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The Quality of services provided by governments and public institutions to the public, 1s
one of the most important pillars of society, it generates trust of the people and strengthens
their sense of patriotism, whether they are residents or citizens. The poor performance of
public administration has lead to the secession between people and government, and
consequentially resulted in the loss of the state’s presence and functions that lie under the
public services and the improvement of sustainable development.

The most important factors are citizens’ feelings of dignity and justice either for the
acceptance or rejection of rulers /governments that manage public affairs. On the other
hand there are principles of equality and equal opportunities between the public and public
mstitutions.

The popular Arab movements that have been launched recently, are a result of citizens’
loss of dignity and justice, the sense of injustice and tyranny have caused the echoing of the
voice, loudly asking "to bring down the regime." These movements require, in other words,
re- engineering the governance systems and public administrations performance.

It was necessary, within the so-called Arab Spring, that the Arab states pay special attention
to the subject in terms of re-engineering public administrations and re-building its structure
on a modern basis with concepts related to quality performance and best services.

There 1s a modern Arab experience in this regard, the Iraqi experience, which set up the
mspectors general offices in 2004 aiming to evaluate and measure the performance of
public administrations in the state. This experience formed numerous studies and
approaches, mcluding the study of Dr. Wassim Harb (the founder of the Centre) in favor
of the United Nations Development Programme n Iraq.

The Arab Center for the development of the rule of law and integrity’ considers this study
an 1mportant tool for development, as well as contributive to the mmprovement of the
public sector performance and good governance. Although the study conducted by Dr.
Harb was limited to the role of mspectors general, it nonetheless shed light on the
mmportance of mainstreaming its benefits and impact in the Arab region. It may assist in
providing the best service to citizens and residents.

Lastly, the Arab Center for the Rule of Law and Integrity has published this study on its
website: www.arabruleoflaw.org

1 L. .
For more information: www.arabruleoflaw.org



ACRLI appreciate the mitiative of the United Nations Development Programme in Iraq
and the outcomes of the IG project, and 1s pleased to develop further complementary
projects in the near future.

This study 1s divided mnto four main sections. These are the following:

First Section: Assessment of Current Practices in Organizational Performance
Measurement and Inspection: Trends and Applications on the International Scene and in
the Context of Iraq

Second Section: Performance Evaluation Protocol and Tools for the Iraqi Offices of
Inspectors General

Third Section: Good Governance Frameworks and Practices: A Window to the latest

mternational developments and Prospects for Iraq

Fourth Section: Governance and performance indicators
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First Section: Assessment of Current Practices in Organizational Performance

Measurement and Inspection: Trends and Applications on the International

Scene and in the Context of Iraq
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I.  Objective of the Report

This report aims at assessing the current international and Iraqi practices in organizational
performance measurement and inspection. This research attempted to look for
mstitutional frameworks (tools and protocols) that have been established to evaluate the
performance of public establishments. Work Plans, Annual or Special Reports,
Assessments conducted by international organizations and Practical Guides followed in
Iraq and m other countries have formed the basis for this Assessment Study.

Therefore, the report 1s divided into two parts:

I- The first section covers the international best experiences that have been issued by

mternational and regional organizations, or those issued by countries with distinct
experiences.
The main purpose of this section 1s to set examples and experiences for the offices
of inspectors general in Iraq and for the Iraqi government. These case-studies and
experiences may lead the IGs as well as the ministries to formulate policies and
standards, which are compatible with the Iraqi situation.

2- The second section will focus on the role of the Inspectors General in measuring

the performance, as well as on the mechanisms that can be adopted to achieve their
mandates.
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II.  The Concept of Performance Measurement: the Vehicle for an Output-

Oriented Culture

y s

Government efforts to reform the public sector and to

Through make 1t more competiive with the private sector
performance (contestability and market testing), especially with the
measurement, emergence of the New Public Management school of

organizations plan thought mn the early 1980s that gained its full momentum
and monitor their in the 1990s, have been focused on the achievement of
progress towards goal results.
attainment by

applying Accordingly, Governments across the world have been
performance engaged 1n establishing performance management and

indicators. measurement systems to:

- Improve the quality of service delivery,

- Span the gap between them and their citizens and;

- Deal with their fiscal and economic constraints
prudently aiming at reducing waste, and achieving maximum utilization of the
available resources.

Value-for-money has become one of the main administrative reform priorities to
promote economy, effectiveness and efficiency. Such efforts have been
mstitutionalized through legal and management frameworks to urge public entities
to adopt and apply the necessary arrangements for an output-oriented culture. In
contrary, the traditional public administration had been based on mput-oriented
systems whereby compliance with rules and regulations were seen as a guarantee for
achieving results.

12



III. Historic Roots of Performance Measurement in the International Trends of

Public Sector Reform

In order to understand the evolution of the performance management and measurement
concept across the world, a sample of countries have been chosen to detect the mtegration
of the concept into their administrative reform programs. The experiences of the USA, the
UK, Australia, New Zealand and Canada have been highlighted since they were amongst
the first countries that have institutionalized the concept, knowing that the Iraq’s 1G
mspection system 1s closer to the American system than to any other mspection system in

the world.

In the United States of America (USA), a turning-point in their federal public sector
reform programs was the endorsement of the Government Performance Results Act
(GPRA) in 1993 that was born in the context of the National Performance Review. The
ultimate objective was a “Government that Works Better and Costs Less”. According to
this legislation, Government Departments were supposed to develop strategic and annual
plans through which they set goals and develop performance indicators to measure their
progress towards goal-attainment. The GPRA was amended in the year 2010 under the title
GPRA Modernization Act that became effective as of 2011. The amendments were
focused on reporting arrangements within time intervals with more emphasis on
performance areas that include more than one agency. Chief Performance Officers have
been designated in federal Departments. Together they form the Performance

Improvement Council’.

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) in the USA, a parliamentary aide, conducts
performance audits to help the legislature i holding Government accountable. The
reviews Include the adequacy of management structures and systems, as well as of
performance measurement systems that are applied by Government agencies. Therefore,
the objective of the GAO evaluations 1s to improve the extent to which programs meet the
stated policy objectives. Inspectors General within Departments are offices of internal
audit. Although they are under the supervision of the Head of the agency and they report
to him/her, they are considered to be independent units. They also report directly to
Congress. They conduct evaluation, review and audit activities. They were criticized by the
National Performance Review on the ground that they focus on catching mistakes instead
of mmproving performance. In response to that criticism, Inspectors General issued a

% In Search of Results, Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp.107-110.
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“Remvention Statement” in which they have expressed their commitment to work with

management on improving performance.’

In the United Kingdom, value-for-money with its 3Es (economy, effectiveness and
efficiency) was one of the main pillars of the Citizen’s Charter that was officially endorsed
by the Prime Minister in 1991. The Citizen’s Charter announced the principles that should
underlie public services. A relevant principle was Standards. According to this principle,
the British administrations were requested to set and monitor standards for public services
and to measure actual performance against the set standards. Moreover, performance
measurement was part of the Next Steps Initiative according to which contractual
frameworks have been established between Departments and their executive agencies for
better accountability. The National Audit Office (NAO) examines the economy,
effectiveness and efficiency of government operations without questioning the merits of the

. . S
Government policy objectives.

