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INTRODUCTION

On January 29, 2013 I was privileged to attend a meeting of the Government Performance
Coalition at George Washington University in Washington DC. During that meeting Shelley
Metzenbaum, OMB Associate Director for Performance and Personnel, discussed the
"performance improvement" pages of the Performance.gov website.

The Performance.gov pages she focused on most with the group are located at
http://goals.performance.gov. The information presented there reflects the current U.S.
Administration's stated goal of making the federal government's performance more
"transparent" not just by providing downloadable data files but also by presenting effectiveness
metrics and contextual information in an easily-navigated format designed to help people
understand how well government programs are performing.

There are many ways to make taxpayer-funded government operations, and the data associated
with them, accessible to the public. Performance.gov is an example of how the current
Administration is attempting to provide, via the Web, context around the data it publishes in
order to communicate not only what the Federal government is doing but also how well it is
doing it.

This document is not intended as an “assessment” or an “evaluation.” I don’t possess enough
information about the Performance.gov operation to attempt that.  Instead, as an “outsider
looking in,” my goal is to suggest how Performance.gov and the efforts discussed during Ms.
Metzenbaum’s presentation are important examples for all efforts to make government
performance data more accessible and useful.

The comments that follow reflect my own personal and professional interest in government
program transparency as well as my own strategic planning and project management experience
in connection with database management, collaboration, and social media. Some of the
following 14 topics respond to what Ms. Metzenbaum discussed about Performance.gov, while
others are based more generally on my own experience and impressions gained from my own
project management experience research into government program transparency.

FOURTEEN DIGITAL STRATEGY TOPICS

1. A website is just the “tip of the iceberg.”

Key questions:
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● How much do users need to understand about what goes into building and sustaining a
performance-reporting website?

One of the first things you learn when you build a website, especially one that links to live or
regularly updated data sources, is that the web pages themselves are only the “tip of the iceberg”
when it comes to understanding the level of effort required to build and sustain the website and
the services it supports.

Many of the Performance.gov performance data are reported on a quarterly basis. Significant
effort is ongoing to collect the data, organize the data, make sure the programs supplying the
data are consulted throughout the process, keep the information up to date and synchronized
with what the source agency or department is doing, and so on.

There's more going on than just the text, graphics, numbers, documents, or files that are
displayed. There's a story behind every page and every data element as well as the processes that
make use of underlying software. Performance.gov is doing much more than just making data
files available for downloading.

Do users need to understand all of the technology and the behind-the-scenes work? No. Do users
need to at least appreciate the processes that go on behind the scenes?  I think so, but deciding
how much “context” to provide requires planning and experimentation.

For example, some of the data being reported are complex and require context to “make sense.”
That's one of the reasons that Performance.gov has so much text. It’s more than just a list of
downloadable files. An attempt is being made here to communicate complex concepts and ideas
in a simple and straightforward manner. Even though graphs and charts are used liberally it’s
often the accompanying text that helps the reader “make sense” of them.

A lot of work goes into crafting Performance.gov so it makes sense that potential users
understand some of what is going on “...behind the scenes.” This requires explanation and I don’t
think it’s fair to criticize Performance.gov for having “too much” text.

The question is, does it -- or any other website attempting to explain the performance of a
complex government program -- succeed in communicating about performance in a clear and
unambiguous way? Only by answering that question is it possible to decide if the “behind the
scenes” work is working.

2. Cross program reporting requires understandable structure and
organization.

Key questions:
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● Are the language and terminology used to categorize different program metrics clear
and unambiguous?

● Is there a clear link between how the website is organized and how it is navigated?
● Is the website easily searchable?

When you start discussing the performance of a government program, especially when you start
condensing performance measures into metrics that can be tracked over time, you need
discipline and clarity in how you report on and organize these metrics.

Reporting on the performance of individual government programs is complex enough, given
how many initiatives are undertaken and are ongoing. Add to this performance reporting across
government programs. This happens when services are provided by multiple programs to the
same type of organization, to the same group of citizens, or to the same geographic locations.

You need precision in how you classify and describe fundamental concepts like goals, objectives,
initiatives, the tasks associated with them, and the individuals or organizations that are the
subject of the reporting.

Some of Ms. Metzenbaum’s presentation focused on the work involved in consistently organizing
and sorting performance data in order not only to simplify organizing and displaying
information but also to help the user locate and make sense of the data.

