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Executive Summary  

Background 
 
The Treasury Board Secretariat Directive on the Evaluation Function requires that departmental 
heads of evaluation prepare an annual report on the state of performance measurement in support 
of evaluation. In 2009, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) tabled 
its first report, which covered activities for 2008-09. The report identified ten attributes of quality 
performance measurement systems in high performing organizations. These attributes were then 
employed as benchmarking criteria against which the AANDC performance measurement 
activities could be examined. These same criteria form the basis of the current report, which 
covers 2009-2011. 

Key Findings 
 
During the two years, AANDC has taken steps to establish the foundation for advancing 
performance measurement in the Department. As a first step, the Evaluation, Performance 
Measurement and Review Branch (EPMRB) added the development of performance 
measurement strategies to its annual plan to encourage the collection of information on results to 
inform future evaluations. The Branch also created a governance process that engaged internal 
partners in the development of performance measurement strategies and senior management in 
the approval of strategies.  
 
A performance measurement team was formed and created information sessions and materials to 
raise awareness of the importance and use of performance data and encourage a shift towards 
results-based management. Capacity development was also encouraged through the creation of a 
guide for the development of performance measurement strategies and the provision of advice to 
program representatives. In addition, they coordinated a special study on thematic indicators to 
assist with the identification of indicators. Between April 2009 and March 2011, a total of 
19 performance measurement strategies were reviewed by the Evaluation, Performance 
Measurement and Review Committee, which is chaired by the Deputy Minister. 

Other sectors have also been working to advance performance measurement. Several program 
areas, including education, infrastructure, consultation and policy, and child and family services 
have developed, or are developing, information management systems that will capture 
performance information. AANDC also has a current and active Information Management 
Strategy.  

The Aboriginal Peoples Survey (APS), has been a key source of information on a broad array of 
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of First Nations, Métis, Inuit, men and women, 
and for all of Canada (on reserve, North, off reserve, urban). AANDC has been working to 
resolve participation issues for the next generation of the APS. 
 



Four lines of evidence were pursued to assess the impact of activities identified above: A 
document/literature review, interviews, a focus group, and ranking. The ranking of AANDC’s 
performance in each of the 10 key attributes identified in the Benchmarking Report is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

The findings show the Department has made progress in advancing performance measurement 
but as shown in the ranking above, also identified some areas for improvement. AANDC lacks a 
coordinated approach to developing leadership, engaging communities and increasing capacity in 
support of a results-based culture. In addition, there continues to be a lack of usable performance 
data (data that can be used to assess whether a program has achieved stated objectives). Data 
collected, data needs, data use, and linkages of Performance Measurement (PM) data to 
departmental strategic outcomes are not well understood. In short, the development of a results-
based culture is in its infancy at AANDC. 

To address the weaknesses above, the “Assessment” sections of the analysis of the ten key 
attributes suggest horizontal engagement at all levels to:  

 Improve leadership and develop capacity to advance results-based management and PM in 
the Department. 

 Improve and advance partnerships and collaboration, including how we might engage 
communities and simultaneously help to address the reporting burden. 

 Better understand what data is currently collected and identify data needed to better 
understand and report on impacts and results. 

 Monitor the implementation of PM strategies and the use of PM data. 

 Promote the growth of a PM culture at AANDC.  

 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

To address the issues above and promote the growth of a performance-focussed culture at 
AANDC, EPMRB is committed to: 

1. Wider engagement at all levels to improve leadership, identify incentives to using 
performance information, and enhance capacity.  

Opportunity for 
improvement Acceptable Strong Attention required 

 Community Needs 
 Credible 

Performance 
Information  

 Implementation 
 Performance  

Information is Used 
 Culture 

 Leadership 
 Capacity 
 Communication 

 Roles and 
Responsibilities  

 Alignment with 
Strategic Direction 



2. Promoting enhanced collaboration with internal and external partners to ensure that better 
information is available to support effective performance measurement and management for 
results.  

3. Developing a communications plan, which targets different audiences to encourage the 
acceptance of performance measurement as an essential tool for management. 

4. Analysing data currently collected, data needs for performance reporting and reducing 
reporting burden.  

5. Introduce a follow-up strategy on the implementation of PM strategies. This strategy will 
contribute to the assessment of the state of performance measurement at AANDC and will 
provide an exchange forum for programs and partners allowing identification of barriers, best 
practices, needs for communication, and training products. 

 

 



1 Introduction 
 
In April 2009, the Treasury Board Secretariat of Canada (TBS) established the Policy on 
Evaluation1, which has significant impact on how evaluation is approached in federal 
departments and agencies. With a focus on decision making and accountability, the Policy 
emphasizes the importance of collecting credible, timely and neutral information to report on the 
relevance and performance of government programs and services. It has led to enhanced 
expectations around evaluation coverage and the quality of evaluation projects, as well as the 
implementation of ongoing performance measurement (PM) to support this work.  

The TBS Directive on the Evaluation Function2 outlines roles and responsibilities for deputy 
ministers, program managers and heads of evaluation. Specifically, in relation to PM, the 
Directive indicates that heads of evaluation are responsible for reviewing and providing advice 
on PM strategies, as well as providing guidance on accountability and performance provisions 
detailed in Cabinet documents. They are also responsible for reviewing and providing advice on 
the Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) embedded in their department’s Management, 
Resources and Results Structure (MRRS). Lastly, they are responsible for submitting an annual 
report to their departmental evaluation committee on the state of PM in support of evaluation.   

In 2009, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) formerly Indian and 
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) tabled its first report on the state of performance measurement, 
entitled “State of Performance Measurement of Programs in Support of Evaluation at Indian and 
Northern Affairs Canada”3. This first report (hereafter referred to as the Benchmarking Report) 
covered 2008-09 and was approved by the Evaluation, Performance Measurement and Review 
Committee (EPMRC) in September 2009. The preparation of the second report was delayed to 
allow for work on PM strategies, and, the report was delayed further by heavy workloads and 
contracting issues. As a result, this report covers both 2009-10 and 2010-11.  

It is important to note at this juncture that AANDC recognises that PM serves more than the 
evaluation function. Performance information can be used for policy development, planning, 
monitoring, decision making and reporting, and also responds to a government-wide shift toward 
results-based management and culture. Further, while the Deputy Minister, program managers 
and the Head of Evaluation (Chief Audit and Evaluation Executive) have been guided by, and 
have responsibilities flowing from, TBS policies and directives, it is clear that all areas of 
AADNC have a role to play in ensuring access to relevant, reliable data and data management 
systems and performance reporting. This report analyses actions taken throughout the 
Department.  

                                                 
1 Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. April 2009. Policy on Evaluation. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-

eng.aspx?section=text&id=15024  
2 Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. April 2009. Directive on the Evaluation Function. http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-

eng.aspx?id=15681  
3 Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada. September 2009. State of Performance Measurement of Programs in 

Support of Evaluation at Indian and Northern Affairs Canada. http://www.aadnc-
aandc.gc.ca/eng/1307469124098/1307469223381   



1.1 Context 
 
The Benchmarking Report introduced a broad frame of reference in interpreting and assessing 
the performance measurement work throughout the Department, including the identification of 
key partners and stakeholders. To guide the assessment, research was conducted to identify the 
main attributes of quality performance measurement systems characteristic of high performing 
organizations. These attributes were then employed as benchmarking criteria against which the 
Department’s PM activities could be examined.  
 