In Australia, the Department of Finance played a pivotal role in promoting performance
management across the public sector through the Fmancial Management Improvement
Program (FMIP) and Program Management and Budgeting (PMB). Management reforms
and sharing good practices have also been promoted by special committees, mainly the
Management Advisory Board (MAB) and its subcommittee, the Management
Improvement Advisory Committee (MIAC)where quality measures and benchmarking
exercises have been developed, especially in the fields of human resources and financial
management. Departments started to develop performance measures of all types with
special emphasis on outcome measures. Although the Australian Departments have
experienced weaknesses in measuring their actual performance, they have been able to
provide considerable information about the purposes and philosophies of their programs.
Improving performance information was the objective of the Performance Information
Review (PIR). Accordingly, Annual Reports have become the main performance reporting

document that helps parliamentarians to hold Government agencies accountable.’

In New Zealand, the Treasury, State Services Commission and the Department of the
Prime Minister and Cabinet have played a significant role in performance management
reforms. In contrary to the Australian experience, the emphasis in New Zealand was on
outputs (volume, cost and quality) rather than outcomes. Quality Measures include:
accuracy, completeness, accessibility, timeliness, risk coverage, comphlance with legal

standards, customer satisfaction, quantity and cost. Financial factors were also important for

commercial activities. Managerial powers have been devolved to Departments and thus, the

prime responsibility for organizational performance evaluation rests in the Departments

* In Search of Results, Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp.110-113.
* In Search of Results, Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp. 97-104.
® In Search of Results, Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp. 31-37.
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themselves. The Audit Office also conducts studies of economy, effectiveness and
efficiency where management systems are evaluated to check whether Departments and
agencies are including performance information that i1s accurate and comprehensive in

their annual reports.’

In Canada, the Expenditure Management System included requirements to develop
strategic business plans and improved performance reporting to Parliament.

The first phase of the Expenditure Management System that began i 1995 included:
Business Plans with focus on results.

The second phase, Improved Reporting to Parliament Project (IRPP), applied results focus
mn reports to Parliament aiming at better consistency in performance information used by
Department managers for better resource allocation m the budgetary process by

parliamentarians.

The Canadians have followed the Planning, Reporting and Accountability Structure
(PRAS), “a single Department-wide framework that links corporate objectives, expected
results and performance indicators with reporting practices”. Accordingly, performance
mformation 1s provided to managers, Members of Parliament and central agencies.
Integrating the framework into the day-to-day operations of Departments was emphasized
to apply the PRAS as a self-management/monitoring tool to ensure that things are on track.
Program Managers became responsible for measuring performance and for providing
performance information. Benchmarking results achieved by public units against the results
of other units was one of the framework’s objectives that would help i identifying best
practices in the Canadian public administration. Departmental Performance Reports that
present results of the last fiscal year and previous years became one of the key documents
that improved the accountability process. The Departments themselves, the Treasury
Board and the Office of Auditor General have worked collectively to ensure accountability
for performance by providing Departments with managerial flexibility while holding them
accountable for financial results.’

® In Search of Results: Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp. 81-87.
7 In Search of Results: Performance Management Practices, an OECD Publication, 1997; pp. 39-47.
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IV. Benefits of Performance Measurement

Governments that included performance measurement systems in their reform mitiatives
were expecting to reap considerable benefits. These systems were mstrumental to improve
public service delivery by seeking to:

e Support the creation of a result-based administration by setting goals and
measuring progress towards goal-attainment;

¢ Generate information on the actual implementation of Government programs and
projects and hence, nourish the decision-making process with facts and figures;

e Upgrade the level of preparation of Government budget by establishing solid links
between financial resources and performance;

e Ameliorate the level of reporting, in format and content, by enriching annual, or
semi-annual, or quarterly reports with quantitative and qualitative data;

¢ Emphasize programs and projects that contribute to development goals, eliminate
or readjust the ones that are not conducive to the fulfillment of these goals;

e Promote the concept of accountability within the administration;

e Provide the legislature with solid grounds to hold Government accountable by
building the accountability process on supportive evidence;

¢ Improve Government transparency by providing better accessibility to information
about its services;

¢ Encourage top managers to think and manage strategically instead of being
plunged in mere bureaucratic functions. Accordingly, Annual Plans and
Performance Reports become a practice;

e Motivate public entities to improve their performance by conducting
benchmarking exercises.

16



V.  Best Practices: Establishing Logical Models

A. Developing Multi-Level Performance Indicators

An overview of worldwide practices in performance measurement has revealed that
Governments and international organizations have been trying to establish logical models,
tools, or frameworks to better manage their programs and projects.

Performance measurement represents a planning and control system that produces
mformation to be shared with mternal and external users aiming at higher organizational
effectiveness.

National Plans that are developed by a central administration, like the Ministry of
Planning or any counterpart agencies, provides the general directions of the
economic and social development process. Ministries are expected to develop
their sectoral plans in order to meet the objectives set in the National Plan. At the
organizational (Ministerial) level, plans will be developed for each managerial
category (at the departmental levels). Accordingly, objectives at the individual
level shall be developed to translate the departmental objectives into specific

actions.

17



The

objectives set
in the
National Plan

Ministries to develop their sectoral plans

The general directions of the economic and social
development process

7

National Plans that are developed by a central administration

This hierarchy of objectives generates performance measures that tie the planning and
controlling functions together in the management process.

Performance measurement, the subject of our report, concentrates on the organizational
(ministerial) level.

Performance indicators help organizations in managing and improving what they do.
Setting and applying performance indicators are crucial, targeted exercises to operationalize
the performance measurement system. Performance 1s measured along the various levels.
The World Bank and other donors, Governments of the USA, New Zealand and other
countries have developed almost the same levels:

18



Outcome/Impact

Activities/
Processes

Performance indicators are developed at the various stages of the management process,
from inputs (the lowest level), to goals (the highest level). Any Government program needs
mputs (financial resources, human resources, technology, premises, etc.) through which
activities are executed (manufacturing, training, research, etc.) targeting a specific audience
(clients/users), to produce outputs (goods, services, information, policy, etc.) that will lead
to outcomes (changes in behavior, practices, knowledge, etc.) that would contribute to the
achievement of goals (the creation of new conditions, be they human, economic,

environmental, etc.).

19



Therefore, at the macro level(Goal; Impact / Outcome): Assessments take place
to measure the development impact or effects of projects or mtiatives (eg.
health improvement levels) that are generated by the results of the delivered
service (eg. local citizens receiving timely medication) .

Then, we dig into a lower level that 1s made up of Outputs, eg. completion of
the construction of a public hospital, number of trainees who completed a
training program, etc. .

At a lower level, we measure the progress of Activities and Processes (number of
cases of non-compliance with the Terms of Reference in the construction of the
public hospital, number of registered trainees, number of contacts completed
out of the scheduled contacts, etc.).