How to organize the presentation of large amounts of data is something I have experience with,
based on my work in electronic publishing, database product development, and functional IT
expenditure analysis. A discussion of content organization can easily lead into the realm of
metadata, semantics, naming conventions, classification theory, hashtags, and indexing.

All of these topics are important, but the bottom line is that you need to strike a balance between
the use of precise technical language and plain English to ensure that data as presented can be
collapsed and summarized -- or at least sorted -- meaningfully across programs. You also need
to present a reasonably easy to understand navigational methods to users whose only regular
exposure to search and retrieval technology may be the no-frills Google search box.

Based on my brief review I think that Performance.gov still has made great progress in
communicating clearly how its program performance data are organized, especially when it
attempts to aggregate data across agancies and programs.  Navigation among different
programs and statistics is simplified through well-structured menu lists, even though the initial
similarity of a some of the terminology is confusing.

Having managed IT spending analyses as well as progress reporting for complex data conversion
projects, I understand how it is possible to end up with similar sounding categories such as the
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following “goal types” as is the case with Performance.gov:

● “Agency strategic goals and objectives”
● “Agency priority goals”
● “Cross agency priority goals”

While I have found that, when you study the meaning and interpretation of such terms, they
actually do make sense, they might be confusing to the first time site visitor. One of the most
impressive views I have of Performance.gov is the page titled "clear goals" located at
http://goals.performance.gov/goals_2013.  The cleanly displayed list starts with 14 "cross agency
priority goals" followed by strategic goals for individual departments and agencies. These
distinctions make clear how the cross agency goals have impacts on and are impacted by
government agencies.

Since reducing program duplication is one of the objectives of Performance.gov, identification of
programs with related objectives is an important step since they allow related programs and
initiatives to be sorted together. Lists like this make it easier to keep track of some very complex
organizational activities.

Another thing to keep in mind is that it may not be a good idea to rely completely on structured
indexes and hierarchies to provide site navigation. Users inevitably will arrive with different
concepts and languages than the ones formally implemented as part of the sorting or display
hierarchy. One solution to this is to make sure a robust and comprehensive search engine sits
behind the site’s content.

3. Needed: well-defined use cases and user groups.

Questions:

● Different groups make use of program performance data in different ways.  Are these
understood?

● Are these differences taken into account in how the website is designed and maintained?

One topic that came up several times during the meeting was the question, "Who are the
intended users of these performance improvement pages?" Another was, "What specific uses do
we expect them to make of these pages?"

The answer to these questions is both simple and complex.

It's simple because one of the first tasks in any design process -- at least in theory -- should be to
define who the users are of the target system and how they intend to use the system. That way
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the likelihood is increased that target users will actually find the site useful.

In the real world of government programs and project management things don't always proceed
in sequence as specified by an ideal project plan or system development life cycle. Sometimes
you're given a task that requires you to start in the “middle” and from there work backwards and
forwards.

Such issues may arise when some of the processes is being reported on include cross-agency as
well as agency-specific goals. All of the programs reported on in Performance.gov didn’t spring
up when Barak Obama was first inaugurated. Many activities were underway before Obama
was inaugurated and his own executive leadership was put into place. As a result, much of the
data being reported by Performance.gov is being generated by programs or processes that the
current Administration inherited.

Implications

What are the implications for user group definition and for use case definitions for a site such as
Performance.gov? Here are some suggestions:

● If target users are the agencies themselves that do the reporting, then performance
metrics and reporting should emphasize not only whether the programs are
accomplishing their goals but also whether the programs are being managed effectively
and efficiently. This suggests the need for rapid reporting so that midcourse corrections
can be made before it’s too late.

● If target users are agencies charged with executive agency oversight, for example OMB,
then performance metrics need to be reported in a way that reflects possible overlap or
duplication of services for users. This suggests the need for crisp and bullet-proof
definitions and standard categories that carry across multiple agencies.

● If target users are Congressional oversight groups, then performance metrics must reflect
legislative requirements and language.

● If target users are members of the "general public" or the targeted beneficiaries or interest
groups involved with program service delivery, then performance metrics need to reflect
their needs -- and be understandable to them.

● Whoever the targeted users are, feedback mechanisms need to be built into the process so
that improvements can be developed and introduced.

According to Ms. Metzenbaum, so far the target populations for the information provided by the
agencies feeding performance data to Performance.gov are the agencies themselves and others in
the Executive branch. Members of the general public and congressional committees are not yet
being specifically targeted.

Still, Performance.gov is a “public” website. Despite the emphasis here on "transparency," it also
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might make sense to consider that certain development related efforts and communication be
treated as a "private" while the website is undergoing development. After all, we already have
numerous instances where release of “public” data affecting markets and financial performance
is carefully controlled.

