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1 Executive Summary

For more than a decade Norton and Kaplan's idea of the Balanced Scorecard as a
method of balancing performance management has been used by companies in all
industries around the world. During that time the Balanced Scorecard approach has been
altered and improved, and has sparked the growth of a niche industry of software vendors
specialising in Balanced Scorecard, Business Intelligence and Performance Management
software applications.

RUH Bath has adopted the Balanced Scorecard idea using Microsoft Excel spreadsheets
to store and manage performance data, so called measures. As this technology is limited
and resource intensive the hospital has come to realise that a standard software package
for performance management is required. 

Studies of the IT environment at RUH Bath showed that aging technology will have to be
replaced when the National Programme for IT in the NHS is launched in 2006. This offers
a unique chance to implement new systems while only making changes once.

External opinions were asked from scorecard users in other health organisations. They
reported positive effects after implementing Balanced Scorecard software.

Managers in the hospital were interviewed about their opinion and experience. While they
reported disappointment with the current system output they expressed their desire for a
better system that allows customised reports of more accurate and current information.
Asked about their estimate for possible improvement in performance with a better system
the managers replied an average of 40%.

Selected staff members were asked in an online survey. They reported discontent with the
current system while showing openness to a new system. However, their negative opinion
was less severe, and their performance improvement estimate was 20%.

From more than 30 vendors a shortlist of 7 was compiled and ranked using a criteria list
and a score and weight table. The top four vendors were InPhase, CorVu,
PerformanceSoft, and Cognos, of which InPhase scored best according to price. 

Costs can be seen as a negative side of a new system. On the other hand one of its
overall benefits is cost saving as it enables the organisation to improve performance and
work more efficiently. Further benefits are quicker decision making based on more
accurate and current information, easy application of the Balanced Scorecard approach to
the whole organisation, and a higher performance awareness and performance culture.

An implementation of a new performance management system does not come without
risks but that should not keep the hospital from going that route. Doing nothing limits
performance management and incurs costs that are most likely higher than a new system.

Necessary next steps include decisions on a budget, suitable objectives and measures,
and relevant data sources. Once those steps have been taken vendors can be invited to
present their products and discuss specific system options and requirements.
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2 Background 

Old and New Approaches to the Balanced Scorecard

Selecting a Balanced Scorecard for RUH Bath implies two questions about background:
how has the Balanced Scorecard developed over the years, and what is the hospital's
current level of performance management? Both questions shall be answered in this
section to give an overview of the environment for the project.

When Dr. Robert Kaplan and Dr. David Norton first developed the Balanced Scorecard
they analysed companies to find a way to shift their focus from purely financial measures
to a more balanced performance assessment. They defined a model which reminds the
managers of four important areas of development to focus on in their organisations: 

• financial performance
• customers
• internal processes
• learning and growth

All four were areas in which the
organisation's strategy must play a
key role on an operational level in
order to reach strategic goals. 

Since this initial model Norton and
Kaplan have gained world-wide
respect and recognition for their work
around the Balanced Scorecard. 

Today Balanced Scorecard systems
focus more on the connection
between activities in the different
areas, and how those activities link to a strategic
vision. The new method to do that is called
“strategy maps”. Strategy maps show a network of
interdependent activities that influence each other.

Although Balanced Scorecard implementations
theoretically can be done on paper, the data can be
processed more effectively with special software
applications. Modern IT systems offer fast
computing power and the ability to store and
organise large amounts of data. They can easily
connect to existing data sources in the organisation
to extract relevant performance information, and process it automatically. This led to the
development of automated scorecard systems.

Together automated performance data processing and delivering insights for decision
making is called “business intelligence”.
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The Balanced Scorecard in RUH Bath

At some point in the past the idea of measuring performance has reached the Royal
United Hospital in Bath. The hospital is hierarchically structured, and the approach to
performance management reflects that structure: with 27 specialities, 3 divisions, and one
corporate level the hospital offers 31 different views on performance, each unique in its
set of performance measures. 

For a start Microsoft Excel was used to store performance data. Different Excel
spreadsheets represent each view on performance. Currently there is a speciality
scorecard, three division scorecard, and all feed data into the corporate scorecard in order
to make the overall performance transparent to senior management.

While a majority of companies use Excel for an early Balanced Scorecard implementation,
spreadsheets do not exploit the full potential of the scorecard idea. As the organisation
progresses and learns to appreciate the Balanced Scorecard the need for a specialised
system for performance management grows. 

In particular spreadsheet solutions have the following limitations:

• No Scalability: a new spreadsheet must be designed for each new part of the organisation. There is no
central processor for data, and no network structure. Connections between different measures in
different spreadsheets are complicated, if not impossible.

• Time and Workload: the workload is likely to increase exponentially when trying to expand spreadsheet
implementations of Balanced Scorecard.

• No Collaboration: a lack of communication features makes it impossible to automatically initiate
messages to users, or provide drill-down across different levels.