At the lowest level, we measure Inputs (money, employees, equipment).
Example: the budget allocated to the hospital, number and value of additional
requests for resources, cost of trainers, etc..

For each of the above levels, indicators shall be developed. There is a cause-

effect relationship or means-ends relationships that exist between the vertical

levels. Inputs (the resources to be used), the activities (the actual work to be

done) and the outputs (the good or service to be delivered) are often measured

by indicators related to time, cost, quantity and quality. Therefore, they are

viewed from the efficiency perspective (doing things right).

(Examples of efficiency metrics: number of reports written; cost per unit

produced; percentage of re-work required.)

The outcomes and goals are the most difficult to measure since most of the time
they mvolve more than one Government agency with multiple factors that
mteract with each other amid uncertainties that might emerge unexpectedly.
However, outcomes remain appealing to the public and politicians. As for
outcomes and goals, they are viewed from the effectiveness perspective (doing
the right thing). They are often determined in the Strategic Plan.

(Examples: percentage of customers retained; percentage of employee turnover;
mortality rates, etc.)

(See Annex [: Program Logic Model derived from the US experience that
explains the cause-effect relationships).
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B. Types of Performance Indicators

4+ Performance Indicators are measurement standards. They can be:

- GENERIC (applied i all ministries and agencies across the public
administration, eg: indicators that deal with human resources management and
financial indicators), or

- SECTORAL (applied to specific ministries or sectors, eg: the educational
sector, public works, public health).

+ Performance Indicators are of various types. They can be:

- Simple, made up of a single dimension (example: number of transactions,
number of errors, number of certified employees, elapse of time to fix
hardware, sale 1n dollars, etc.); or

- They can reveal the variation i a process or deviation from the set standards
or specifications.

However, more complex indicators are frequently used. These are multi-dimensional
indicators that are expressed in ratios of two or more basic units. (Examples: number of
accidents per X number of working hours to measure a safety program; number of
timely deliveries by suppliers out of the total number of deliveries to measure the speed

of service delivered).

4+ Performance indicators have different classifications. To keep it as simple and clear
as possible, the following classification 1s considered to be relevant to the

development of a performance inspection system:”

& Logical Indicators (YES/NO): They measure whether something exists or
not. They are simple, but might deprive management of deep analysis. Thus,
1t 18 advisable to convert them into more measurable indicators to be able to
make the necessary analysis. (Examples of logical indicators: the existence of
an annual business plan, the existence of an HR Information System).

& Categories or scales: the five [TUAGE] categories: Totally unsatisfactory,
Unsatisfactory, Average, Good, Excellent. These categories can be converted
mto 09%-25%-509-75%-100% scale for calculation. Example: Average client

satisfaction rate.

@ Quantitative (metric) indicators: number, currency (Ex. Dinar, Dollar), km,
persons/day, etc. (Examples: number of questionnaires that have been
completed; the area that has been asphalted in km; the cost of the project in
Dinar).

® RuddiVaes; Organizational Performance Inspection Workshops; Beirut, 2002.
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& Composite indicators: are indicators that are composed of a number of
related components, each of which has a weight within the composite
mdicator to reflect their relative importance. [Ex: percentage of women
participation in the labor force by region; number of road accident casualties
per type of road user: (pedestrian, pedal cyclists, two-wheeled vehicle users,
truck users).]

& Proxy indicators: They substitute direct indicators that are difficult to
measure. According to a World Bank publication on the subject in 2004, “7t
1s better to be approximately correct than precisely wrong”. Proxy or Indirect
mdicators shall be used only when data for direct indicators 1s not available,
or when it 1s too costly to collect such data, or if it 1s not feasible to collect
data at regular intervals. [Example: if it 1s not possible, for security reasons, to
conduct household surveys, the number of television antennas can be used
as a proxy indicator to measure increased household income.]

22



Characteristics of Robust Performance Indicators’

According to the State Services Commission and the Treasury mm New Zealand,

performance imdicators must have the following characteristics:

v
v

Relevant: the indicator must accurately measure what 1s supposed to be assessed:
Avoids perverse mcentives: the indicator must not discourage improvements, or
encourage unwanted behavior (eg: emphasis on quantitative dimensions can
encourage employees to produce more outputs at the expense of their quality);
Well-defined: the mdicator must be expressed clearly m order to collect the
evidence we need. It must not be ambiguous (eg: employees’ satistaction 1s
ambiguous. While the percentage of employees who rated their level of satistaction
with therr jobs as good and above based on the latest survey is a more well-defined
indicator).

Timely: indicators must provide mformation in time for action to be taken. (eg: if
we measure our clients’ satisfaction once every two years we might not be able to
correct any wrong actions before we lose our clients);

Reliable: the mdicator must be tested by appropriate specialists and must be
responsive to change. (eg: 1t should reflect actual change i the clients’ satisfaction
with our service over a certain period of time while the service 1s undergoing certain
changes);

Comparable: the indicator must allow comparison with past performance, or with
other agencies delivering the same service (eg: if more than one training provider 1s
delivering the same training topic to the same type of employees, can the indicator
compare their performance?);

Verifiable:the indicator must be supported with means of verification (eg:
documentation, surveys, plans, statements of top managers, etc.).

See Annex 2: Performance Indicators for all Schools-an Australian Example.

9 . N . - ,
Performance Measurement: Advice and Examples on How to Develop Effective Frameworks; State
Services Commission and the Treasury in the Government of New Zealand; 2008; p.42.
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C. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

It is essential to design indicators that are meaningful and relevant
to the Government business at large, and to the specific work of a

The focus is ministry. Managers and consultants can come up with a myriad of
on Key performance indicators, but it is much better to concentrate on a
Performance small number of relevant indicators that can be applied instead of
Indicators developing dozens of indicators that are unlikely to find their way
(KPIs) for implementation due to different constraints (technical,

managerial, statistical, or even political). Therefore, the focus is on
Key Performance Indicators-KPlIs.

Despite the fact that countries have developed performance measurement systems in their
public sector, regardless of the level of development and scale of implementation, they are
still experiencing difficulties in applying such systems. What aggravates the measurement
dilemma 1is the breadth of Government services that stretch from construction of roads to
providing advice on security or safety 1ssues.

The difficulty in setting and implementing performance indicators varies between one type
of function and the other. Functions that are of a non-material nature like policy advice are
harder to measure. Therefore, the nature of public service that shall be measured
determines the types of indicators that will be designed and used.

International experience shows that more indicators have been developed for tangible
work, for inputs than for outputs (Ex: more indicators on the budget allocated and staff

employed), and for outputs than for outcomes (Ex: more mdicators for number of reports

produced than for how the reports have been utilized).Even in the same country, there are
differences 1n terms of the level of implementation of performance indicators between one
ministry and another. For instance, entities like the Ministry of Education or Ministry of
Public Health have developed more idicators than the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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VI. The Performance Measurement Process

Establishing a reliable performance measurement process requires a series of steps that
stand like the building-blocks of the system. The steps may vary between one organization
and the other m terms of sequence. Perhaps specific components of the undertaken steps
need to be refined or adapted to fit the organizational context and operations.