I made the suggestion during the meeting that, given that some data can take such a long time
to collect or prepare, it might make sense to release them before they have been completely
“perfected;” this idea received some justifiable criticism.

Where this traditional distinction between "public external" and "private internal" can break
down is in the decision about when the website is ready to "go live." In these days of perpetual
beta systems, people have become accustomed to accessing and using web-based resources long
before they have been determined to be "ready for prime time."

I think that a case can be made that government agencies should not always wait to “go public”
until all the i’s are dotted and all the t’s are crossed. For example, it might be possible to make
preliminary performance data available to the public immediately while displaying comments
and discussions about its reliability and validity by those responsible for it. Such a decision would
need to be made collaboratively with the source agency.

4. Performance indicators must address a variety of user perspectives.

Questions:

● How similar -- and how different -- are the “performance data needs” of the different
groups the website needs to communicate with?

● To what extent can the same system and processes support the needs of divergent user
groups?

There are at least three groups whose perspectives should be considered, as outlined in my paper
A Framework for Transparency Program Planning and Assessment:

1. The program itself and the individuals and organizations responsible for managing the
program.

2. Individuals and groups targeted by the program.
3. Individuals and groups not specifically targeted by the program but whose interests might

be served in the long-term by access to data about the program's performance.

These groups may have different but related interests in how the program is performing. Those
responsible for running the program may be more interested in performance data to track
transaction cost and efficiency. Those targeted by the program may be more interested in
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program effectiveness and benefits.

Also, we may need to consider the "cross agency" aspect being promoted by Performance.gov.
What's targeted by different programs that overlap might argue for development of performance
indicators that are explicitly cross-agency.

In summary, the development of performance indicators needs to address the following
questions:

● First, who cares how this program performs?
● Second, how do we measure this performance?
● Third, how do we communicate this performance data to the groups who care?

5. Is it sustainable?

Questions:

● Are the direct and indirect costs associated with making performance data accessible
understood and manageable?

● Are sufficient resources available to develop the reporting processes?
● Will efforts to collect, generate, and publish performance data be sustainable over the

long term?

Insufficient resources can doom a performance management process to failure. As an example,
see the official audits of the Project Management Accountability System (PMAS) implementation
which is reviewed here. The report examined the effectiveness of performance measures and
reporting processes put in place by the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs to oversee large IT
contracts.  The PMAS oversight process, according to the Inspector General's report, failed.

My take on the main reason why the process failed was simple:

1. Only two people were assigned full-time to oversee the process.
2. Not enough care and attention was placed on how project performance data were

collected, maintained and reported.

The result was that a detailed gating-based management and review process, designed to identify
problems early and stop IT projects before proceeding,  was hobbled from the start.

What is the appropriate level of resources for an operation like Performance.gov?  I don't know
enough about its internal operations or contracting practices to comment on that. I do know,
however, that one way to answer that question, looking towards the future and sustainability,

draft feb 17 2013,  page 8

http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ddmcd.com%2Fmanaging-technology%2Faudit-of-the-vas-project-management-accountability-system-pm.html&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNEXInuM49mpT_igAw28nFHAMsl8Xw


might be to model Performance.gov operations like a PMO – a Project or Performance
Management Organization. (See number 12 below.)

6. What is an appropriate “update frequency” for program performance
data?

Questions:

● How often should performance data be updated?

Performance.gov performance management reports are targeting quarterly updates. Whether
this is appropriate in all cases will depend on factors such as whether performance data are being
viewed from an ongoing oversight or from more of a program evaluation perspective. For some
uses quarterly reports on programs or initiative performance will be more than sufficient,
especially on performance data where significant amounts of manual processing prior to
publishing are required.

Another factor to consider is whether or not the body managing the reporting is explicitly
responsible for managing the program whose performance is being reported. In the case of the
Performance.gov most of the performance data being reported are for agency programs whose
day-to-day management as well as overall accountability are the responsibility of the individual
agencies. Performance.gov, managed by OMB, does not have day-to-day program management
responsibility. In such cases, quarterly (as opposed to more frequent) performance reporting may
be appropriate given OMB’s oversight responsibilities.

This may not answer the question of how often cross agency goal metrics should be reported,
especially if the coordination of work by multiple agency programs is something something new
or unusual. It might be appropriate to attempt performance reporting more frequently than
quarterly if the performance data are detailed enough and can be used  to shape and modify the
programs. Frequent changes in data reporting, obviously, will involve communicating both with
producers and users in order to ensure the data are accomplishing the intended objectives.

