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Background
Regular reporting of good performance information 
makes for strong public sector accountability. It tells 
Parliament and the public about the work agencies do. It 
should also help agencies make decisions and track how 
they are performing. 

Western Australian (WA) has a long-standing framework 
that requires agencies use Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs) to report on how well they meet outcomes and 
carry out their most important responsibilities. 

For nearly two decades WA agencies have had to include 
audited KPIs in their annual reports. The Auditor General 
is required to annually provide an opinion on each 
agency’s KPIs. 

In an organisation with a mature approach to managing 
performance, KPIs are the tip of the system. Beyond basic 
accountability and transparency, KPIs should support 
and reflect operational management. 

The objective of this audit was to assess the maturity of 
KPI processes in 10 agencies. 

We assessed performance against six attributes of 
better practice. We based these attributes on our 
experience auditing KPIs over 20 years and a review 
of the international literature. They cover aspects of 
managing KPIs and reporting performance information 
to Parliament and the public. The attributes were:

 y Annual reports enable transparency of performance 
reporting

 y KPIs are integrated into the agency’s performance 
management

 y KPIs are measurable and under the control of the 
agency

 y KPIs are comprehensive, well designed and 
contextualised

 y Data collection and reporting is robust and consistent

 y KPIs include reasonable targets.

Audit Conclusion
There was a range of maturity in how agencies managed 
and reported their KPIs. All agencies performed strongly 
or better in some key areas and generally met the specific 
legislative and other requirements. Two agencies showed 
a high level of maturity in that they were strong or better 
in most of the areas we looked at.

The best performers had gone beyond simple 
compliance. Their annual reports had clear and easily 
understood KPI information, they had developed good 
processes that delivered what they needed, had designed 
appropriate indicators, and used KPIs to guide and inform 
management decisions. Better practice tended to occur 
where an agency’s core business could easily be linked to 
concrete outcomes. 

We also found areas where agencies had difficulties in 
managing KPIs. The key challenges agencies faced were: 

 y making annual reporting about KPIs easily understood 
by non-specialist readers

 y having a sound basis for setting targets against which  
performance will be measured

 y ensuring that the suite of KPIs covered the most 
important parts of agency activity, and that they were 
the best way to measure performance 

 y documenting processes and guidance for managing 
and reporting KPIs.  

Some of the difficulties agencies faced reflect the 
constraints that can arise from a ‘one-size-fits-all’ 
framework that includes compulsory outcomes-based 
KPIs. In some cases, agency core business or aspects of it 
made it hard to identify clear and measurable outcomes. 
This made it more difficult to develop good KPIs, and to 
use the information to manage operations. For others, 
their capacity to develop better practice was sometimes 
limited by their size or level of resources. There was also 
limited practical guidance for some parts of the KPI 
process. Addressing these constraints would help ensure 
that reporting KPIs continues to deliver benefits in public 
sector performance and accountability.
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Key Findings
 y All agencies performed strongly or better in some key 

areas. They also generally met the specific legislative 
and other requirements. Two agencies had a high 
level of maturity and were strong or better in most of 
the areas we assessed. 

 y The ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach of the outcomes-based 
and compulsory KPI framework might no longer be 
the most effective way for all agencies to report on 
their performance. In trying to meet the framework 
and report on outcomes, some agencies have ended 
up with KPIs that on the surface seem irrelevant 
or unhelpful. Such cases run the risk of reducing 
confidence in the overall KPI system.

 y There was little practical guidance available to 
agencies to assist them to establish or enhance their 
KPIs. There was also no forum available for agencies to 
share information and learning about KPIs.

 y Annual KPI reporting generally complied with 
government requirements. However, agencies 
struggled to provide information that could be easily 
understood by non-specialist readers. This was a 
particular challenge for agencies reporting complex 
and technical information. This reduced the usefulness 
of annual reports for Parliament and the public.

 y Some agencies integrated KPIs into general 
operations well. Most agencies had staff responsible 
for monitoring KPIs. However, half of the agencies 
could not demonstrate they had documented routine 
processes to use KPIs and supporting information to 
manage performance.

 y All agencies had measurable KPIs specific to their 
functions. Agencies need to find a balance between 
reporting important broad indicators and those 
clearly under their control. Several agencies struggled 
to strike this balance.

 y Most agencies need to improve the development, 
review and comprehensiveness of their KPIs. Good 
KPIs should be individually appropriate and work as a 
set to cover the key areas of agency activity. 

 y Data collection and internal reporting was generally 
sound. The KPIs for all agencies could be substantiated 
and all bar two agencies had effective controls 
in place for each stage of all workflow processes 
for KPIs. Agencies faced challenges in developing 
and administering surveys to generate KPI data, 
particularly in measuring direct outcomes of agency 
activities.

 y Targets generally supported agency goals but many 
agencies had not documented the reasoning behind 
the targets they had set. This meant that agencies 
could not demonstrate why targets had been set 
at particular levels or whether they were based on 
research and independent standards or benchmarks.