A practical approach to building the process has been suggested in 2010 by the Canadian
Performance Reporting Solutions, a group of consultants who have worked closely with the
public sector.

Step 1: Setting the Stage . 2

Thus step 1s focused on:

- Preparing the employees of the organization.

- Spreading awareness of the context, concept and language of performance
measurement.

- The employees’ concerns that performance measurement might be a tool to be
used against them, must be alleviated.

- Negative perceptions must be elimiated.

- A campaign of education and communication 1s useful, in this respect.

Once awareness 1s established, the organization must start identifying the staff who have the
skills that may be useful in building the system. Interviews and focus groups can be applied
to select the people. The designated people can start collecting information about the
program, or project, or activities of the work unit to design the logic model. They should
document ongoing or planned improvements and any applied performance measures.
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Step 2: Build the Framework

Programs and projects exist to change people’s behavior. The program logic model shall be
built by answering a series of “why” questions: The program consumes mputs to conduct
activities (WHY?), to produce outputs (WHY?), to influence our clients (WHY?), to alter
behavior that generates a change i conditions.

Step 3: Create Performance Metrics (Indicators)

Inputs Activities Outputs/Outcomes | Immediate | Intermediate | Final
What we | What we | Who we What we produce? | Learning Action Conditions
use? do? reach?
Staff, Researc | Participants | Goods,  services, | Awareness, | Behavior, Human,
money, h, , clients, mformation, policy | knowledge, | Practice, economic,
volunteers, | worksho | users attitudes, Decisions, civic,
technology | ps, skills Policies environme

product ntal

°

After reaching a consensus on the outputs and desired outcomes, the team would start

developing performance metrics (indicators). “7he team should focus on:

- Defiming what they would ke to know about how well themr organization is

delivering its outputs and achieving its outcomes.

- Making explicit linkages between desired outcomes and the activities and outputs

that drive them”.

The organization needs to have a handful of relevant indicators.
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Step 4: Operationalize the Framework . ®

In order to operationalize the framework, the team needs to:

- Look for performance data. For instance, if one of the indicators 1s the satisfaction
rate of clients,

- Collect the available mnformation about the level of satisfaction (surveys conducted,
observations recorded 1n files, etc.).

- Get the data themselves.

Once collected, the team must determine how the data will be organized to be
presented appropriately. For each mdicator, data shall be presented. The reports may
mclude comparisons of data between the current and previous reporting period.

Step 5: Implementing the System . ®

Once established, the framework should be pilottested, using and reporting actual data
where possible. The team can start with:

- Indicators for which data is easy to collect, or

- With indicators for work aspects that are crucial for internal decision-making.

Adjustments and refinements of the indicators can be done based on the conducted test.
Deficiencies may be identified like incorrect or incomplete data (data mput or collection
error), or selection of wrong or irrelevant indicators. These can be corrected throughout

the process.

Once the test 1s over, an implementation plan shall be developed for the actual launching
of the framework. The plan shall identify responsibilities, resource requirements, phases or
scope of mmplementation, risks expected and mitigation strategies, and a communication
strategy.

All the way through the above “journey”, the people who are responsible for every single

step shall be identified. Interactions within the organization, as well as with external

organizations are expected to be intensified. For instance, the sources of data can be

external to the organization, or some independent consultations might be required to do

the actual measurement.
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VIL

Performance Tools /Data: The Backbone of the Performance Measurement

System

The essential part of performance management and

measurement 1s data or information that is very much
associated with the policy-making, decision-making and
budgeting cycles. However, data might be scattered among
different sources. Hence, 1t 1s essential to develop a DATA
COLLECTION STRATEGY that will help manage the

process of gathering and analyzing performance data.

According to the Practical Guide of Canadian Performance
Reporting Solutions that was published in 2010, “A Data

Collection Strategy should:

- Identify and document data sources, data types, data

nformation

represent the
backbone of

performance
measurement

collection frequency, data reporting frequency, and

other information necessary to begin actual data

collection.

systems

Ay

Identifying and

collecting data or

- Maintain this record. The person generating or collecting the data this year may

not be there next year. Maintaining a record of the data collection process also

helps ensure accuracy and consistency in performance reporting. This is especially
mmportant 1f the data i1s to be manipulated (that 1s subjected to calculation) to
support the performance measure.

The team should be aware that there are known gaps i the data, or some mconsistencies

n data capture at the source”.

The Practical Guide suggests a format for a data collection template to be used to record

and organize information to support the Data Collection Strategy:

Indicator | Data Data Collection | Is this Data Currently | Collection | Reporting Concerns
Source | Lead Collected / Reported? | Frequency | Frequency

1.

2.

3.

4.
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The Canadian Guide for the Development of Results-based Management and
Accountability Frameworks 1dentifies three data sources:

1. Administrative data - information that is already being collected in policy, program
or initiative files or databases, or could be collected with adjustments to regular

processes;

2. Primary data - information that needs to be collected through specialized data

collection exercises such as focus groups, expert panels or surveys; and

3. Secondary data - data that have been collected for other purposes, but which could
also be used 1n this context, such as national statistics on health or economic status,

for example.
In determining the method to be utilized, other considerations include the type of data

needed (i.e. qualitative or quantitative) and the specific source of the data (i.e., clients,
general public, specific files, policy, program or initiative documents, etc.)
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VIII. Sources of Resistance to Performance Measurement

The difficulty 1in setting and applying performance indicators i1s not only related to the
complexity of the exercise. It also lies in bureaucratic resistance that stems from the fear of
cwvil servants that performance information might be misused to attack a program or to cut
funding, or to replace employees. Sometimes they feel that certain factors go beyond their
control. They are concerned that they will be held accountable for issues that they cannot
fully manage.

Performance measurement constitutes a big volume of work that shall be shouldered by
cwvil servants from thinking about indicators to applying them with the challenging jobs of
identifying  data sources, collecting data, analyzing data, presenting data 1n an
understandable format, utilizing data that necessitate relevance and quality as a pre-
condition for proper decision-making, looking for further data to improve the process and
linking performance information to the budget. The existence of multiple layers of political
decision-making circles complicates the picture amid conflicts over competing goals,
demands and interests.

Such challenges are exacerbated in countries that lack political consensus (Iraq is one
them). Politicians who have well-known office-terms are under time-pressure to deliver
results for their constituents. They know in advance that they have to run for elections.
They have to take decisions using information on a short-time horizon and 1n a fast-paced
environment.

The entirety of the performance measurement system from establishment to
operationalization 1s a process that consumes a big deal of time and efforts. Practitioners i
the field must be cognizant of the concerns of politicians and must remember that policies
and budgets are not expected to be a mere technical process. However, politicians must be
aware that achieving results that performance measurement systems uncover can support
their positions and consolidate the legitimacy of their authorities.
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IX. Cases on Performance Planning and Reporting

Performance management and measurement has been integrated into the planning,
budgeting and reporting systems in the public sector. It is not only the philosophy that
inspires the content and format of Strategic Plans and Annual Reports, but in some cases it
is one of the areas that have been clearly identified in Strategic Plans for further
improvement by the Government Departments concerned.