7. How should social media and collaboration tools be used?

Questions:

● How can social media and collaboration tools support improved “production” and
“consumption” of performance data?

When discussing the use of social media in the context of Performance.gov it makes sense to
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distinguish between content production and content consumption and how the two interact.

Content production

From the perspective of content production there are a variety of ways to use social media to
support the collaboration required in the production of performance data and the accompanying
graphics, text, and downloadable data files. Both ad hoc and dedicated filesharing, common
features of most enterprise collaboration software suites, can be used as a replacement for
emailed file attachments. This can significantly reduce errors and time spent emailing easily
confused versions of the same files among team members.

Some software packages also provide version control integrated with content sharing and
discussion features. As time goes on and performance reporting production and review processes
are formalized and regularized, an appropriate amount of “workflow management” might then
be introduced to help schedule and drive updates and reviews.

Social media and collaboration tools can also be employed to help groups of people with related
areas of expertise  communicate and discuss performance measurement issues “behind the
scenes.” The simplest example is the sharing of threaded group discussions as provided by a
variety of off-the-shelf collaboration and project management tools.

The ability to form ad hoc groups to simplify discussion and filesharing is potentially relevant to
both cross-agency strategy goals being tracked by performance.gov as well as the agency specific
goals that are being tracked. Business or enterprise oriented social or collaboration networks are
ideal for supporting this type of sharing, even though such collaboration must be encouraged and
taught if the organization’s culture does not already support it, as might be the case with some
traditional organizations.

Content consumption

When it comes to content consumption, social media may also have a significant role to play for
web based services such as Performance.gov. On the consumption side, social networks operated
by the Federal government, including blogs, wiki pages, social feedback and voting sites, online
petitions, discussion groups, and participation in commercial sector systems such as Facebook
and Twitter, are all additional ways to “get the word out” about performance data and to support
its discussion and use.

Still, it’s important not to over-sell social media as a support for the goals of an operation such as
Performance.gov:

● Training is required to help diverse groups take advantage of social media tools.
● Support is needed especially when content-rich engagement is required in the production
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of content designed for public release.
● Acceptance rates for using social media will be different for different groups. Some

executives may be unwilling to give up email (or face to face meetings) in order to move
to a more collaborative model.

● Control must still be exercised in workflow in order to meet targets such as the quarterly
release of data.

Discussion

For an operation such as Performance.gov to take full advantage of social media on the
production or consumption side, planning and management involvement are required. At the
same time, it’s also possible that staff involved in producing and supporting Performance.gov are
already using social media and collaboration tools to support their work even if they are not
formally designated as part of the process.

File sharing and collaboration tools such as Google Docs and DropBox are popular in many
organizations long before being formally adopted and “approved” by management. Software
developers in many environments already regularly use instant messaging and conferencing
systems to share project information. Systems such as GitHub are designed from the “ground up”
to support the sharing of information about open source software. In some government
agencies, on-the-job use of tools such as Facebook and Twitter by mid-level employees has
preceded eventual official adoption and support.

This is to be expected as social media and social networking tools continue to find their way into
large organizations given the decentralization (away from direct IT control) of technology as
evidenced by the BYOD (Bring Your Own Device) “movement.”

In other words, Performance.gov and other performnce-focused government web sites may
already be benefiting informally from the active use by staff of available social media tools. One
question is, could the use of such tools be even more effective were they integrated more
explicitly within Performance.gov business processes?

8. Which processes should be standardized? Which should be
automated?

Questions:

● Can the process of generating and publishing performance data be made repeatable
and/or at least partially automated?

Ms. Metzenbaum described to the group the work involved in the back-and-forth between
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agencies and OMB staff in the development of the contents presented via the Perfomance.gov
web site. Some information is collected via a structured set of questions. Other information is
created more collaboratively as staff work with agencies to produce and document performance
reports.

Agencies reporting into Performance.gov differ widely in how structured and formalized their
own performance tracking is. For some, source data and documentation are documented and
readily modifiable to meet the formatting and display requirements of the Performance.gov site.
For others, more collaboration and consultation by OMB staff are required to generate and help
vet the content.

I have seen situations with other organizations where, because basic program and project data
were not being gathered, organized, and reported on a regular basis, the generation of monthly
financial and progress reports was consistently more complex, time consuming, and expensive
than it needed to be, given the constant need to “re-invent the wheel” every month.