In total, ten criteria were established to guide the assessment. Table 1 provides a high level 
account of these attributes. Overall, the Benchmarking Report indicated that AANDC had made 
considerable progress in developing an effective PM system primarily through leadership and 
capacity building initiatives. Key areas for improvement included enhancing communication and 
stakeholder engagement, and clarifying roles and responsibilities associated with PM activities.  
 

Table 1: The Ten Key Attributes of a Quality Performance Measurement System 
 

KEY ATTRIBUTE BRIEF DESCRIPTION  

Leadership Senior levels of an organization are involved/seen as involved and 
actively support a performance measurement culture 

Clear Accountability Performance measurement roles and responsibilities are well 
articulated and understood at all levels in the Department 

Community Needs Needs and capacity of the community being served by PM 
activities are integrated into the process  

Alignment with Strategic 
Direction 

Performance measurement is aligned with strategic direction of 
the Department 

Performance information 
is credible 

There is confidence in the information and data captured through 
PM activities 

Implementation PM activities are fully implemented and monitored 

Capacity Stakeholders have the capacity to fulfill the requirements for 
performance measurement. 

Performance Information 
is used 

Performance measurement information and data are used to 
inform decision making, planning and reporting 

Communication All stakeholders and partners are engaged and staff are aware of 
the value of PM activities and their role 

Culture There is a well established culture that focuses on results, where 
PM activities effectively support the operation environment of the 
Department 

 

Please note that some names and definitions for attributes have been refined for this report. For 
example, “Clear Accountability” above is defined above as the articulation of roles and 
responsibilities. The name for this attribute was changed in this report to “Roles and 
Responsibilities” to better reflect the definition. 



1.2 Rationale & Scope 

The title of this report suggests the intended purpose is to discuss performance measurement in 
support of evaluation, but the scope of the report is much larger. Recognising that performance 
measurement contributes to results-based management as well as to evaluation, the report 
explores the contribution of performance measurement to program management, monitoring and 
reporting as well as to evaluation. Indeed, it will be difficult to measure the impact of PM on 
evaluation until evaluations are conducted on programs with fully-implemented PM strategies, 
which will not occur for another three to four years. In the short term, attention will focus on 
broader PM building efforts as per current TBS direction. Future versions of the annual report on 
the state of performance measurement can explore the impact of PM on evaluation as PM 
strategies are implemented and the associated programs are evaluated.  

For the purposes of this report, PM activities refer to those activities undertaken to support 
monitoring, measuring, evaluating and reporting on the performance of AANDC programs and 
services. An emphasis was placed on examining activities related to the development and 
implementation of performance measurement strategies, given their key role in supporting the 
Department as it responds to commitments under the Policy on Evaluation and the associated 
Directive.  

1.3 Data Collection and Methodology 

In November 2010, the Terms of Reference for this project were approved by the EPMRC. 
Research activities commenced in December 2010 and were concluded in March 2011. In 
addition to meeting TBS requirements, this report will help to advance AANDC’s performance 
measurement agenda by identifying lessons learned, best practices and opportunities for moving 
forward.  

Multiple lines of evidence were used to inform the findings of this report. The following 
sub-sections provide accounts of the key data sources and the methodologies applied.  

1.3.1 Document and Literature Review 

For information on the environment surrounding performance measurement across government, 
federal government reports and plans were examined. In addition, during the months of January 
and February 2011, the Evaluation, Performance Measurement and Review Branch (EPMRB) 
also collected AANDC Audit and Evaluation reports, as well as performance measurement 
strategies, approved since April 2009. Relevant corporate reports, policies and plans, as well as 
documents available on special initiatives and studies, were also examined. Together, these 
documents were reviewed for details on the nature of PM activities taking place across the 
Department’s program sectors and corporate divisions, including strengths, areas of progress, 
challenges and opportunities for improvement. Lastly, published and non-published literature 
were collected to provide reference material associated with the 10 key attributes, including best 
practices and lessons learned.  

Interviews 

Face-to-face interviews were conducted in February and March 2011 with a sample of AANDC 
senior management at the director or directors general level. The goal of the interviews was to 
learn more about the PM activities taking place across departmental sectors, to gain insights on 
some of the Department’s key successes and challenges, and to identify any efficiency gains or 
areas for improvement. Participants were chosen using an informal sampling strategy. The 



Department’s organizational chart provided a reference list and, the sampling frame was defined 
as senior management representatives of the key program sectors. From this simplified list, 
individuals invited for an interview were drawn from those believed to have the most knowledge 
on the PM activities underway in their respective sectors, as well as across the Department more 
generally. Given the relevance of their business to the subject of this report, senior management 
from the Audit and Evaluation Sector, and the Deputy Minister’s Special Representative on 
Reduced Reporting, were also added to the list of invitees. Overall, 13 of the 15 executives 
invited to an interview agreed to participate, representing a response rate of 81 percent. A copy 
of the interview guide is provided in Annex A of this report. 

1.3.3 Focus Group 

The purpose of the focus group session was to obtain feedback and insights pertaining to the 
development and implementation of PM strategies. Representatives of programs that had 
engaged in the development of a PM strategy between April 1, 2009, and March 31, 2011, were 
invited to attend the session held in March 2011. In total, 27 program representatives were 
invited to attend the session, with eight agreeing to participate. Discussion questions used during 
the session were also circulated after the focus group session via e-mail to encourage those 
unable to attend to submit written feedback. Additional responses were received from three more 
program representatives, raising the overall response rate to 41 percent. A copy of the focus 
group discussion guide is provided in Annex B of this report.  

1.3.4 Ranking 

New to this version of the State of Performance Measurement report is a ranking of the 
Department’s performance in each of the 10 key attributes identified in the Benchmarking 
Report. The levels of measurement used are the same as those used for the Management 
Accountability Framework: 

 

 

 

In order to guide the ranking, the key attributes were further defined and indicators were 
developed. The rankings were assigned using the information collected through the document 
and literature review, interviews and focus groups. 

1.4 Project Limitations 

A number of challenges were encountered in the preparation of this report. For example, it was 
difficult to retrieve data corresponding to all PM activities across sectors because no formal 
network exists to share information on PM in the Department. As a result, much of the 
documentation reviewed was prepared within the Audit and Evaluation Sector. This limitation 
will be partially addressed by sharing a draft report with, and collecting comments from, key 
partners and the Director General Policy Coordination Committee.  

Similarly, while some effort was made to capture activities throughout the Department, many of 
the actions presented and the proposed next steps are largely focused on EPMRB. Since 
performance measurement requires an organization-wide approach, future reports should better 
integrate the activities of other sectors. 

The process for selecting interviewees may not have resulted in the identification of the strongest 
candidates. As stated earlier, senior managers believed to have the most knowledge on the PM 

opportunity for 
improvement 

acceptable strongattention required 



activities underway in their respective sectors, as well as across the Department more generally, 
were selected for an interview. Departmental representatives knowledgeable of PM activities 
may not have been selected for an interview and the perspectives of officer-level staff were not 
captured. 

