering moving to a more comprehensive MFR approach. In 1992, Indianapolis, Indiana, started with
performance measures and an ambitious activity-based costing effort and addressed other MFR areas later.
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, followed the more formal process, starting with a strategic plan in 1994 and developing the
other elements of MFR in turn. Richmond, Virginia, developed performance measures around 1994 and currently is
developing a performance-based budget.
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