• Difficult Analysis: spreadsheets offer very limited methods for analysis which require a lot of manual
work. Because of a lack of automation the work increases with every new spreadsheet that is added to
the system.

Business intelligence packages on the other hand offer features that save time and
automate complicated processes to a point where real-time data leads to real-time
conclusions:

• Collaboration: web-based packages offer instant access to performance data. Alerts can be set up to
warn users of flawed or missing data. Strategy maps show interdependence of measures.

• Data Analysis: modern packages offer drill-down, statistical analysis, trends, simulation and scenario
features

• Data Integration: time is saved by storing data in one place. This enables the user to pick all relevant
data for each view. Data warehousing makes separate spreadsheets obsolete and provides higher
accuracy and cleaner data.

The strength of business intelligence packages comes from their way of storing data in a
central database. One standard for analysing data stored in business intelligence
applications is OLAP (OnLine Analytical Processing). It provides an easy way to look at
data in relevant perspectives.
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The years 2005/2006 offer a unique opportunity to change performance management in
RUH Bath. The National Programme for IT (NPfIT) will introduce significant changes to the
way data is processed and systems are networked in the hospital. Given the right timing
the implementation of a Balanced Scorecard system can benefit from the new structure as
it is built. Currently the hospital suffers from a number of disadvantages with their IT
systems:

• Medical software: TDS, REMASS 
• Unpopular with limited functionality 
• Old technology
• Limited system support within the UK 
• Extracting for reporting is complex 
• Data spread in several DBs (SQL Server, MS Access, CSV files, DBs under UNIX)
• Balanced Scorecard reports developed with MS Excel 

The new system with centralised patient data and modern applications would link in more
easily with a central performance management system. Please see the following graphics
for a simplified picture of the differences.
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3 Project Description

The last chapter described the background and environment in which the work for the
selection of Balanced Scorecard packages was done. The work summarised in this
business case is based on the following objectives:

• Identify the potential benefits of implementing performance management software.

• Analyse in detail the current available performance management software in the market.

• Determine what level of customisation requires the IT solution in order to integrate successfully
with other IT tools and systems currently running across the trust.

• Assess the possible impact of the software installation across the trust such as required training
or possible barriers of acceptance.

As a result of this project, RUH Bath will be able to initiate the procurement process with
the performance management software vendors, and know the benefits of adopting
performance management software across the trust.

In addition to an analysis of the technical environment, the project team conducted various
surveys with stakeholders to gain evidence for determinants of success for a new
Balanced Scorecard system. The approach can be listed in the steps:

External Interviews

Before engaging with management in RUH Bath two other organisations in the health
sector were contacted. Both have experience with Balanced Scorecard software. Wigan
Metropolitan Borough Council  currently use a scorecard approach but not a balanced
scorecards. The difference be explained with a missing balance between financial and
non-financial measures. They are using the Balanced Scorecard software
“PerformancePlus” from InPhase but have configured it to meet their own needs. They
reported easy customisation and short training of just three days. The complete outcome
of the interview can be found in appendix C.

The Dorset and Somerset Health Authority has installed modules from Cognos, one of the
market leaders from the United States. While they are using Cognos in a semi-automated
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fashion their objectives have changed, and they are currently re-evaluating the product.
They reported a higher degree of customisation. The details from the interview can be
found in  appendix D.

Bernhard Marr from the Cranfield School of Management is the author of the book “The
Balanced Scorecard Software Report” and a recognised expert in the field of Balanced
Scorecard implementation. The project team was delighted to have the opportunity to
meet him in Cranfield and discuss the latest trends, critical success factors and pitfalls of
Balanced Scorecard solutions. Marr provided advice and material which cannot be
reproduced due to copyright restrictions. In addition he offered help as a professional
consultant should the need occur. Although initially thought to be critical Marr cautioned to
use too much automation. He supported the view that sometimes data can be entered into
the system more easily by a person. In order to reach full automation an organisation
would have to deal with a high level of connectivity which would result in employing IT
professionals for an extended period - implementation costs that can easily outgrow the
package price.

Internal Interviews

The project team had access to nine key
stakeholders on RUH Bath. All were guided
through the same set of 21 questions around

1. Current Performance Management 
2. Impact of Performance Reports and Systems 
3. IT Solutions

The information given varied depending on the different functions and positions of the
interviewee. All gave interesting insights into their experience with performance
management and their expectations for future systems.

In addition 12 users of the current performance management system were asked to fill in
an online questionnaire. The questions were in line with the ones used for the
management interviews, and the replies complemented the earlier findings. 

A summary of findings will be given here, appendix A and B list results of the internal
interviews in more detail. 