Focus groups were not well attended. Out of 27 invitees, only eight attended with an additional 
three responding to discussion questions electronically. Participation in both interviews and 
focus groups may have been hampered by the timing of these events in the fourth quarter (end of 
fiscal year).  

It was difficult to assess departmental progress in relation to the 10 key criteria as metrics were 
not established in advance of data collection. Indictors were established to help identify what to 
look for, but the indicators were identified after data collection was complete. As a result, the 
ranking drew upon available information, which did not always relate to the indicators. A 
balance of quantitative and qualitative sources must be established for future reports to reduce 
reliance on interviews and/or focus groups. 



 

2 Key Findings  
In order to provide some background and context for the discussion of findings, the following 
text provides a description of the evolution of the EPMRB PM team and activities during the 
2009-10 and 2010-11 fiscal years. PM activities of other internal groups are also highlighted.  

In 2009-10, a small team consisting of a manager and 2.5 staff, was created in EPMRB to 
respond to performance measurement requirements as stipulated in the Treasury Board Policy on 
Evaluation. The team existed separately from the EPMRB evaluation teams in order to focus on 
performance measurement. Activities of this team were informed by the first report on the 2009 
Benchmarking Report and the 2008 Results-based Management and Accountability Framework 
(RMAF) Special Study, which highlighted issues related to the identification of objectives, 
performance measures, outcomes, targets, data collection mechanisms, baseline data, monitoring, 
and reporting. Although the team focused primarily on the development of PM strategies, the 
five priority areas for the team included: planning, governance, engagement of players, capacity-
building, and assessing progress. 

Planning was addressed through the integration of PM strategies in 2009-10, into the annual 
update of the departmental evaluation plan. Requirements for PM strategies were largely based 
on evaluation recommendations and the 2008 RMAF Special Study, which ranked the strength of 
existing RMAFs/Results-based Audit Framework (RBAF) reports. Those with a weak rating 
were given priority. In addition, TBS analysts demanded PM strategies for a number of programs 
eligible for funding under the New Federal Framework for Aboriginal Economic Development 
prior to the release of any funds.  

In 2009-10, 26 PM strategies were identified in the plan for completion, with seven PM 
strategies deemed high risk, to be brought forward to the EPMRC for approval. By integrating 
PM strategies within the Annual Update of the Five-year Evaluation Plan, it was felt that the 
Department would be in a better position to ensure that performance data is available for ongoing 
results-based management and for scheduled program evaluations.  

Governance refers to the establishment of roles, responsibilities and processes relating to the 
development of performance measurement in the Department. From April 2009 to March 2011, 
EPMRB supported the development of PM strategies through capacity-building in the programs 
by way of presentations and participating in/leading workgroups on logic model development 
and identification of performance indicators. Indicator development was also aided by the 
2009-10 Thematic Indicators Project, which identified key performance indicators across 
six thematic areas that represent the broad scope of AANDC’s mandate: Health and Well-being; 
Environment; Education; Economy; Governance; and Infrastructure. The report does not propose 
a set of prescriptive indicators, but rather encourages a shift in thinking about the purpose and 
spirit of performance measurement as the indicators identified have broad application across 
program areas in the Department. 

Capacity building was also addressed through the creation of the INAC Guidance for Program 
Managers on PM Strategies, which was approved by the EPMRC in December 2009. This 
guidance document was aligned with TBS guidance and introduced the concept of performance 
measurement, outlined roles and responsibilities, described the governance process outlined 
above, and provided definitions and step by step advice on the preparation of the key 
components of a PM strategy. The annexes to the report contained a number of templates, 



 

assessment tools and more. This guidance document was updated in November 2010 and 
remains an ‘evergreen’ reference manual, reflecting best practices retrieved from observations of 
both the corporate and federal government experience. 

From the outset, PM strategies were signed off by program assistant deputy ministers (ADMs), 
approved by the Chief Audit and Evaluation Executive and submitted to the EPMRC for 
information purposes only. Only PM strategies deemed “high risk” were brought to the EPMRC 
for approval. In the November 2010 guidance document, an approval process was introduced 
whereby program ADMs present their PM strategies to the EPMRC for final approval. The 
current governance process for the development, approval and implementation of PM strategies 
is outlined below: 

 

Figure 1: PM Strategy Process Map 

 

As noted above, EPMRB also engaged key AANDC internal services partners in the 
development of PM strategies in order to integrate performance indicators on gender issues, of 
interest to the Gender Issues Directorate, and sustainable development, which is the 



 

responsibility of the Sustainable Communities Directorate. Indicator development was also of 
interest to the Strategic Priorities and Planning Directorate (SPPD), which is responsible for the 
PMF, which serves as a departmental inventory of performance measures to be used in the 
Report on Plans and Priorities (RPP), Departmental Performance Report (DPR), Strategic Plan, 
Business Plan, Quarterly Reports, and PM strategies. The Strategic Planning and Analysis 
Branch contributed to the identification of possible data sources and the Information 
Management Branch had an interest in proposed data collection systems.  

EPMRB has hosted sessions with its internal partners to help clarify the roles and responsibilities 
associated with the Department’s PM activities. In November 2010, the EPMRB performance 
measurement team hosted a Performance Measurement Collaboration Workshop. The 
workshop’s objective was to provide internal partners with an opportunity to identify and discuss 
their role during the PM strategy development process, and to raise key challenges and 
opportunities for better coordination. At the conclusion of the workshop, EPMRB established 
formal partnerships with the following corporate partners: Gender Issues Directorate, Sustainable 
Communities Directorate, SPPD, Strategic Analysis Directorate, and Information 
Management/Information Technology (IM/IT). A “swat team” approach was created for 
reviewing/providing feedback on PM strategies prior to submission to the EPMRC. Partners 
attend logic model and indicator workshops and provide formal feedback on the draft PM 
strategies.  

The above actions related to planning, governance, engagement of players, and capacity-building 
contributed to the completion of three PM strategies in 2009-10 and another 16 in 2010-11. A 
review of the 19 PM strategies against 15 key components of a PM Strategy (such as program 
description, logic model, and implementation plan), shows a high level of consistency in the 
content of PM strategies. Figure 2 below shows the findings from this review. 
 
 
Figure 2: Contents of 19 Performance Measurement Strategies approved in 2009-10 and 
2010-11 
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Overall, six of the 15 key components of a PM strategy were covered in 100 percent of the PM 
strategies developed. The remaining nine components were not consistently covered. The most 
challenging component appears to be “reporting burden” as 16 PM strategies did not address this 
issue. According to the Blue Ribbon Panel on Grants and Contributions, reporting burden 
involves the simplification of the reporting and accountability regime to reflect the circumstances 
and capacities of recipients and the real needs of the Government and Parliament. The next most 
challenging component was “PM Strategy alignment to the Program Activity Architecture 
(PAA)” – 12 PM strategies did not include a discussion of this topic. Eight PM strategies did not 
discuss “performance measurement data risks” and seven did not cover “performance 
measurement challenges”.   
 