Annex 4 presents two relevant cases from the USA. The first case 1s based on the Strategic
Plan of a Sectoral Department, and the second case 1s based on the Strategic Plan and
Annual Report of the Office of Personnel Management, an oversight agency whose
functions impact the entire public administration of the USA.

The Strategic Plan of the Department of Energy in the USA is a document that focuses on
the capabilities and authorities of the Department. It 1s not a national plan for the energy
sector. The document identifies what can be labeled as “Performance Areas”. For each
Area there 1s a stated goal, and for each goal there are actions and sub-actions to be taken
to achieve the goal. The actions will lead to Targeted Outcomes.

Another case is taken from the experience of the Office of Personnel Management in the
USA (OPM), an oversight agency that has been trying to meet the requirements of the
GPRA Modernization Act of 2010. Their latest, updated Strategic Plan for the Years 2012-
2015 builds on their original Strategic Plan titled “A New Day for Federal Service: 2010-
20157,

After presenting their Vision and Mission m a very brief and simplified form, the Strategic
Plan of the OPM identifies the main areas of concern that shall be labeled m this report as
“Performance Areas”. For each area there is a Strategic Goal that is broken down, in turn,

mto Strategies.

In order to improve its programs, the OPM has welcomed the audit and evaluation
missions that have been conducted by the Office of the Inspector General, the
Government Accountability Office and independent contractors. The OPM has also been
working on the development of its own research and evaluation capabilities to assess and
evaluate its programs and mitiatives. Recently, the OPM has developed a program
evaluation methodology in line with the requirements of the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB). A five-level performance evaluation framework has been developed. The
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framework has been inspired by the Kirkpatrick’s Impact Assessment of Training that was
presented in 1994."

Levels of Impact Evaluation

Level 5: Human Capital, Compliance (meri Government-wide impact

systems accountability), HR Policy, Hiring

g Level 4: Human Capital, Compliance (merit

Organizational Impact (Long-term)
systems accountability), Leadership Capacity

Services, HR Policy, Hiring

Changes in Behavior (intermediate impact)
Level 3: All programs

Level 2: All programs Building Capacities for Better Performance

[ Level 1: All programs Stakeholders’ Reactions

In its Annual Performance Reportfor the Fiscal Year 2012 that was published in February
2013 (see Annex 5on Program Performance Reviews by the OPM), the OPM confirmed
that: “as part of fulfilling its responsibilities under the GPRA Modernization Act ot 2010,
OPM i1s commutted to conducting a program review process, which we have named OPM
Lerformance Pomt. The goal of OPM Performance Point, which was imitiated in October
2011, 1s to conduct inclusive, evidence-based reviews to evaluate agency priority goal

progress, identify issues and potential solutions that will improve program performance.
Performance reviews are undertaken in all program areas and occur on a rotating basis
every six to seven weeks. The reviews are conducted with participation from the OPM
senior management team, including the Director and all Associate Directors. Action items
resulting from the reviews are recorded and tracked’.

° The Strategic Plan of the Office of Personnel Management in the USA, 2012.
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The OPM identifies the Agency Priority Goals (APGs)"":

1) Ensure high quality Federal employees

2) Increase health mmsurance choices for Americans

3) Reduce Federal retirement processing time

4) Maintain speed of national security background investigations

5) Improve performance culture in the five GEAR pilot agencies to inform the

development of government-wide policies.
GEAR (Goals-Engagement-Accountability-Results) 1s intended to be a new way to manage
the performance of employees.The five pilot agencies are OPM, the Coast Guard, and the

Energy, Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Development departments.

The OPM devoted a section in its Annual Performance Report on Performance Results."”

The goal of the OPM 1s to improve performance in areas where they set targets, surpass
those targets when they can and making tremendous progress towards them. It is not about
meeting targets for their own sake, but to advance a larger purpose and usually with

multiple external factors affecting prospects for success.

Of the 21 measures being reported i FY 2012 that were also reported mn FY 2011, three
are new measures, 17 measure results are either stable or improving, and only three results

declined by more than five percent from FY 2011.

Areas where OPM has improved in FY 2012 include:

1) Improving the imeliness of security investigations;
2) Reducing the errors in investigation processing;
3) Reducing the number of financial material weaknesses; and

4) Reducing the cost of processing retirement claims.

" The Annual Performance Report of the Office of Personnel Management in the USA, 2012.
2 The Annual Performance Report of the Office of Personnel Management in the USA, 2012.
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N Reducing the cost of processing

\ _retirement claims .
___ Reducing the number of financial

¥ material weaknesses = .
Reducing the errors in investigation

. processing .
Improving the timeliness of security

investigations
1 T - 0

2012 2011

Areas where results have declined from the previous year include:
1) Delegated examining units identified with severe problems showing improvement
after one year;

2) CHCO agencies maintaining a performance culture; and

3) Decreasing traiing of Federal agency benefits officers.

Decreasing training of Federal agency
benefits officers

CHCO agencies maintaining a
performance culture

Delegated examining units identified
with severe problems showing
improvement after one year

2012 2011

The OPM did not meet 11 performance targets in FY 2012, only three performance
measures are in the declining category. This information will allow OPM managers to focus
their efforts in the upcoming year to improve performance in FY 2013 and beyond. The
GPRA Modernization Act requires agencies to report whether they met, or are on track to
meet, specific targets.
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The OPM Annual Performance Report for the Year 2012 posts Performance Results by
Strategic Goal. The following is an example:

Strategic Goal # 1: Hire the Best
Performance Measure | FY2008 | FY2009 | FY2010 | FY2011 | FY2012 | FY2012 | Met /Not Met | Year- Over-
Results | Results | Results | Results | Results | Target Year Trend
Percent of applicants | n.a 70% 70% 69% 70% 72% Not Met Stable

that respond to the
Chief Human Capital
Officer (CHCO)
survey with a positive
rating idicating
satisfaction with  the

Jjob application process

Percent of agencies | n.a n.a n.a 91% Undete | 83% Undetermined | Undetermined
that meet or exceed rmined
their baseline goal for

hiring veterans

Percent of employees | 0.96% | 0.94% | 0.95% | 0.96% | 0.99% 1.259% | Not Met Stable
mn the Federal
Government with

targeted disabilities

Average number of | n.a n.a 30 40 36 40 Met Improving
days to complete the
fastest 90 percent of
mitial national security
mvestigations to meet
the Intelligence
Reform and
Terrorism Prevention

Act

Investigations 0.10% 0.08% |0.16% | 0.15% | 0.07% | Less Met Improving
determined to  be than

deficient due to errors 0.03%

n mvestigations

processing

The above experiences demonstrate that there 1s a growing trend to measure performance
at the organizational level and to integrate the performance measurement systems into the
general management functions. The next sections of the report will focus on the role of the

Inspection Bodies in performance measurement, with emphasis on the Iraqi experience.
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X.  The Role of Inspection Offices in Organizational Performance Evaluation

The inspection function has been established by Governments to examine the actions of
public entities to ensure that they are performing well and in compliance with the goals,
rules and regulations.