Benefits of current system:

• Gives historical Information 
• Benchmarking system with useful information 
• Provides measures in order to improve performance 
• Keeps performance targets 
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Problems with current system:

• No data accuracy and difficult to get to root causes 
• Overload of Information and lack of data quality 
• Difficult to interpreter and analyse the information 
• No answers to question “Why” 
• Certain information irrelevant to a specific area 
• Reports show the already known reality 

Requirements of future systems:

• Present view: How are we performing? 
• Accurate information in order to make decisions 
• Information linked to different activities 
• Real-time reporting and access 
• Possibility to access more detailed information 

Desirable Features

• Easy access to the information 
• More graphical information 
• Customisable reports, graphs, and trend analysis 
• Real-time access, security, and data protection 
• Drill-down of underlying information 
• Easy navigation 
• Web-based 
• Possibility of dashboards 

One answer stuck out from almost all interview and questionnaires. When asked about
their estimated ability to improve performance in their area of responsibility respondents
replied online an encouraging 20% on average.

However, their management replied an astonishing 40% on average.
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4 Proposed Solutions

In order to be able to propose a solution to the search for a suitable Balanced Scorecard
software a number of determinants must be taken into account. 

Firstly there is the current trend in Balanced Scorecard technology. As mentioned earlier
the scorecards have evolved from a four-leaf model to strategy maps that link an unlimited
number of layers and performance centres in the organisation. 

Secondly there are learning outcomes from the previously used Balanced Scorecard
based on Excel spreadsheets. The interviews provide evidence for that. Mistakes can be
avoided and advantages exploited when a new level of performance management is
implemented.

Lastly literature suggests various approaches to selecting a suitable package. Before one
can write a criteria list used for a selection of a Balanced Scorecard package all those
sources of information must be considered.

The project team has paid careful attention to all of the determinants mentioned above,
and compiled a criteria list that suits the purpose of evaluating the offered software
packages from different vendors. Key criteria are listed below. The full list can be found in
appendix E.
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An Overview of Solutions

Currently over 30 companies offer Balanced Scorecard and Business Intelligence
software solutions worldwide. Although every vendor claims their product to be unique
they all compete to solve the same problems in large organisations. It is unlikely that none
of the solutions will fit RHU Bath. To narrow down the number of vendors to a shortlist two
criteria were used as a first filter: the company has to operate in the United Kingdom, and
the software has to be compatible or at least prepared for NPfIT, the future technology of
the NHS. Companies that did not find the British market interesting enough to set up a
branch were most likely not compatible with the National Health Service. Those
companies were excluded from the list. 

In a second step expensive companies were eliminated. Large software manufacturers
offer an abundance of solutions for all kinds of business problems. Their Balanced
Scorecard software is often only part of a wider range of packages. They also rely on
aftersales activities like consulting and implementation to charge higher fees and tie their
customers to their products. Companies that do not specialise on Balanced Scorecard
solutions were therefore eliminated. This affected big global players like SAP, Peoplesoft,
Oracle, and Microsoft.

The remaining set of companies was a list of seven:

All seven were contacted and sent the criteria list for the selection process. They were
informed about the process and what was expected. Despite clear information some
vendors did not respond in a timely manner while others sent back their response
according to the criteria list. 

It is not a secret that sales people are trained to talk about the advantages of their
products and their successful implementations elsewhere while pushing price negotiations
as far into the future as possible. For the selection process it was imperative to know the
price model for each product. Information that was not given resulted in a score of 0 in the
process. 
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Selection

For the selection process a score and weight table was used. For that approach each
criterion is listed for each vendor, and is given a score to indicate how high the vendor
scored in that area. All scores are multiplied with a weight, a factor that indicates how
crucial the criterion is to the selection. All multiplied values are summed up for each
vendor. Vendors with high scores are likely to be good candidates to talk to. The complete
score and weight table can be found in appendix F.

As mentioned some information was not provided by some vendors, or a criterion was
simply not applicable for the product in question. In that case the table reads “n/a”.

At the end of the process four out of seven showed up as good candidates. The ranking
according to the selection process is

Not all vendors make Balanced Scorecard solutions their core product. As mentioned
before those that treat Balanced Scorecard as “nice to have” in their product range were
excluded in the first step. But even the seven candidates from the shortlist show up in
different corners of the management software universe. 

Three different areas of specialisation characterise the group of software vendors: some
focus on corporate performance management, some on business intelligence, and some
on Balanced Scorecard. While all three areas intersect there is no vendor that produces a
software to fit all. Some however manage to incorporate two of the thee areas in their
products.

The next figure shows the four winning candidates on the radar of performance
management software.
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While PerformanceSoft and InPhase offer real Balanced Scorecard solutions Corvu and
Cognos drift into the world of business intelligence. That area is known to be more
demanding when it comes to customisation and configuration. Business Objects, one of
the seven on the shortlist, is far in that corner. Their product was so different to Balanced
Scorecard solutions that they did not provide answers to some of the criteria, and it was
decided that given their difference and position a score could not be determined. It must
however be noted that the Dorset and Somerset Strategic Health Authority does consider
change from Cognos to Business Objects for reasons that lie outside the scope of this
project.