In June 2010, EPMRB proposed an Indicator Mapping Project to take measure of the PM 
strategies developed to date and examine their linkage/contribution to overall departmental 
reporting and assess whether the indicators selected tell a coherent performance story for the 
Department. The Capital Facilities and Maintenance Program (Umbrella Infrastructure PM 
Strategy) was used as a pilot. The focus was to: 
 
 Validate logic and outcomes; 
 Validate, refine and, where possible, streamline indicators to ensure focus on key 

outcomes and reduce duplication, redundancies and unnecessary reporting;  
 Ensure alignment of outcome statements and indicators with PMF and other planning and 

reporting requirements (e.g. RPP/DPR, quarterly reports, business plans, etc.); 
 Clarify and validate data collection requirements; and 
 Map inter-connections of programs across the PAA. 

 
The results of this pilot revealed that indicators could be streamlined and reduced by one third, 
strengthened and validated, be applied across reporting frameworks/requirements, and resulted in 
a 10-step data implementation plan.  
 
The umbrella PM Strategy for the Federal Framework for Aboriginal Economic Development 
and five approved sub-strategies were targeted for a similar mapping exercise. An initial analysis 
of these PM strategies found more that 177 indicators across 16 unique outcome statements with 
an average of 11 indicators per outcome. This mapping project did not proceed because of 
ongoing program redesign, program interest and staffing changes within the PM team. 
 
Outside of EPMRB, there has also been progress on performance measurement in the 
Department. The Aboriginal Peoples Survey (APS) was first conducted in 1991 to collect 
information not covered in the 1991 Census of Population. This voluntary, post-censal survey 
became an essential part of the Aboriginal data landscape and was repeated in 2001 and 2006.  
The survey provides data on the social and economic conditions of Aboriginal people in Canada. 
More specifically, its purpose is to identify the needs of Aboriginal people and focus on issues 
such as health, language, employment, income, schooling, housing, and mobility. In 2010-2011, 
some developmental work began to identify areas for improvement for the next iteration of the 
survey; including how to better align the survey with priorities and how to increase engagement 
and participation of First Nation communities.     
 



 

In September 2010, the Education and Social Development Programs and Partnerships Sector 
received preliminary approval from TBS to develop the Education Information System (EIS). It 
is anticipated that the system, which is intended to integrate all education-related information and 
reporting processes, will track performance, measure success, and support continuous program 
improvements.  

Other data management systems are also under development. The Capital Facilities and 
Maintenance Program developed the Integrated Capital Management System to better track 
program/project information. For the First Nations Child and Family Services Program, the 
Alberta region is developing an improved data management system (in early stages), that will 
become a national system.  
 
AANDC has a current Information Management Strategy and implementation plan that identifies 
departmental business objectives, program and service outcomes, operational needs and 
accountabilities, and information management policy requirements. The IM Strategy is partially 
integrated with other corporate strategies and plans. Some programs (e.g., Consultation and 
Policy) are addressing their lack of an integrated information system by reviewing and revising 
all data collection instruments, identifying meaningful and realistic outcomes, indicators and 
targets through the development of the PM strategy, and developing information management 
systems. 
 
Despite efforts identified above, the 2010 Corporate Risk Profile determined that, “INAC will 
not make sufficient progress to improve access to timely, pertinent, consistent and accurate 
information to support planning, resource allocation and programming decisions, 
monitoring/oversight, and to fulfill accountability, legal and statutory obligations”. Risk factors 
driving this finding and the departmental response are as follows: 
 
Table 2: Risk Drivers and Response related to Information for Decision Making Risk as 
identified in the 2010 Corporate Risk Assessment 
 
Risk Drivers Response 
 Inadequate processes to capture, analyze and 

validate information requirements 
 Lack of standards in data collection 
 Lack of meaningful performance targets and 

evaluation tools during program design 
 Absence of quality data to assess program 

efficiency and effectiveness 
 Complex information flows from many business 

lines of the Department 
 Outdated, decentralized, interoperable IM/IT 

systems 
 Limited expertise in areas of data collection, 

entry, extraction, and analysis 
 Differing and unresolved perspectives as to 

who is responsible and accountable for what 
information 

 Implement new information data systems (ie. 
SCIS/IRS, FNCFS-IMS, EIS, ICMS 

 AANDC strategy for IM/IT 
 Performance Measurement Framework (ie. 

MRRS) and PM strategies 
 Departmental Management Control 

Framework for Grants and Contributions 
 Implement General and Readiness 

Assessment Tools, Governance Capacity 
Planning Tool, Management Action Plans 

 Recipient assessment, tools and resulting 
action plans 

 



 

By December 2010, the EPMRB Performance Measurement team had expanded to five full-time 
equivalents comprised of one manager and four analysts dedicated to providing support for 
the development of PM strategies (e.g., coordination of internal consultations, component pieces 
and quality assessment). In March 2011, a strategic change took place and individual members of 
the PM team were integrated into different evaluation teams.  
 
The following sections examine the impact of the actions by EPMRB and others in 2009-10 and 
2010-11 on the ten key attributes of a quality performance measurement system. 
 
2.1 Leadership 

Leadership from the senior levels of an organization is critical to the success of performance measurement. The executive level 
needs to be involved and needs to be seen as being involved, and needs to actively support a culture of performance 
measurement throughout the Department. Commitment at the senior level is needed before program managers can be expected 
to take ownership of evaluation results and embrace performance measurement as a means of continuous improvement 
(Benchmarking Report). 

 

 

Between April 2009 and March 2011, the EPRMC reviewed or approved 19 PM strategies. This 
was the result of efforts to strengthen the engagement and commitment of senior management 
through a formal approach to performance measurement. Program Directors General and ADMs 
were also engaged in performance measurement planning through the annual update of the 
Evaluation and Performance Measurement Plan and the approval process for PM strategies 
submitted to the EPMRC. The majority of senior managers interviewed were able to demonstrate 
knowledge of PM activities underway within their sectors and an awareness of PM activities 
being pursued in other areas of the Department. Overall, they expressed a keen interest in 
performance measurement and indicated support for advancing PM activities in the future. 
Senior managers also appreciated knowledge gained through the discussion of PM activities at 
the EPMRC. 

Additional feedback suggests that more can be done to engage AANDC staff. According to those 
interviewed, staff need to be more aware of what performance measurement means in relation to 
their work, including a better understanding of the value of quality performance data for their 
programs and the Department. Similar comments were noted during the focus group session with 
program representatives.  

Assessment 
Senior managers that are strong leaders in the area of performance measurement believe in 
managing for results and recognise its importance, have a vision regarding managing for results, 
identify strategic objectives and actions to establish a culture of managing for results and provide 
the necessary support to staff to achieve objectives. The findings above demonstrate that 
governance has improved management understanding and engagement in PM processes, but 
demonstrations of real leadership are inconsistent. With senior management and program 
representatives indicating a disconnect at the working level, it would seem that a vision, if one 
exists, has not been communicated throughout the Department. For this reason, AANDC was 
ranked with “opportunity for improvement” in this area. 



 

2.2 Roles and Responsibilities  

Clear roles and responsibilities, for all individuals involved, need to be well articulated and understood. Individuals at all levels, 
from the recipients, managers, regional offices, internal services and executives, need to understand their roles and 
accountabilities (Benchmarking Report). 