A. The Inspection Structure from an International Perspective

In the UK, they have different agencies that perform the inspection function along sectoral
lines. Each agency concentrates on its relevant sector. Examples: Her Majesty’s Chief
Inspector of Schools in England, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Prisons, Her Majesty’s
Railway Inspectorate, the Planning Inspectorate of England and Wales, etc.

In the Netherlands, they also have different agencies that perform the inspection function.
Examples: the Dutch Inspectorate of Education, Inspectorate of Social Affairs and
Employment, Human Environment and Transportation Inspectorate, etc.

In Vietmam, The Government Inspectorate is a ministerial-level agency of the
Government, exercising the function of state management of inspection, all over the
country by conducting inspection assignments, settling complaints and combating

corruption in accordance with laws.

In the USA, Offices of the Inspectors General have been established in ministries as
mdependent units. The Inspector General, the Head of the Office, 1s appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of the Senate. Fach Inspector General reports to the
Minister or to the Head of establishment. He/she can be removed or transferred by the
President who shall justify his decision to both Houses of Congress, not later than 30 days
before the removal or transfer.
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B. Performance Inspection/Measurement Versus Investigation and Audit

One of the classical functions that the Inspection Offices across the world have focused on
was mvestigation, whereby nspectors collect evidence based on complaints that are filed to
the Inspection Office; or on a corruption case that was taken up by the press; or on
requests for mvestigation that are submitted to the Inspection Office by the Minister, or
Head of agency or by the Legislative authority.

Inspectors would gather and collate data, listen to the employees and managers concerned,
and verify documents and accounts in accordance with applicable legal procedures.

Another classical function of the mspection function i1s compliance audit, whereby
mspectors would check on the legality of operations that are applied by the mspected
entities. Laws and regulations are the main references of the mspectors upon which they
judge the appropriateness and correctness of the employees’ work and hence, determine
the regularity of the entities’ operations.

Investigation and audit are intended to prevent and detect fraud, waste, and office abuse
and 1dentify defaulters to transfer them to the competent judicial authorities. The severity
of penalties due to such criminal or administrative 1ssues varies between dismissal, fines,

settlements, recoveries and other measures.

The classical functions of mvestigation and audit have constituted the bulk of work of the
Inspection Offices, until the concept of performance imnspection/measurement, which is in
essence organizational performance evaluation, started to draw further attention in the
1990s despite the fact that its legal roots date back to earlier periods. The importance of
performance inspection/measurement can be detected by examining a sample of

mspection reports.

Iraq has followed almost the same American organizational pattern. The Coalition Provisional
Authority (CPA) 1ssued Order Number 57 m February 2004 that established Offices of
Inspectors General (IGs). The total number of IGs in ministries and some other Iraqi public
mstitutions 1s 36. The Iraqi 1Gs are appointed by the Prime Minister subject to confirmation by
the majority of the Council of Representatives i which legislative authority is vested. The 1G

directly reports to the minister concerned.

(Annex 3 includes excerpts of a Performance Inspection Report that was developed in
November 2008 by the Social Work Inspection Agency; Midlothian Council in Scotland).
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C. Performance Inspection Standards

The performance dimension of inspection has been climbing the priority agenda of the
Inspection Offices in order to:

- Reduce the negative image of inspectors; and to

- Make the mspection process supportive to the mspected public entities nstead of
being punitive.

While the traditional way of inspection concentrates on legality of administrative actions,
the latest international trends focus on organizational performance evaluation. Issues like
program evaluation, preventive management and advisory services have been emphasized
recently. Inspection bodies have started to institutionalize performance inspection
frameworks by developing protocols for reviewing management issues and setting
professional standards for performance inspection.

One of the famous documents that was published in 2012 by the Council of the Inspectors
General on Integrity and Efficiency in the USA (CIGIE), an entity that gathers Inspectors
General to address integrity, economy, and effectiveness issues that transcend individual
Government agencies and that promotes professionalism within the Offices of the
Inspectors General, is the “Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation”.

According to this document, inspections and evaluations are defined as:

“Systematic and idependent assessments of the design, implementation, and/or
results of an Agency’s operations, programs, or policies. They provide information
that 1s tmely, credible, and useful for agency managers, policvmakers, and others.
Inspections or evaluations can be used to determine efficiency, effectiveness,
mmpact, and/or sustainability of agency operations, programs, or policies. They
often recommend improvements and identify where admuinistrative action is
necessary”."”
The Standards for inspections and evaluations must not be overly prescriptive leaving the
Offices of the Inspectors General (OIGs) with some flexibility to develop internal written
policies and procedures to ensure that their work complies with the Quality Standards for
Inspection and Evaluation.

Performance measurement 1s one of the above standards in the sense that mechanisms

should be m place to measure the eflectiveness of mspection work. Performance

B Standards for Inspection and Evaluation, A Guide published by the Council of the Inspector General on
Integrity and Efficiency in the USA, 2012
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measurement for inspections shall focus on the outputs (number of implemented
recommendations), and the resultant outcomes (changes 1n policies). Optimum
performance measurement, according to the Quality Standards for Inspection and
Evaluation, captures the impact of an mspection and may include such things as monetary

savings, enforcement of laws, or legislative change.

The relationship between the mnspector and the inspected entity is a highly controversial
issue. The modern trend concentrates on the need to establish a positive, professional
relationship. One of the set standards in the document on Quality Standards for Inspection
and Evaluation is Working Relationships and Communication. The inspector should seek
to “facilitate positive working relationships and effective communication with those entities
being inspected”. Channels of communication must remain open. The OIG must not
cause severe work disruptions at the mspected entity and must act in good faith and with
objectivity. The OIG must pay attention to the mspected entity’s successful efforts to cope
with the challenges, must provide useful information and must provide regular and timely

feedback.

D. The Establishment of the Offices of Inspectors General in Iraq (OIGs)

In an attempt to restore public confidence in the Iraqi public sector institutions, to reduce
the scale of corruption and to mmprove the performance of ministries, the Coalition
Provisional Authority (CPA) issued Order Number 57 i February 2004 that established
Offices of Inspectors General (IGs). Partially, this unprecedented administrative
arrangement was a reaction to the long-suffered office abuse, on one hand, and a
modernization initiative that aimed at improving the performance of the civil service, on
the other hand.