The next pages may give an overview of the four vendors and their differences. A list of
vendor addresses and contacts can be found in appendix G.
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InPhase

Strengths:

• Integrates the Balanced Scorecard with any other management
approach 

• Easy configuration and evolution by Business users 
• 100% Web-based 
• Fully Integrated with MS Office 
• Excellent Cause-effect mapping 

Limitations:

• High Dependence on MS Infrastructure 
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CorVu

Strengths:

• Flexibility and Quality of Visualisation/Presentation 
• Ability to include quantitative and qualitative performance data 
• Extensibility of the system 
• Comprehensiveness of Balanced Scorecard functionality 
• Visual User Interface 

Limitations:

• Simulation feature could be better 
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PerformanceSoft / Prism Risk Management

Strengths:

• Easy to use
• Visual data representation
• Costs

Limitations:

• No analysis or statistical capabilities
• No multidimensional analysis
• Not entirely Web-based
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Cognos

Strengths:

• Flexibility 
• Modularity 
• Expertise: Implementation in other NHS 
• Integration with other Cognos Tools e.g. Powerplay and Visualizer 

Limitations:

• Needs of certain modules for all functionality 
• No analysis capabilities (no statistical operations supported)
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5 Cost and Benefit

Costs

It is important to note that while price was a criterion in the table it was only one of many.
In an organisation where budget discussions are a necessary reality for projects like
performance management software the price of a product may gain significance beyond
its position in the table. In other words: if price is a filter above everything else then the
ranking may look different. The four vendors were asked about their pricing models, and
the following ranking shows a different order:

All prices are based on 75-100 licenses, 10 of which for administrators, the remainder for
ordinary users.

Besides the initial price for purchasing a sufficient number of user licences Balanced
Scorecard software packages incur additional costs. The total costs are likely to be
significantly higher than the prices in the figure above. 

Price models typically exclude:

• Annual maintenance fee 
• End-user training courses 
• Data migration and implementation 
• Help and support 

The customer is charged extra for an annual maintenance fee that is typically 20% of the
product price. Although none of the vendors was specific about the fee it is likely that it
serves to lower initial costs and make the product look more attractive. Today that effect
has been eroded because all vendors calculate their prices like that. 

Training costs very much depend on the skill level the users are on. In an organisation like
RUH Bath where performance management is not new the costs for training are likely to
be lower than in organisations without any previous experience.
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Data migration and implementation costs occur only once when the system is installed. If
timed right the Balanced Scorecard software could benefit from the data migration efforts
for NPfIT, thus saving money -  or re-assigning budget. 

Help and support for users is calculated on a per-user rate. Although companies only
charge £100 to £200 per year and user, accumulated costs for 100 users may be as high
as the price of the package.

Benefits

In order to justify the costs and the effort for a large project like this it is necessary to
clearly understand the benefits for the organisation. In the given case of RUH Bath the
benefits can be summarised as follows:

1. Reduced costs: surveys indicate that management and staff members expect
performance improvement of around 20% - 40% if they had a better performance
management

2. Time and staff savings: automated report production and instant report distribution over
the network save a significant number of man-hours. It is true that some staff will be
necessary to maintain the system. But the time spent will be a fraction of the time spent
on report production and data handling with the current Excel version.

3. Individualised and meaningful reports: interviews indicated that the current large paper
reports are of limited use to the recipients. A customisable system that allows the user
to select what he wants to know will save time for all users.

4. Easier decision making and planning: with meaningful information at any time
managers can make quick decisions and react more flexible to problems when they
occur.

5. Easy expansion of the Balanced Scorecard across other specialities: with a centralised
data warehouse it does not make any difference how many scorecards are being
created. While in the current system workload is directly related to the number of
scorecards, the new system provides scalability and can be more easily applied to all
parts of the organisation.

6. Improved organisational efficiency: the whole idea of Balanced Scorecard is based on
the transformation of the organisation into a performance culture. This can only work if
every part of the organisation can participate. A new system could fill the gaps and
include the remaining specialities to raise performance awareness.

The “Do-Nothing” Option

Implementing a new performance management system brings change to an organisation,
and it is a natural instinct to be afraid of change. Consequently it is only natural to expect
staff members and management to be doubtful and reluctant to change. This reluctance
however is based on the illusion that safety lies in continuity. For RUH Bath continuity
means keeping things as they currently are. This option - if it is one - shall be discussed
briefly.

Page 20



Keeping everything as it is may seem appealing because costs are less apparent. But in
fact costs of the current system are significant, even more so if it was to be used for all
specialities. Using an Excel system for the whole organisation would incur costs that are
most likely higher than the budget for the new system while spreading the known
problems of the old system into every speciality:

• Report production would continue to keep staff members busy for a long time every month. 

• Access to management information would continue to be limited by redundant data storage, and
delayed by weeks.

• Data would continue to be historic instead of real-time.

• Performance data would not be analysed in the way state-of-the-art packages can offer.