 

 

The Department made some progress in capturing the roles and responsibilities associated with 
performance measurement; namely, the development of performance measurement strategies. 
EPMRB’s Guidance for Program Managers on Performance Measurement Strategies provides 
information on the management responsibilities outlined in the Policy on Evaluation and 
associated directive, as well as the role that EPMRB and other internal partners can take during 
the planning, development and implementation of PM strategies.  

Feedback received from participants to the Performance Measurement Collaboration workshop 
suggests that this exercise was well received. Several participants indicated that in attending the 
workshop they had increased their understanding of their role as well as that of their colleagues.  

However, progress on roles and responsibilities received mix reviews from interview and focus 
group participants. Consistent with some of the comments previously discussed in Section 2.1, 
respondents expressed reservations with the extent to which roles and responsibilities associated 
with performance measurement were clear at all levels throughout the organization. With 
specific reference to the PM strategy development and implementation processes, participants in 
the focus group indicated that they found EPMRB’s guidance document to be a good starting 
point, but that a more detailed articulation of roles and responsibilities reflective of operational 
requirements and decision-making authorities was required.  

Several participants noted the need for clarity between the roles of EPMRB and the SPPD. 
During the focus group session, program representatives also identified difficulties securing 
support from internal partners during the PM strategy development process. The reasons for this 
remain unclear, but the frequency with which it was raised by participants suggests that roles and 
responsibilities and the commitments in time and resources associated with these tasks, are not 
well understood. 

Assessment 

Two important steps to assure that roles and responsibilities in the development and 
implementation of PM strategies are clear: 1) roles and responsibilities are well documented and 
communicated; and 2) managers, staff and partners clearly understand roles and responsibilities. 
It is clear that some initiatives, including the guidance document and workshops with internal 
partners, have achieved some success in articulating roles and responsibilities related to the 
development of PM strategies. For this reason, “acceptable” was selected for this area.   



 

2.3 Community Needs 

The needs and capacity of the community, which is the target audience for programs and activities, must be integrated into the 
planning process. Designing programs that have incorporated community input can be expected to resonate with the audience. 
Community involvement should also mean that realistic performance measures and targets can be established at the outset and 
that they will be clearly understood by all parties before the programming activities begin. Communities will be more motivated to 
participate in the performance measurement processes if they can see a community focus in the programming and the value of 
their participation in the performance measurement and reporting processes (i.e. measuring what matters to them). 

 

 

The Department took steps to promote the engagement of communities/program recipients to 
ensure that PM activities reflect the needs and capacity of the communities served by its 
programs. Community engagement is endorsed by EPMRB during introductory presentations 
with programs. In addition, the guidance document emphasizes the importance of consulting 
with regional program representatives and recipient groups and communities to solicit their 
insights on indicator development, data availability, data collection, monitoring and reporting 
requirements. The Thematic Indicators Project also identified indicators that meet community 
needs, while addressing the broader performance goals of the Department. 

Prior to submission to the EPMRC, EPMRB, with input from internal partners, assesses draft PM 
strategies against several criteria, including the extent to which the program consulted with key 
stakeholders during PM strategy development. This assessment is the basis of a covering note, 
which accompanies the PM strategy to EPMRC. Seven of the 19 cover notes submitted to 
EPMRC in 2009-10 and 2010-11 recommended further engagement of external partners and 
stakeholders and three indicated that significant work had occurred during the development of 
the PM strategy. It is not clear how the remaining nine PM strategies measure up, as the 
assessment forms in which the cover notes are based on were not always updated to reflect 
changes in the final version of the PM strategy. In addition, a number of assessments could not 
be located. At the time of this report, no data was available to determine the impact of the 
Department’s consultative approach on the quality and use of the performance information in 
communities.  

Assessment 

Two areas related to community needs were advanced for future action in the 
2009 Benchmarking Report: advancement of the planned APS consortium and ongoing 
consultations with regions and target populations in the development of PM strategies. 

Funding was approved in Budget 2011 for the fourth generation of the Aboriginal Peoples 
Survey. 

A limited number of external partners and stakeholders have been engaged in the development of 
PM strategies. Given the importance of the alignment of PM strategies with the information 
needs and data collection capacity of service delivery agents, and the lack of information on data 
needs, use and capacity in communities, AANDC is ranked “attention required” in this area.  



 

2.4 Alignment with Strategic Direction 

Performance measures need to be aligned with the strategic direction of an organization in order for the organization to 
demonstrate the extent to which it has achieved its strategic objectives. Supporting systems also need to be aligned. 

 

 

The June 2010 Indicator Mapping Project served as a check to verify the alignment of PM 
strategies with the PMF and other planning and reporting requirements (e.g. RPP/DPR, quarterly 
reports, business plans, etc.). As mentioned, the pilot project identified overlaps and 
redundancies related to community infrastructure. Inconsistencies and a lack of alignment 
between the PAA, PMF, business planning cycle, quarterly reporting and PM strategies continue 
to be an issue.  

More recently, the Branch has undertaken joint initiatives with SPPD to help increase awareness 
of the planning and reporting considerations associated with developing or revising a PM 
strategy. For example, in February 2011, EPMRB and SPPD attended a National Annual 
Conference hosted by the Emergency Management Assistance Program. Representatives from 
the two groups provided complementary presentations in relation to the steps associated with 
revising the program’s PM strategy, and how the work connects with the ‘big picture’. Feedback 
received during data collection for this report suggests that there is a demand for more initiatives 
of this kind. According to interview and focus group participants, while processes have been 
established for the development of PM strategies and the PMF, the linkages between these two 
tools are not well documented or understood.  

While interview and focus group participants identified that the PAA provides a consistent 
direction for all programs, they also noted that PAA alignment is not always present in Program 
PM strategies. Furthermore, some perceive that a disconnect exists between authorities, 
programs and the PAA and that changes to the PAA impact Program PM strategies and 
vice-versa, which increases workload and delays. Changes to the PAA and PM strategies also 
make it difficult to monitor changes over time or to demonstrate progress towards stated 
outcomes. 

Assessment 

Some success has been achieved in connecting program performance stories to the strategic 
direction of the Department as recommended in the 2009 Benchmarking Report. For this reason, 
“acceptable” was assigned. However, there is still a need to improve the alignment of PM 
strategies with strategic direction, fundamentally through the MRRS (PAA and PMF) but also 
through integrated planning. Continued collaboration between EPMRB and SPPD is encouraged 
to strengthen the linkages between PM and results at the strategic outcome level. 



 

2.5 Credible Performance Information 

For a performance measurement system to be of value, there must be confidence in the resulting information. Users will be 
confident in the information if it is credible; in order to obtain credible information, effective planning is required. The performance 
measurement strategy or framework provides the means for identifying and gathering the performance measures required for 
results-based management. 