Iraq stepped into a new political phase i 2003 paving the way for significant Government
restructuring. Integrating the inspection function into the organizational structure of every
Iraqi ministry was one of the remarkable reform initiatives. The total number of IGs in
ministries and some other Iraqi public institutions 1s 36, some of them have regional
offices. They are represented in the Iraqi provinces by regional branches. The Iraqi
mspection model was mspired by the Federal American Inspection system that was
mandated by the Inspector General Act of 1978 (with its amendments), whereby an

idependent Office of Inspector General was created in every Government establishment.
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E. Duties and Responsibilities of the OIGs in Iraq

Order Number 57 of February 2004 identified the main duties and responsibilities of the
IGs. The Order 1dentifies eighteen tasks that can be classified in the following categories:

a. Audit and Investigation to ensure integrity and transparency of the ministry’s
operations and the appropriate performance of civil servants; report violations and
cases of criminal act to the law enforcement officials; and coordinate with the
competent authorities, mcluding the Integrity Commission and the Bureau of
Financial Audit.

b. Receive and follow-up on complaints filed by citizens and people who demand a
public service from a ministry of public agency. This role that the OIG plays 1s
similar to the one assumed by the Ombudsman, the office that receives and follows
up on complaints to safeguard the citizens’ rights and to ensure equity before the
administration.

c. Organizational Performance Evaluation to verify the economy, efficiency and
effectiveness of the ministry’s operations and review their performance
measurement systems; review of legislation, rules, regulations, policies, procedures
and transactions to prevent fraud and inefficiencies; recommend corrective actions;
monitor implementation of the office’s recommendations and especially verify that
the performance of employees 1s in compliance with the principles of Good
Governance.

d. Training and Development to upgrade the skills of the ministry’ staff to prevent
fraud, waste and abuse; and to develop programs that spread the culture of
accountability and mtegrity within the ministry.

e. Performance Inspection/Measurement as Conducted by the Offices of the
Inspectors General and the Board of Supreme Audit in Iraq

The Board of Supreme Audit (BSA) in Iraq plays a pivotal role in performance
measurement. It develops and publishes guides that would lead the OIGs and the Iraqi
administrations in their efforts to measure performance. The OIGs have incorporated the
performance indicators that have been developed by the BSA into their manual of work

procedures.

The OIGs in Iraq that concentrated a big volume of their work on mvestigation and audit
have realized the importance of shifting their efforts towards performance mspection. In
addition to the BSA, the OIGs, as internal audit units,also have the mandate to conduct
organizational performance evaluation.An indicator of the new growing trend of
performance mspection 1s the development of documents that have been treated as Guides
to be followed by the mspectors to evaluate public entities and to improve the quality of the
OIGs’ inspection missions.
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The following is a list of relevant Iraqi documents related to performance mspection:

o The Standardized Work Procedure for the Offices of the Inspectors General in
Iraq (developed by staff from the OIGs and experts from MOORE STEPHENS
under the sponsorship of the UNDP and supervision of the Integrity Commission);

o The Guide of Standards and Indicators to Measure the Performance of the OIGs
(developed by the Inspector General of the Ministry of Industry and Minerals,
2012);

o The Elements of the Scientific Inspection Methodology (developed by the
Inspector General of the Ministry of Industry and Minerals, 2010);

o The Performance Audit Guide (developed by the Board of Supreme Audit in
2006)

o The Balanced Scorecard Guide (developed by the Board of Supreme Audit).

The “Guide of Standards and Indicators” provides a set of Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) that are divided into Sub-Indicators. The indicators are logical indicators (Yes/No).
Therefore, the inspectors would check Yes or No next to each of the sub-indicators.
Accordingly, they either exist or not.

The KPIs for the Iraqi OIGs are the following:

Key Performance | Sub-Indicators (non-exhaustive list of examples) YES
Indicators
1. Planning Standards e officially adopted plan;

e SWOT Analysis applied;

e The Plan is in harmony with the organizational goals
2. Planning Obstacles e T'op management commitment to the Plan;

e Follow up on execution;

e Involvement of staff in developing the plan;
3. Plan Execution e The existence of written instructions on Plan
Procedures Execution;

e Responsible staff identified;

e The existence of procedures to check on the

beginning of execution;
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Regular reporting

4. Plan-Related
Budgets

The existence of written Instructions on budget
preparation;

The existence of Budget Committee;

The existence of templates (forms) for budget
preparation;

The budget 1s in conformity with the Plan;

Discussion of the budget with the branches and units.

5. Organizational
Structures

The existence of an organizational structure for the
public entity;

Clear lines of communication;

Each position n the structure has clear objectives;
Tasks and Duties identified for each unit;

The existence of control units within the structure;

The existence of flexibility in adjusting the structure.

6. Delegation and
Prerogatives

Prerogatives are identified i writing;

The existence of appropriate lhmitations and
conditions for delegation;

The existence of procedures to supervise compliance
with the prerogatives;

The delegated staffs have the required competence.

7. Staff Organization

The staff have the qualifications to fulfill their tasks;
Staff training conducted;

Transfer of staff takes place, when necessary;

The cadre 1s sufficient and suits the business volume;
Staff occupy the positions identified in the cadre;
Motivation of distinguished employees;

Performance Appraisal executed and employees have
the chance to review it.

8. Outsourcing

Comparative studies between outsourcing and 1in
sourcing are conducted;

Outsourcing contracts are clear and officially adopted
by the Legal Department;
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Monitoring of the outsourced contracts.

9. Committees

Committees are designated by official decisions;

The tasks of the Committee members are well-
defined;

The existence of written instructions for each
Committee

The existence of official monitoring mechanisms

10. Guidance
Staff

and

The existence of appropriate salary scale;

The existence of rotation plans;
Employee-satisfaction;

The right person 1s in the right position;

Objective performance appraisal 1s 1in place;

Open channels of communication between the
superior and the subordinate;

The punishments are proportional to infringements.

In addition to the above generic indicators, the Standardized Work Procedure for the
Offices of the Inspectors General in Iraq includes other indicators that are specific to the
mndustrial and commercial sectors.

The above non-exhaustive list of performance indicators that are followed by the Iraqgi

OIGs leads to the following conclusions:

The OIGs have sets of indicators that they are supposed to apply. Therefore, any
newly suggested performance measurement system shall not be established from
scratch. It can build on the existing system and can learn from applications in the

previous period.

Many indicators are ambiguous. They lack clear descriptions and therefore, they
can be mterpreted i different ways by different readers and practitioners.
(Example: How can we understand and measure the employees’ satisfaction?; How

can we understand and measure rotation?).

Most of the indicators are of a logical (YES/NO) type. They lack metric units of
measurement and hence, applying them (when possible) does not produce the
required data analysis that provides the opportunity to determine trends and to

conclude results. Such mdicators cannot be utilized appropriately. Phrasing the
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idicators more precisely 1s an essential step to builld a rehable performance
measurement system. (Example training of staff can be better measured by setting
mndicators like number of trainees, hours of training, etc.).

Many indicators overlap with each other and hence, they need to be refined for
better focus. Redundant or repetitive indicators ought to be discarded on one hand,
and the remaining, valid indicators need to be clarified, on the other hand.
(Example: Guidance of staff and staff organization are key indicators that overlap
with each other).

The indicators were part of a comprehensive document that is made up of
hundreds of pages that contains all the work procedures of the OIGs. Hence, the
performance measurement system does not stand on its own as a distinguished
logical framework of analysis.