• Due to the amount of data and complexity time and cost for maintenance would increase.

Although using Excel does not have a fixed price it certainly drains significant resources
that could be used more productively. Although it is human to reject change in the case of
performance management a system change should be appreciated by virtually everybody
in the organisation.

Finding a Budget

A financial assessment of the hospital operations was not part of this project. Finding a
budget must therefore be left to the professionals in the organisation. But it may be helpful
to consider the following thoughts when trying to make money available for a new
Balanced Scorecard system.

The old system is not free. As mentioned before the old system binds resources that can
be converted into money. Savings in operational costs of the current system can easily be
transformed into a budget.

A new system helps boost performance. The surveys document an awareness of better
performance which results in more efficient operations.

Cleaner data helps prepare for the future. NPfIT and the Balanced Scorecard system can
work hand in hand to make data storage more efficient and less error-prone. Mistakes in
data handling and redundancies can have severe effects on operations.

An organisation-wide system enhances manageability. A disconnected majority creates
blind spots in performance management and threatens to flaw decision making. A
transparent organisation must be a top priority to any senior manager.

Without accurate financial information it is impossible to speculate about payback periods
but it is more than likely that a performance management system based on the idea of
Balanced Scorecard would pay for itself within a short time.
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6 Risk Assessment

With every change comes risk. The perceived risks and how to address them have
already been discussed. The following paragraphs shall be used to list risks to the
implementation of a new system. The questions are: What could go wrong with the new
system, what could prevent it from delivering the benefits it holds?

Every organisation has a variety of different people. Not everyone reacts positively to
change (see above). If introduced in an unsuitable way staff members might feel
overwhelmed, threatened, or alienated. In that case some parts of the organisation might
fail to adapt and may simply reject the system. Careful leadership is necessary to help
guide staff into understanding the new system as a tool that helps them.

Another problem may lie in the implementation. Technical problems can be overcome by
specialists. But for a Balanced Scorecard system to function it is necessary to choose the
right measures and targets. A very common mistake is to pick those measures that are
most easily quantifiable. It seems that whatever can be counted might make a good
measure. While that may lead to performance measurement it does not follow the idea of
the Balanced Scorecard. The Balanced Scorecard is meant to make sure that operational
efforts follow corporate strategy. Consequently measures should be carefully picked so
that they monitor what strategy and vision dictate. It is therefore of paramount importance
that Balanced Scorecard projects have top management support. Making senior
managers understand the system may be a challenge. But failing to do so will most likely
prevent success.

Implementation time is another area of risk. Balanced Scorecard systems should be
implemented in a timely fashion. Otherwise they might become the hobby of few instead
of the tool of all. 

Connectivity issues may be another problem area that holds a risk. If data is not available,
or data cannot be extracted from other systems feeding the Balanced Scorecard system
with the right information may seem impossible. In the current situation this risk can be
limited by using exports into textfiles which then can be imported into the new system.
With the restructuring that NPfIT requires many changes will be necessary. Keeping the
Balanced Scorecard system in mind while making changes for NPfIT will help ensure that
the systems can be connected in a useful way.

The old IT world of RUH Bath poses a risk that is not associated with the Balanced
Scorecard but should  be mentioned nevertheless. It is the understanding of the project
team that cascades of outdated systems feed redundant data into each other in ways that
are hardly understood by current staff. If connectivity is given there is a risk that data will
be drawn from the wrong sources, or that machines that provide vital data may cease
operation. Building a new system on a foundation of old technology is not recommended.

Little can be said about the new IT world after NPfIT has been introduced. While there is
no specific risk visible at present it must be noted that there might be unforeseeable
problems caused be systems that don't exist today.
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7 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Studies of the literature, talks with users, and surveys in RUH Bath show that Balanced
Scorecard systems can significantly improve the organisational performance. More and
more organisations adopt the idea of the Balanced Scorecard as a systematic approach to
performance management.

Analysing the situation in RUH Bath shows that significant resources are used in an effort
to manage performance. A Balanced Scorecard system would decrease the amount of
work for data analysis while increasing the data quality for reports and decision making.

Although it has its limitations the current solution at RUH Bath was perceived as an
improvement by those asked in interviews and in an online questionnaire. The next step is
an integrated Balanced Scorecard solution that is capable of taking performance
management to a new level. Interviews and questionnaires support evidence for
improvement potential, as well as an openness to a better system. While purchasing a
system will incur costs it is the believe of the project team that savings in work, time,
enhanced data quality and decision making will save money, and that improved
performance will add to that effect.

In a process that took several months the project team has produced a criteria list that
was used to find software solutions that meet the requirements of RUH Bath. Four
vendors were found to be most suitable: InPhase, CorVu, PerformanceSoft, and Cognos.
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Recommendations

This business case would not be complete without giving recommendations for the future.
It has already been said many times that a Balanced Scorecard system is a good way to
monitor and control performance at RUH Bath. The following may assist in moving into the
right direction, and help taking the next steps.