Given the evolutionary nature of Performance.gov and its reliance on working with agency and
departmental staff for generation of input data, it may be appropriate that a balance be struck
between totally manual processes and documented, standardized, or even automated processes.
This is a situation where perhaps the pursuit of completeness and perfection in reporting must be
tempered realistically by focusing only on highly selective and meaningful performance data.

9. How explicit are the performance reporting website’s own goals?

Questions:

● Does the web site possess stated goals that can be used to measure its progress?

During the meeting’s discussion of target users we talked about Performance.gov’s own stated
goals for gathering and reporting performance measurement data. Ms. Metzenbaum explained
that specific target goals have not been defined in detail and that much of what is being
developed and presented is still evolving.

This is not an unusual situation given the evolutionary and developmental nature of
Performance.gov processes.

For goal statements to be useful and effective for a web site operation as complex as
Performance.gov, they need to be developed collaboratively with stakeholders who have an
interest in and responsibility for the success and performance of the operation. Perhaps the
process of developing and tracking the performance of the web site and its operations should
itself be an “open” process where performance criteria are developed and discussed in public. The
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feedback provided by the Government Performance Coalition is one example. Another possibility
would be to expand the feedback portion of Performance.gov into a robust discussion forum.

10. When should staff contact information be provided?

Questions:

● Do users know whom to contact for more information?

In  The EPA's Mobile Web Site is Great (except for one thing) I praised the EPA’s mobile web
site’s initial release. I also complained that it pushed out information but didn’t provide a real
avenue for engaging with people at the EPA.

Listing the names and professional accomplishments of top administrators on a web site with no
contact information is not the same thing. For example, if a goal of performance reporting is to
improve how a program performs, then enabling those affected by the program to suggest and
discuss ways to improve it would seem to be a useful route to take.

There needs to be more than an online “suggestion box” available for a meaningful dialog to
develop among the individuals involved in producing, managing, and using performance data.
If I am a user of the data being provided by a website such as Performance. gov and I have an
insight to offer about what is being reported, I need a channel for communicating that. Rather
than just type something into a “comment box” I may prefer a responsive and intelligent
individual I can talk with so that I know my concerns are being taken seriously. But if no real
contact information is provided for a follow up, my suggestion for improvement might die at
that point.

As I discussed in How Closely do Traditional and Social Media Based Customer Support Services
Need to be Coordinated? how this type of issue is handled is relevant to how “customer service” is
handled and how traditional publishing mechanisms are integrated with channels opened
through use of social media. With a program such as Performance.gov, we have the additional
complication that multiple agencies’ programs are being represented where questions might arise
around agency-specific programs. If this is the case then where should engagement and
commentary information to be captured and tracked? On an aggregation site such as
Performance.gov? On on the individual agency’s web site?

11. Can you print a “page” from the web site?

Questions:

● How important is it that data from the web site can be easily composed and printed on
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paper?

Almost everyone knows how to print a “page” from a website via any of the standard web
browsers. That may not always be enough. I’ve worked on projects where the staff always had to
be prepared to generate a printed briefing book for the client containing documents and files
stored on the project’s SharePoint intranet site.

Of course, the minute we generated the briefing book on paper it was obsolete -- files were
constantly being uploaded to the site or were being modified and replaced.  Yet, there will always
be people who prefer to interact with complex information by first printing it on paper for review
later. We may need to be able to support such interaction.

12. The PMO as a governance and management model.

Questions:

● How is a performance data web site to be managed?
● Are there benefits of comparing its operations with a PMO?

As I thought about Performance.gov and how it is organized and managed I wondered about its
comparability with a Program Management Office (PMO) that provides oversight, management
support, and performance reporting for a group of ongoing projects at various stages of maturity.

PMO management is a well developed branch of Project Management. Various models exist --
see a typical one here -- for setup and operations.  Governance models can vary between (a)
directly controlling and being responsible for the success of the projects they oversee and  (b)
providing administrative support and reporting on an on-demand basis.

The politics and bureaucracy associated with such a range of possible roles also has an impact on
how the PMO is managed. Some “projects” will welcome support. Others will feel the PMO is
being “intrusive.”

The similarity of such concerns with OMB’s role vis-a-vis Performance.gov and individual
agencies seems analogous. Some agencies welcome assistance in developing appropriate
performance measures. Others prefer independence.