The existing performance measurement system lacks standardized templates that
can be followed by the ispectors and the inspected entities. It 1s simplistic, in the
sense that 1t only lists the indicators without supporting them with an
implementation methodology that includes clear work sheets.

The material that was delivered from Iraq lacked any documentation that proved
the actual implementation of the indicators from which lessons could be learned.
Therefore, the practical side and its implications remain in question.
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XI.  Challenges of the Iraqi Offices of Inspectors General: The Environmental and

Institutional Contexts

Challenges are of dual dimension:

- Challenges that are related to the current structural and operational context of the
OIGs in Iraq ; and

- Challenges that are peculiar to the establishment and entrenchment of a
performance-oriented administration in the Iraqi public sector.

4 Challenges Related to the Structural and Operational Context of the OIGs in Iraq:

1. The current structure and operations of the Inspectors General do not fit the
requirements and conditions of the new Iraqi constitution that laid the basis for a
politically decentralized, federal system. The lack of political consensus on the
future of the nation-state exacerbates the problem and makes the vision blurry, so
far. Any reshuffling of the political structure of the State will inevitably generate
organizational and functional re-arrangements in the Government machinery.
Federalism i1s likely to re-create the inspection system by limiting the powers of the
existing Inspection Offices in the muinistries that make up the central
admunistration, and expanding the network of regional inspection offices in number
and prerogatives. Any structural reforms that re-shape the intergovernmental
relationships between the Central administration and the regions will impact the
mspection system. This issue remains pending awaiting the evolution of the political
and administrative systems.

2. The unstable security situation can disrupt performance inspection efforts.
Performance management and measurement can better flourish in a peaceful
environment. 1ragic icidents that lead to losses i lives and properties do not only
represent a challenge to the ongoing measurement mitiatives, but can also thwart
tuture plannming efforts and demotivate staft involved in the process. Talking to staft’
about performance i an atmosphere of daily concerns about the very basics might
sound too ambitious or perhaps unrealistic. Measurement over a defined elapse of’
time might not be feasible or data collection from various sources might be too
risky.

3. The principle of “inspection mdependence” is at jeopardv. The relationship
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between the Inspector General and ministers 1s problematic. Political imterventions
or protections provided to defaulters stand as a barrier to the full independence of
the Inspector General. The IG might be mfluenced by the Ministers concerned
creating a sort of embarrassment.

4. 'The relationship between the Inspector General and the mspected public entities is
very much based on control and detecting violations to the applicable laws and
regulations. The mmage of the Inspector General 1s negative and associated with
“policing”. This image 1s not conducive to collaboration and definitely, does not
help to create an atmosphere of performance i the public sector.

. Despite the fact that performance inspection has been realized as a priority issue,
the OIGs tend to concentrate on audit and investigation with compliance inspection
procedures much more than on orgamizational performance measurement
Detecting infringements and ensuring regularity of operations consume a big deal
of the OIG’s work.

0. The Traming and Development function of the OIG is not given enough
mmportance. Although therr mandate mcludes provisions on developing the
capacities of the ministerial staft, this function is overtaken by the strict audit and

mvestigation function.

7. The ambiguous relationship between the Inspector General and other Oversight
agencies. The existence of several control bodies creates some confusion and raises
the issue of collaboration and role distribution among all of them.

8. The weak HRM (human resources management) capacities ol the Inspectors
General’s  oftices. The recruttment, selection, induction, tegration and
development of staff are processes that are not well-established, providing ministers
with a leeway for further mterventions. This issue will become of high concern

when performance measurement is integrated, as a concept and a technique, into

the functions of the OIGs.

+ Challenges Peculiar to the Establishment and Entrenchment of a Performance-
Ornented Administration in the Iragi Public Sector:

Performance measurement, as a concept and a technique, did not achieve significant
progress not only in Iraq, but in the Arab countries as a whole. These countries lag behind
i this sphere. This symptom could be attributed to the following reasons:

1. The weak accountability mechanisms. Performance audit flourished m countries
that were looking for supporting the efforts of the legislative authority to hold
Government accountable based on solid grounds. The concept of accountability is
deep-rooted in the democratic systems. Countries with a weak democratic heritage
where personal loyalties, tribal and family relationships, and division of spoils are
prevalent on a wide-scale do not provide a hosting environment for accountability
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and consequently, lfor performance management and measurement.

Performance measurement is based on data that requires data collection strategies.
Many Arab countries, mcluding Iraq, have weak statistical basis with hmited
generation of data and accessibility to data sources. This 1s one of the challenges in
the Western countries and the situation is even more severe in the Arab countries.
Related to this deficiency is the low level of investiment i information systems.
Changes in service delivery and reduction in resources led to larger and complex
mformation systems. It is part of the Inspectors General’s mandate to ensure the
mtegrity of these systems. Reliable systems lead to solid information and
consequently, to sound decisions and policies. Sophisticated systems and growth n
expenditures made detecting crimes and assessing actual performance a more
ditticult process.

The prevalence of traditional, input-oriented administration in the public sector n
Iraq that is not driven by results and the survival and coexistence of the old, well-
entrenched bureaucratic system along with the transplanted modern structures and
lunctions.

The lack of expertise amongst the stafl of the public sector. Performance
measurement requires competences that are not always available, or perhaps
underutilized. It 1s a sophisticated mission that necessitates coordination with the

various departments in the same ministry and with other ministries and agencies.

The concept of evaluation is still associated with control that seeks to idently
violations to the rules and regulations mstead of focusing on performance
mprovement and positive suggestions. The image of the “evaluator” or “inspector”
1s negative, most ol the time. Bridging the gap between the mspector and the

mspected entity requires cultural change on both sides.

Excessive concentration of powers at the top of the hierarchy or mn the central,
oversight agencies deprive munistries of managerial flexibility that 1s conducive to
higher motivation and better performance. Ministries can always relate low
performance to excessive restrictions that are imposed on them from above leaving
them with lhttle room for taking mitiatives and hence, they tend to limit their
performance to the minimum.

The eflorts to establish an e-Government with its inter-operability functions have its
reflections on the performance measurement system. 1The generation, processing,
manipulation and storage of data, in addition to the exchange of information
between different public entities require a crystal clear vision, Intensive
coordination and huge investments.
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XII. Conclusion

Organizational performance measurement, as a concept and a technique, has proven to be
a management discipline that has been drawing further attention of Governments and
mternational organizations. Internal and external controllers, like the Inspection Offices
and the Boards of Supreme Audit, have a crucial role to play in this field. The main
challenge 1s how to develop a performance measurement system that includes sets of
indicators that are applicable in ministries and public agencies, how to create a receptive
environment in the public sector, and how to establish a regular reporting system that
generates the required data and information. It 1s important to make the system as simple
as possible and to widen its scope incrementally, especially 1if the system 1s to be applied in
a country that does not have a rich experience i the field and whose political and
administrative context 1s not conducive to public sector reform and development.
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The Cause-Effect Relationship Between the Various Levels of the Management Process
(Adopted from “Designing Evaluations; 2012 Revisions;
a Guide Developed by the US Government Accountability Office)

Annex 1: Program Logic Model
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