• Make sure that top management is aware of the necessity and implications of a
Balanced Scorecard approach to a performance culture.

• Consider abandoning the Excel Balanced Scorecard system.
• Apply one of the available solutions from the recommended vendors.
• Decide on the level of automation: not everything needs to be fully automated.
• Involve the IT department in the process. Do not rely on expensive external help.

Next Steps

Determine budget: Even the smallest package will only be bought when a budget is
available. Vendors will want to know how much there is to earn, and the hospital should be
clear about what they can get for their money. 

Define objectives and measures: The strategy determines where to look for
improvements, and what to look for. 

Identify data sources: Data sources can feed information into the new system. The
amount of automation is not only important for daily operations but also for the initial
implementation. 

Contact selected vendors: The vendors are ready to present their products. They can give
detailed information on costs, timeframe, and implementation once the above steps are
taken. 
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Appendix A:  Users Online Questionnaire – total = 12

A)    Current Performance
 

Question/Punctuation (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5 ?
How well does current
performance reporting system
meet your needs?

1 4 3 2 2 0

 Daily Weekly Monthly Quarterly Annually
What performance reports do
you currently receive and at
what frequency?

1 2 5 0 1

 

B)    Impact of Performance
 

Question/Punctuation (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5 ?
To what extent the existing
performance reports inform you
decision making?

1 2 0 6 3 1

Average estimation of
improvement in performance 20 % of improvement (?: 4)
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Users Online Questionnaire (continued)

C)    IT Solutions
 

Question/Punctuation Beginner User Adv. User Professional
How would you describe your
ability to use computers? 0 6 4 2

 Never Rarely Often All the time
How frequently are you using
software packages as part of
your daily routine?

0 2 6 4

Would you view computer
automated reports as an
improvement to your work?

11 (yes) 1 (no)

Would you feel comfortable
with a system that is entirely
web-based?

9 (yes) 3 (no)

Would you like to receive
performance related emails
form the system?

8 (yes) 4 (no)

Please rate the following criteria (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5
User Friendliness   1 2 9
Frequent Reports 1 1 4 5  
Graphical Representation  1 1 7 3
Traffic Lights for Easy Status
Display  1 2 7 2

Ability to drill down to the
underlying data   2 4 6

Customisable Reports  1 4 6 1
Warning levels and Alarms   3 7 2
Integration with existing
applications   2 4 6

Training   2 2 7
Support for the supplier  1 1 3 7
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Appendix B:  Management Interviews – total = 9

A) Current Performance
 

Question/Punctuation (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5 ?
How well does current
performance reporting system
meet your needs?

3 4 1 1 0 0

 daily weekly monthly quarterly annually
What performance reports do
you currently receive and at
what frequency?

1 1 9 1 0

 

B) Impact of Performance
 

Question/Punctuation (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5 ?
To what extent the existing
performance reports inform you
decision making?

0 1 2 3 3 0

Average estimation of
improvement in performance 40 % of improvement (?: 2)
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Management Interviews (continued)

C)    IT Solutions
 

Question/Punctuation never rarely often all the time
How would you describe your
ability to use computers? 0 0 0 9

Question/Punctuation Beginner User Advanced
User Professional

How well does current
performance reporting system
meet your needs?

0 6 3 0

Would you view computer
automated reports as an
improvement to your work?

8 (yes) 1 (no)

Would you feel comfortable
with a system that is entirely
web-based?

9(yes) 0 (no)

Would you like to receive
performance related emails
form the system?

5 (yes) 4 (no)

Please rate the following
criteria (-) 1 2 3 4 (+) 5

User Friendliness   1 1 7
Frequent Reports 1 1 1 3 3
Graphical Representation   2 3 4
Traffic Lights for Easy Status
Display   2 5 2

Ability to drill down to the
underlying data    5 4

Customisable Reports   2 3 4
Warning levels and Alarms  2 1 2 4
Integration with existing
applications  2 1 2 4

Training  1 2 1 5
Support for the supplier 2 1 3 2 1
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Appendix C: Interview with Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council

Contact Details

Contact: David O’Connor 

Position: Corporate Policy Adviser

Email: doc@wiganmbc.gov.uk

Phone: 01942 244991 

Questions and Answers

 
 

1.      Which system are you using? 

Wigan Council is using PerformancePlus Local Authority TM from InPhase software.

 
The application monitories all the indicators used to measure the performance of the council,
helping managers to see on-line how well there are doing against their targets and what needs
to be done to achieve them.

 
It is a unique template application created specially for Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council to
meet all of the performance management needs in different activities such as Statuary Plans
(Community plans, Education plan …), Best Value Performance Indicators (‘top quartile’ targets
and ‘corporate health’ indicators), Best Value Improvement Plans, Key local performance
measures to help them understand how well we are achieving the Council’s overall objectives.