 

 
A lack of performance data continued to be an issue at AANDC. The 2010 study “Informing the 
Future: Trend Analysis of Past AANDC evaluations” analysed 32 evaluations completed 
between 2007-08 and 2009-10, and found the most frequent recommendations are related to 
performance measurement, monitoring and reporting. Data issues identified include: a general 
lack of data, difficulty gathering or analyzing existing data, lack of indicators or accurate 
measures, biased or unreliable data, poor reporting on results or no reporting plan, lack of 
cost-effectiveness data, insufficient baseline data, and a lack of regional data. It is important to 
note that these data weaknesses refer to performance data, which can be used to assess whether a 
program has achieved stated objectives or outcomes. Output data (measurements of products or 
services), on the other hand, are readily available. 

The Department continues to pursue efforts that shift the focus toward a discussion of outcomes, 
the development of more meaningful indicators, the identification of baselines and targets, and 
more streamlined reporting. At the program level, these efforts are facilitated by a standardized 
approach to performance measurement strategies that is endorsed by EPMRB. The guidance 
document remains one of the key reference tools used to support programs in this respect.  

Although extremely reliable, concerns were raised about the suitability of the Census and 
Community Well-Being Index for results measurement due to issues of frequency and 
timeliness. Census data is collected on a five-year cycle, and is released a year or more later.  

To further increase the availability of credible performance information, AANDC pursued the 
development of formal data collection systems for large-scale departmental programming such 
as the EIS.  

Assessment 

Continued work is needed to address data issues in the Department. The participation of 
on-reserve communities in the APS (as proposed in the 2009 Benchmarking Report) is critical. 
In addition, AANDC needs access to other reliable primary and secondary sources of data that 
are produced on an annual or semi-annual basis that links to performance objectives.  

The 2009 Benchmarking Report highlighted the importance of performance measures that are 
aligned with program outcomes, have established baselines and clear performance targets, are 
disaggregated, and are easily accessible. All of these concepts were incorporated into the INAC 
Guidance for Program Managers on PM Strategies. However, until PM strategies and 
information management systems are implemented, there will continue to be a lack of credible 
performance data. For this reason, AANDC is ranked “attention required” in this area. 



 

2.6 Implementation 

The performance measurement strategies must be fully implemented for the benefits to be realized. Performance information 
needs to be collected effectively and regularly from all identified sources. The approach must take into account the twin focuses 
of managing responsibility and balancing capacity.  

 

 

Although the INAC Guidance for Program Managers on PM Strategies specifies that a 
follow-up on PM strategies will occur on an annual basis, by March 2011, EPMRB had not yet 
implemented a formal process for monitoring the implementation of PM strategies.  

A number of challenges to the implementation of PM strategies were identified in the literature 
and in interviews: 

 Problems gathering or analyzing existing data, lack of indicators or accurate measures, 
biased or unreliable data.  

 Inability to access data from other departments, First Nations, or other third-party 
stakeholders to support PM strategy implementation.  

 Data capture is limited due to lack of structures, tools, or tracking mechanisms. Focus 
group participants indicated more data systems to support data collection and 
management would help improve PM.  

 Lack of capacity (in both program recipients and program managers) to collect, report, 
and analyze data.  

 Interview respondents indicated the fragmentation of data systems is a challenge.  

 The impact of PM strategies on the reporting burden is not well understood. 

The identification of risks associated with the implementation of PM strategies has helped and 
several PM strategies have illuminated the value of integrating risk with PM work to help ensure 
necessary infrastructure is in place to support effective implementation. However, for many, the 
implementation of PM strategies continues to be complicated by a lack of data. 

Assessment 

Implementation involves the creation of systems and processes for data collection, storage, 
monitoring and verification, and the integration of performance measurement data into 
management decisions, policy development and reporting. 

The Benchmarking Report committed to the implementation of PM strategies as a replacement to 
the RMAF/RBAFs. However, findings suggest that the focus remains largely on the development 
of PM strategies. As a result, AANDC is ranked “attention required” in this area. A formal 
process for monitoring the implementation of PM strategies is required as lessons learned 
through this process can then be fed into future guidance.  

 



 

2.7 Capacity 

Employees and other stakeholders need to have the capacity to fulfill the requirements for performance measurement. Capacity 
issues include: training and education (e.g. performance measurement, reporting and other relevant skills and competencies); 
tools and guidelines; infrastructure or IM/IT systems in place; and, adequate resources, including both financial and human 
resources.  

 

 

EPMRB has taken steps to develop capacity in performance measurement through workshops, 
studies, presentations and the guidance document, however, the shift to a results-based approach 
has been hindered by capacity issues across the board in EPMRB, with internal partners, 
programs, regions and within First Nation communities.  

Interviewees and focus group participants raised concerns about the limited resources available 
through EPMRB and other internal partners to assist with the development and implementation 
of PM strategies. A lack of consistency in advice was also noted. It was felt that program staff 
are not as experienced in developing/implementing PM strategies and needed consistent advice 
and more training and awareness at all levels, particularly for those with PM responsibilities and 
needs.  

It was generally felt that the collaborative approach internally helped to support capacity, but that 
greater coordination was needed to support a horizontal view of capacity. A more proactive 
approach to capacity was suggested with additional resources to support data collection and 
management and the maintenance of data systems. Similarly, there was confidence in the 
competence of recipient organizations but it was noted that they do not have the resources for 
data collection. In addition, some of the smaller Northern communities do not have sophisticated 
electronic information systems. It was suggested that the Department develop a strategy to 
address capacity issues and a common course or tools on PM for all staff.  

It was noted in the literature that data-information management systems are being developed and 
implemented to reduce the capacity limitations, however, many programs/stakeholders continue 
to keep shadow systems. Using/maintaining dual systems contributes to the capacity limitation. 
Similarly, the introduction of new data systems sometimes demands more training than expected 
by some programs.  

Assessment 

Capacity development involves the assignment of adequate resources to performance 
measurement and training on PM and results-based management. Given that a shift towards 
increased use of performance data implicates the whole Department, a more coordinated 
approach to capacity development is required for all levels and with internal and external 
partners to ensure consistency and quality.  

EPMRB went beyond actions proposed in the 2009 Benchmarking Report to complete the 
Thematic Indicators Research Project and collaborate with internal partners in the development 
of PM strategies. However, “opportunity for improvement” was assigned because capacity in 
program areas continues to be limited. 



 

2.8 Performance Information is Used 

The performance information that is gathered needs to be used to fulfill policy requirements, support evidence-based decision 
making and meet various reporting requirements. Most directly, performance information is used to monitor progress on 
programs and inform evaluation work. More broadly, performance information is used as part of a continuous improvement 
process in quality management.    

 

 

There is a strong perception that AANDC collects lot of information, but unfortunately, much of 
it is unsuitable for performance reporting. Data collected focused on outputs rather than 
outcomes and an inability to rollup data is often identified. Program reporting and activity 
reports are not oriented to assist in assessing performance or impacts and do not address 
organizational capacity or community level impacts. The document and literature review 
suggested that the use of performance information for evaluation is limited, and if performance 
information was more credible, it would lead to evaluations of higher quality. Further, PM 
strategies are perceived as informing TB submissions and Memoranda to Cabinet (MCs), 
streamlining reporting and information management. 