It’s possible that such details concerning the management of Performance.gov have already been
thought through. Still, it might be productive to make the process of developing measurable goals
and objectives more open and transparent. Perhaps the drafting and discussion of goals and
objectives should be conducted “in public” so that issues associated with measurement of
Performance.gov’s own “performance” are surfaced and made accessible -- and responsive -- to
the public.
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13. Performance measurement and program cost data.

Questions:

● What role does/should reporting of program cost data play in tracking program
performance?

My background is project management. Project managers typically are responsible for project
budgets. I also know that project (and program) budgets are, at best, only stand-ins for actual
performance measures. As I suggested in The Limitations of Government Program Financial
Transparency,

It is important not to equate government program transparency overall with the more
limited transparency of the funds appropriated for and used as the basis for funding
specific program operations, products, and services. Dollar measurements are only
stand-ins for the measurement of impacts or benefits. Spending money on something
does not necessarily equate with success.

In the case of government programs, performance data are often associated with measure of
outcome in a target population of some sort. Given the social impact nature of many
government programs, it may be difficult, if not impossible, to calculate a “return on investment”
metric that compares program inputs (e.g., resource costs) with impacts on target populations.

Still, when it comes time to expand or -- also likely -- cut back on programs, we need to know
where to cut. Such decisions benefit from knowing about program efficiency, and program
efficiency usually is associated with maximizing units of output for a given level of input.

Aside from the obvious need for standard financial reporting methods, how can a web site such
as Performance.gov help promote program oversight through improved access to program
performance and program cost data? Also, can the reporting of cross-agency goals be the focus
for comparing the costs of different programs that are targeting similar populations?

14. How can performance web sites best use mobile technologies?

Questions:

● How can mobile technologies best be integrated with the gathering and publishing of
program performance data?

Mobile technologies such as smartphones and tablet computers can support a variety of
traditional and disruptive processes. They allow people to access and interact with web based
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data anywhere they can get an internet connection. Their full potential in other application areas
is in many ways still under development.

We must at least ask if a web based data source has been optimized for mobile access via
production of different versions targeting different screen sizes or through a “responsive design”
architecture that adapts the same resources for effective rendering on different platforms.  We
also need to answer the question of how we intend people to “interact with” data presented on the
web site. Examples of possible “interactions” include:

● Download files for display and/or manipulation.
● Display data or filtered data subsets via standard graphics such as bar charts, pie charts,

and scatter plots.
● Attach or submit comments to data.
● Combine or “mash up” data with data from other sources.
● Chat in real time with others about selected data.
● Forward data to others with attached comments.
● Search for and locate relevant data and data elements.

These are typical of the capabilities available for standard web publishing that target desktop and
laptop machines and are also capabilities of tools that are now targeting data access via mobile
devices.

How mobile devices can be used most effectively has less to do with screen size and processing
power than with what we want to enable the user to do. In Some Requirements for Using a
Mobile Device to Interact with a Project Plan I suggested it would be shortsighted just to view
mobile devices as simple portable network computers. In my opinion, mobile devices have the
potential for significantly changing how people work, communicate, and collaborate.

Design-wise, one of the challenges of using a portable device for interacting with a complex data
set is the manner in which contextual information is provided.  For example, if I can display a
nice pie chart showing how people in my “neighborhood” are distributed age-wise, but I can’t
easily also obtain information about how “neighborhood” is defined, the pie charts for many
applications will be useless.

Extending the above example (which is based on my recent review of an experimental mobile
app displaying local data) to a web site like Performance.gov, it may be that over-concentration
on display of complex graphics on a range of mobile devices would be misplaced if we don’t also
address how we want people to interact with and use the data.

Personally, I don’t think these types of questions can be answered without experimentation. One
question is, will Performance.gov resources be sufficient to support such experimentation?
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CONCLUSION

Of all the above topic areas I think the following are the most important when it comes to
developing and managing an effective performance reporting website operation:

3. Needed: well-defined use cases and user groups
5. Is it sustainable?
7. How should social media and collaboration tools be used?
9. How explicit are the website’s own goals?
12. The PMO as a governance and management model.

My reason for focusing on these is simple: improved manageability.

To manage something well you need to know what you are trying to accomplish, what your
resources are for accomplishing it, and how you will control those resources in relationship to
your goals.

The environment in which Performance.gov operates is a complex one involving politics, large
and complex organizations, big budgets, and public demand. Performance.gov and similar
operations could benefit significantly by improving the transparency of its own operations and by
involving its stakeholders more collaboratively and openly in its own development and oversight.
Hopefully the ideas presented above will be found useful in deciding how best to make
government program performance more accessible and understandable.
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