 
2.      How long have you been using the system?
The performance project of Wigan Council started in July 2001, and they have been using the
performance management software for 3 years.

 

3.      Which are the reasons for choosing this system?

It provides a flexible web-based performance management system to construct strategy maps, link
everything together (measures and objectives), store information and report on performance
information. David insisted in Strategy Maps which enable them to understand better how
everything joins up, identify the drivers that improve the services and prioritise where to put the
efforts.
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Interview with Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council (continued)

The system enables them to:

 
 Record cause and effect maps and link them into an overall model for the Council 
 Evaluate performance against up to 3 plans or comparisons 
 Use symbols as warning lights to summarise performance for any collection of objectives

and measures within simple ‘alert cards’. 
 Store customised reporting ‘briefing books’ for any user 
 Make sense of large numbers of performance measures by ’indexing’ them 
 ‘Drill down’ to see what lays behind results 
 Load data automatically from any source or enter manually 

 
 

4.      Could you tell us about the cost/benefit relation?

David strongly agrees with a positive relation of cost-benefit in the implementation of performance
management software.

 

5.      How many levels of Balanced Scorecard are implemented in the system?

They have not implemented any Balanced Scorecard framework. The system is used for
performing scorecard. They are controlling hundreds of measures with 7 thousands of objectives.

 

6.      How many people are using the system? 

The system was supported initially by 50 licences spread across all departments. Now, the system
has 95 users, but it is expected to expand to 200 users in the future. 

 
7.      Did you need to customise the system?
The customisation of the system has been an easy process and no extra consultancy work has
been required.  The system is provided with enough templates in order to develop reports and
graphs. Moreover, it is not required any technical experience to create new templates.
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8.      How much of connectivity has the system?
The system has a low level of automation. The system has an email automation.

Interview with Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council (continued)

9.      Did the people need any training?
Practically, training is not required. They have 7 levels of training depending on the role of the
user and the ability they already have. Normally, it requires three days of training.

 
The training plan consists in:

 
 Starting to use PerformancePlus™ - A one day internal course for people starting to use

PerformancePlus™. 
 Learning more about PerformancePlus™ - A one day internal course for people who have

mastered PerformancePlus™ basics and wish to learn more, for example, creating briefing
book reports, advanced graphing etc. 

 

10. Who were involved in the implementation of performance project?

 Project Manager   – Support for legal, personnel, planning and development. 
 Management Account   – Support for Education, Land & Property, Finance & IT, Engineers,

Environmental Health & Consumer Protection. 
 Senior Systems Analyst   - Working with departments and the team to identify data sources

for performance measures. 
 System Analyst   - Loading data automatically into PerformancePlus™. 
 Depart. Leaders   - Every department had a lead contact. 
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Appendix D: Interview with Dorset and Somerset Strategic Health Authority

Contact Details

Contact: Peter Bear

Position: Project Manager

Email: Peter.Bear@somerset.nhs.uk

Phone: 07917 068 018

Questions and Answers

 
 

1.      Which system are you using? 

Cognos, Scorecards are only part of what we are doing with it. It is used as a more general
reporting and analysis tool.

 
2.      How long have you been using the system?
It started two years ago. I was not with it from the start but that’s how long we have been using it.

 

3.      Which are the reasons for choosing this system?

That was before my time but I am sure it was put through a formal evaluation. We are actually
evaluating it again now. 

4.      Could you tell us about the cost/benefit relation?

I can’t give you the cost side of the equation, but on the benefit side I can tell you that the overall
intent is to save time and money by using information for forecasts. We used weeks putting
together spreadsheets and to emulate a scorecard. But the idea is to take the data from all over
the organisation and create an even greater scorecard which you then can look at. We are trying
to get around the limitations of scorecards.
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Interview with Dorset and Somerset Strategic Health Authority (continued)

5.      How many levels of Balanced Scorecard are implemented in the system?

Compared to the theory we are only using the scorecards in a very simplistic way. We only
compare some of the more basic measures against goals and targets. The idea is to move into
other aspects of the system like the analysis tools.

 

6.      How many people are using the system? 

In Dorset and Somerset together we have about 120 fairly active users. There is a subset of data
analysts and performance managers who are entering and analysing data, but those are not all of
the users. 

 
7.      Did you need to customise the system?

That was one of the problems that stopped Cognos from being as successful as it could
have been: it’s not a one-stop-shop system where you can get all the information. People
go and look up some things on it and then have to turn to another system to look for more
bits. But with the modules we are using we didn’t do much customisation. It is highly
flexible but I think we are using it basically as it came out of the box. The problem with that
is that the assumption is that one size fits all, and we are finding that that’s not true.
Business Objects seems to be much more flexible, it has user rights, you can define what
certain users can see. 

8.      How much of connectivity has the system?
(Talked a lot about unimportant things but didn’t really seem to answer the question, from what I
can understand on the recording. After asking again:…)

Our data comes from some other systems but the transfer and import are done manually
using scripts over night. We can’t do a fully automated run but we don’t type in data
manually.
 