Despite weaknesses with data being collected, analysis of data has guided decision making and 
informing the redesign/design of programs and data management systems. About 50 percent of 
focus group participants could identify examples of where data was being used. Feedback from 
interviews and the focus groups reveal that available information is being used at the sector and 
senior management levels, however, it is primarily used for reporting to central agencies through 
rollups for various reports, such as the DPR, Management Accountability Framework (MAF), 
TB submissions, Strategic Review, and regular reporting.  

To summarize, data collected is generally used but is focused on outputs (products and services) 
and is unsuitable for use in managing for results and assessing program impact. 

Assessment 

Performance information can be used for planning results, measuring progress toward results, 
monitoring and mitigating risk, evaluation, reporting at the program, departmental and/or 
Cabinet levels, and decision making. The 2009 Benchmarking Report focused on the need to 
communicate the use and value of performance data so that employees would understand its 
importance.  

Considering the findings above, it is evident that numerous sources of information exist, and 
managers are using available information for decisions and reporting, however, it would appear 
that data available is not integrated with results. As a result, a ranking of “attention required” has 
been assigned.  

A review of what data is being collected and why, similar to the Mapping Project, would identify 
information that is being collected and not used or is unsuitable for performance reporting. An 
assessment regarding to what extent PM information is being relied upon, such as a formal 
process to follow-up on the implementation of PM strategies, could prove beneficial toward 
identifying how to maximize information use. 



 

In addition, increased credibility and quality of indicators should contribute to an increase in the 
use of PM information.  

2.9 Communication 

Ongoing communications between all people involved from all levels and areas of responsibility, internal and external, is 
important. Key performance information needs to be cascaded through an organization so employees understand its significance 
and their role in achieving expected results.  

 

 

As described in previous sections, a number of tools and processes were developed in 2009 and 
are used regularly to communicate, promote, and increase awareness of performance 
measurement in AANDC. In addition, regular reporting to the EPMRC has contributed to 
knowledge and commitment at the senior management level. The document review reveals a 
greater sense of PM awareness within the organization. However, the extent to which the overall 
messages are sufficiently reaching program staff is unclear.  

A disconnect appears with staff at lower levels (analysts collecting the data) as to their 
understanding of what the data is being used for and what their contributions are to the PM 
strategies and overall accountability. Focus group participants indicated that processes are not 
well understood by programs and many programs do not know what a PM strategy is. Overall, 
channels appear less open from senior level to front-line, between EPRMB and the programs, 
and between the PM strategies and corporate planning/reporting. Enhanced internal and external 
communication of performance measurement was identified as a need.  

In terms of external communication, AANDC has endeavoured to promote communication with 
First Nation communities, Inuit, and other external partners, through engagement activities, 
however, there seems to be little organization or consistency as to what, when and how 
PM-related communication occurs. 

Assessment 

Successful communications efforts are evidenced by the tools and processes in place, the extent 
to which management and staff recognize the value of PM, and actions taken. 

Workshops and meetings supported by EPMRB address the recommendation in the 2009 
Benchmarking Report to strengthen horizontal communication across the Department, but has 
had an inconsistent impact in the Department. Communication with First Nations, Métis and 
Inuit organizations and other government departments (OGDs), also suggested in the 
Benchmarking Report, has been inconsistent and limited. As a result, “opportunity for 
improvement” has been assigned. 

Given the horizontal nature of performance measurement and the involvement of external 
stakeholders, AANDC would benefit from greater communication that promotes understanding 
of PM in the bigger scheme of a results-based culture.   

 



 

2.10 Culture 

A culture that focuses on results, where the purpose and value of performance measurement is understood and employees have 
the required skills, is needed in order to create a supportive operating environment.   

 

 

As described in previous sections, progress has been made in nine areas, which contribute to a 
PM culture, however, a significant amount of capacity and awareness development is still 
required.  

A review of letters of recommendation prepared for PM strategies presented to EPMRC shows 
that PM strategies submitted have had a number of identified weaknesses. However, there is a 
lack of incentives to improve performance measurement strategies.  

According to focus groups, the PM culture is still very new and there is much opportunity for 
growth. There is a clear willingness of staff to work/collaborate on PM strategies and a 
suggestion that the focus on development needs to shift to implementation. 

Assessment 

The culture at AANDC has a transactional focus where the primary interest is to get funds out to 
beneficiaries. A PM culture focused on results where the purpose and value of PM is understood 
is in an early stage of development at AANDC. In the 2009 Benchmarking Report, it was 
suggested that the Department create incentives or remove disincentives to PM so that 
employees take ownership of results. Including performance measurement expectations in 
executive contracts was advanced as a possible step. No decision has been made on this issue.  

Given that “attention required” was assigned in previous sections to the critical areas of 
leadership, implementation, use, and data credibility, “attention required” was also assigned for 
culture.  



 

3 Conclusion 

3.1 Summary of Key Findings 

In 2009-10 and 2010-11, AANDC made moderate advances in the ten key attributes of a quality 
performance measurement system as defined in the 2009 Benchmarking Report. EPMRB 
outlined principles for developing PM strategies and communicated these principles through 
awareness and capacity building exercises and guidance documents. The established governance 
structure engaged internal organizations, defined roles and responsibilities, and secured 
commitment of senior executives. Additional projects and studies have advanced understanding 
of indicators, identified areas of overlap and duplication, and tracked progress to date.  

In other sectors, several program areas, including education, infrastructure, consultation and 
policy, as well as child and family services have developed, or are developing, information 
management systems that will capture performance information. In addition, the APS has been a 
key source of information on a broad array of demographic and socio-economic characteristics 
of First Nations, Métis and Inuit. In summary, AANDC has established a foundation for 
advancing performance measurement in the Department.  

Based on information collected through the document and literature review, interviews and focus 
groups, the ranking of AANDC’s performance in each of the 10 key attributes identified in the 
Benchmarking Report is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overall, it was found that actions taken to date have created a foundation for future activities, 
however, improvement is needed in all ten attribute areas. Specific findings for the 10 key 
attributes areas are summarized below: 

1. Leadership 

 Governance has improved management understanding and engagement in PM processes, but 
demonstrations of real leadership are inconsistent. With senior management and program 
representatives indicating a disconnect at the working level, it would seem that a vision, if 
one exists, has not been communicated throughout the Department. Senior managers must 
recognise the importance of managing for results, develop a vision, build capacity and take 
action to establish a culture of managing for results. 

Opportunity for improvement Acceptable StrongAttention required 

 Community Needs 
 Credible 

Performance 
Information  

 Implementation 
 Performance  

Information is Used 
 Culture 

 Leadership 
 Capacity 
 Communication

 Roles and 
Responsibilities 

 Alignment with 
Strategic Direction 



 

 

2. Roles and Responsibilities 

 Some initiatives successfully articulated roles and responsibilities related to the development 
of PM strategies, however, some staff still do not clearly understand the roles of EPMRB and 
SPPD. In regards to the implementation of PM strategies, the extent to which roles and 
responsibilities have been communicated and the level of understanding of internal and 
external partners remains unknown. Better documentation and understanding of roles and 
responsibilities are needed at AANDC. 

3. Community Needs 

A limited number of external partners and stakeholders have been engaged in the 
development of PM strategies. It is important that PM strategies be aligned with the 
information needs and data collection capacity of service delivery agents. 

