


Awareness of the barriers and pitfalls and a determination to ‘do the opposite’ can be a powerful tool in developing a partnership’s approach to performance improvement.

Below is a summary of common problems and barriers to the development and operation of partnership performance improvement systems, including Smith’s (1995) ‘unintended consequences’ of performance indicators in the public sector. Full references are given at the end of the fact sheet.
1. Failure to align individual and partnership organisational objectives – identifying where they overlap, where they are in conflict and how any tensions will be dealt with. There can be a tension for some partners in committing scarce resources to partnership objectives, particularly where those objectives are not a direct responsibility of that partner.

2. Failure to devote sufficient financial and human resources to enable the partnership to operate effectively.

3. Inadequate training and preparation of managers and staff in an outcomes-based approach and not making performance measurement of the partnership relevant to front-line staff

4. Action plans developed without clear follow-up and scrutiny of individual partner contributions. Lack of incentives or penalties associated with good or poor performance and lack of clarity about what can be done to rectify poor performance of partners. 
5. ‘Paralysis by analysis’ – collecting more than the important information and over-complicating the system. Allowing the existence of ‘wicked problems’ to prevent action.
6. Mistrust of other (and sometimes your own) agencies’ data accuracy, robustness and timeliness.

Combining data from different agencies can lead to lack of consistency in multiple versions of the same data and aggregation difficulties because of different coding conventions
7. Measuring things that are easy to quantify, rather than focussing on the most important outcomes for the partnership. Failing to incorporate ‘soft’ information more formally into judgements about the performance of the partnership.

8. The pursuit of narrow local objectives which serve individual organisations well, but damage the performance of the overall partnership.

9. Short term targets delivered at the expense of long term goals. This can be a problem for public sector partnerships with short-term funding regimes, tight decision-making timescales and pressure to spend grants quickly. This can hamper strategic, long-term approaches to performance management as can local pressure from residents or politicians to deliver short-term projects to address immediate issues.

Developing effective performance management is a long-term activity which can take several years, requiring constant attention and regular review to ensure continued relevance. 

10. Not paying sufficient attention to the design of performance measures; allowing the measure itself and  the mechanics of the measurement system to become the focus, at the expense of the underlying, desired outcomes (e.g. reducing numbers waiting rather than ensuring the appropriateness of services provided)

11. Placing so much pressure on systems and people to create a good impression that it leads to the deliberate manipulation of data (from ‘creative’ reporting to fraud) so that reported behaviour differs from actual behaviour 

12. Always setting targets by reference to previous performance and increasing them as a result of success may result in the deliberate under-achievement of performance (gaming) to secure a lower target next time round. Excessively rigid systems of performance evaluation can stifle the opportunity for innovation

13. Having several independent parallel performance management systems leads to focussing on production of the information, rather than management of its messages. Poor presentation, communication and consistency in reporting performance information makes interpretation difficult and trends hard to spot. Too much manual effort required to produce reports and duplication of effort as each partner works to produce different analyses of similar data for different audiences. 

14. Failure to acknowledge complexity of performance management of public sector partnership :

· The relationship between outputs and outcomes and identification of which factors are under the direct control of the partner organisations and which are not.
· Significant complexities of data when comparing results across organisations 

· Simplifying results into, for example, the use of league tables when statistical measures are not sufficiently precise to measure real difference in performance 
15. Failure to agree how to co-ordinate reporting to different accountable bodies and multiple external inspection and review.

16. Inadequate contingencies agreed for when things go wrong
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