4. Alignment with Strategic Direction 

Some success has been achieved in connecting program performance stories to the strategic 
direction of the Department, however, a strengthened collaboration between EPMRB and 
SPPD is encouraged to ensure linkages between PM and results at the strategic outcome 
level. 

5. Credible Performance Information 

Until PM strategies and information management systems are implemented, there will 
continue to be a lack of credible performance data. Continued work is needed to address data 
issues in the Department. The participation of on-reserve communities in the APS is critical. 
In addition, AANDC needs access to other reliable primary and secondary sources of data 
that are produced on an annual or semi-annual basis and link to performance objectives.  

6. Implementation 

AANDC has focused primarily on the development of PM strategies, not their 
implementation. A formal process for monitoring the implementation of PM strategies is 
required.  

7. Capacity 

Capacity development involves the assignment of adequate resources to performance 
measurement and training on PM and results-based management. A more coordinated 
approach to capacity development is required for all levels and with internal and external 
partners to ensure consistency and quality.  

8. Performance Information is Used 

Senior management is using performance information for external reporting, but not for 
results-based management. Numerous sources of information exist, but it is not apparent if 
these sources are strategically coordinated or integrated with results. A review of what data is 
collected and data needed to report on results is needed. 



 

9. Communication 

Workshops and meetings supported by EPMRB have strengthened horizontal communication 
across the Department. Communication with First Nations, Métis and Inuit organizations and 
OGDs, has been inconsistent and limited. AANDC would benefit from greater 
communication that promotes understanding of PM in the bigger scheme of a results-based 
culture. 

10. Culture 

A PM culture focused on results where the purpose and value of PM is understood is in an 
early stage of development at AANDC. Incentives and disincentives would assist the 
advancement of a results-based management culture in the Department. 

3.2 Next Steps 

To address the issues above and promote the growth of PM culture at AANDC, EPMRB is 
committed to: 

1. Wider engagement at all levels to improve leadership, identify incentives to using 
performance information, and enhance capacity;  

2. Promoting enhanced collaboration with internal and external partners to ensure that better 
information is available to support effective performance measurement and management for 
results; 

3. Developing a communications plan, which targets different audiences to encourage the 
acceptance of performance measurement as an essential tool for management; 

4. Analysing data currently collected, data needs for performance reporting and reducing 
reporting burden; and 

5. Introducing a follow-up strategy on the implementation of PM strategies. This strategy will 
contribute to the assessment of the state of performance measurement at AANDC and will 
provide an exchange forum for programs and partners allowing identification of barriers, best 
practices, needs for communication and training products. 
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Annex A – Interview Guide 

[Salutation & Introduction] 

Objective 

We appreciate you taking the time to discuss the state of performance measurement at INAC 
with us. Overall, the purpose of the interview is: 

 To learn more about the performance measurement activities relevant to work taking 
place in your sector, and  

 To gain your insights on key successes and challenges, efficiency gains and areas for 
improvement. 

Your responses will help to enrich our understanding of the structure of INAC’s performance 
measurement system and it will inform the preparation of a Departmental report on the subject. 

Confidentiality 

The information collected today will be aggregated alongside the responses of other interview 
participants. Your views will not be shared with anyone outside the core project team and any 
notes taken will be stored securely.  

Use of Audio Recording 

To enhance the accuracy of notes taken during the interview process, we would like to ask your 
permission to record the interview. Once the interview is complete, the audio file also serves as 
a reference tool for our own notes. Similar to the notes taken during the interview, the audio 
file will be securely stored. If you are interested, we would be happy to share this file with you 
after the interview.  

Interview Context 

Performance measurement is a method that is used to monitor and assess progress toward 
stated or predetermined goals.  It is a management tool used to guide decision making, to 
inform program management and support evaluation.  
 
For the purposes of this interview, Performance Measurement (PM) activities refer to any 
activities undertaken to support monitoring, measuring, evaluating and reporting on the 
performance of INAC programs and services.  
 
 



 

Interview Questions 

1. During the last year/year and a half, are you aware of any performance measurement 
(PM) activities developed and/or implemented in your sector? 
(Interviewer note: timeframe is from April 2009 to present)  

a. If yes, please describe  follow to question 2.  

b. If no  follow to question 3.  

 

2. Have these PM activities involved the development and/or use of any data collection 
systems? If yes, please describe. 

 

3. Are you aware of any… 

a. …performance measurement activities currently underway in other areas at 
INAC? Please elaborate. 

b. …data collection systems being built/established in other areas at INAC? Please 
elaborate. 

 

4. In your opinion, is the data captured through PM activities at INAC used to inform 
decision-making? 

a. At the sector-level? Please elaborate. 

b. At the corporate-level? Please elaborate. 

 

5. To what extent has INAC established a culture that focuses on managing for results? 
Please explain. 
 

6. Are the roles and responsibilities associated with the development and implementation 
of PM activities at INAC clear and well communicated? Please explain.  

 

7. In your opinion, is the value of performance measurement as a tool for results-based 
management communicated throughout the organization? Please elaborate.  

 

8. Can you describe some of the major successes that have recently been experienced at 
INAC in relation to PM activities?  



 

 

9. In your opinion, what are currently the key Departmental challenges in the… 

a. …development of PM activities?  

b. …implementation of PM activities?  

 

10. Are there opportunities within the Department to overcome these challenges? Please 
elaborate.  

 

11. Can INAC improve its overall approach to performance measurement? If so, how?  

 

12. In your opinion, have PM activities at INAC had an impact on the reporting burden 
issue? Please elaborate.  

 

13. The 2009 report on the State of Performance Measurement at INAC identified 10 key 
criteria for organizations interested in building and maintaining a quality performance 
measurement system. [Provide table]. In relation to its performance measurement 
system, which criteria would you choose as INAC’s top three priorities moving forward? 

 

14. In your opinion, are there other issues that should be considered in examining the state 
of performance measurement at INAC?   

 

 Additional comments on this topic? 

 Any questions? 

 

Thank-you for your time and cooperation! 



 

Annex B – Focus Group Questions 
 

Performance Measurement Annual Review 
Development and Implementation at INAC 

Focus Group Questions 
March 16, 2011 

 
 

1. What worked well during the development and implementation of your 
performance measurement strategy? 

 
2. What factors challenged the development and implementation of your performance 

measurement strategy?  
 

3. What opportunities have/will your program experience as result of undertaking a 
performance measurement strategy? 

 
4. Do you feel that key stakeholders have the ability to support effective data 

collection?  
 

5. Is performance measurement information being used for decision making at the: (i) 
program, (ii) sector, (iii) corporate level?  

 
6. Is Senior Management at INAC supportive of a culture of performance 

measurement? If so, how? 
 

7. Are performance measurement results communicated to staff? Do they understand 
the value of performance measurement? 

 
8. Are the roles and responsibilities associated with the development and 

implementation of performance measurement activities, including the performance 
measurement strategies (i)clear and (ii) well communicated throughout INAC? 

 
9. a) What were your expectations regarding the support you received during the 

development and implementation of your performance measurement strategy?  
b) Do you have suggestions on how this process could be improved?  
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