9.      Did the people need any training?

This was before my time but we train people within three days with inhouse people now.
Initially Cognos provided training and I think that was also three days.
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Appendix E: Criteria List for RUH Bath Balanced Scorecard Selection Process

Key for first column:
B = from interview with P. Bear
I = from interviews with management, or confirmed by management
M = from interview with B. Marr
U = from user questionnaire, or confirmed by users

 Flexibility &
Customisation

 Essential Desirable

 
Number of

perspectives
supported

At least five perspectives must be supported.  An
unlimited number would be preferable. *  

 Objectives.
measures etc.

The package should support the entering of objectives,
measures and targets within each perspective.  It must
be possible to link measures & targets to objectives.

*  

 Hierarchy of
scorecards

It must be possible to set up an unlimited number of
scorecards, linked in a hierarchy, with drill-down
available between higher & lower level scorecards.

*  

 Features &
Functions

   

 
Assignation of
objectives &
measures to

owners

It should be possible to assign to each objective &
measure: individual responsible for data entry, individual
responsible for performance. *  

I Access rights It should be possible to control access to each
scorecard, who can enter data, who can view data etc. *  

 Data entry
prompts

The system should generate automatic alerts to those
responsible for entering data when the expected data is
due with further alerts if it has not been entered on time
until it is entered.

 

*  

 
Use of formulae

to allow aggregate
traffic lights

There needs to be a way of aggregating performance
across different measures, using weighting, to allow
traffic lighting of objectives, or to support an aggregate
measures in a higher level scorecard.

 *

 Printing The system must be able to print hard copy reports of all
views. *  

I Printing
It would be desirable to be able to create customised
printed reports which are different to the on-screen
views.

 *

M What-If Scenarios Scenario planner could help in “what-if” analysis  *

UI Frequency The System should be able to provide quick responses,
possibly real-time views of what is going on *  
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The Criteria List (continued)

 Communication  Essential Desirable

UI Web-enabled

The system must be fully web-enabled through Internet
Explorer or Netscape Navigator to allow multi-site use. 
It must be possible to enter data into the system over
the web as well as view performance.

It should not be necessary to install any additional
software on users' systems.

*  

 Comments The system should support comments. *  
UI E-mail support The system must integrate with Microsoft Outlook. *  

 Technical
Specifications

   

 
Support for

existing data
sources

The system should be able to access direct a wide
range of data sources, including legacy systems.  It
must be able to support OLAP analysis and drill down.

*  

 Manual data
entry

Manual data entry should be supported, and web-
enabled. *  

U Desktop
Integration

It should be possible to export reports and graphs into
Excel etc. *  

B Installation
Complexity

Complexity of installation, technology, time etc.   

B Maintenance Effort for maintenance, updates, new modules,
backups etc.   

B
Compatibility of
Access Right
System with

NPfIT

NPfIT comes with an access rights management which
could be mapped and re-used for the Balanced
Scorecard system. This would simplify the users login   

 
Data

presentation &
views

 
  

UI Traffic lighting The system must support traffic lighting of measures
and objectives. *  

 Display of data
The system must offer a variety of ways of viewing
scorecards and data.  These must be customisable. 
Availability of pre-defined templates which can then be
customised would be preferable.

*  

 Strategy maps The ability to create strategy maps would be
preferable.  *

 
Visualisation of
links between

measures

It should be possible to view the hierarchy of and links
between scorecards/objectives/measures. *  

U Customisable
Reports

Reports should offer the option to change them for
customisation *  
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The Criteria List (continued)

 Functionality  Essential Desirable

UI Drill-down
It must be possible to drill down through the hierarchy
of scorecards, and to drill down within individual
measures to the raw data.

*  

 Multiple targets
It would be useful if the system could store multiple
targets for each measure e.g. national target, local
target, national average etc. and display these on
graphs etc.

*  

I Trend feature A trend feature would be an advantage. *  

UI
Types of graphical

displays
supported

The system should support the common types of
graphs and charts. *  

 
Tolerances

definable for each
measure

It must be possible to define tolerances for each
measure in order to define green, amber and red
bands of performance.

*  

 
Tolerance

direction definable
for each measure

It must be possible to define good performance as
higher than target or lower than target. *  

 "Target is best"
tolerance

It must be possible to define good performance as
"target is best" i.e. performance should be neither
significantly higher or lower than target.

*  

B Scheduled 
Processing

Process certain batch jobs in scheduled intervals, i.e.
weekly, monthly, annually  *

 Scalability    
M Modules Modules would provide a way to start small and buy

more functionality later  *

M Price The price model of the package or modules   
M Future Development of further versions in the future (NPfIT)   
 Service    

 Consulting
support

Consulting support should be available to implement
the system and train users. *  

 Support service &
help line

There should be telephone support available during
working hours on weekdays. *  

M Vendor Expertise The degree to which a vendor is established as a
major provider of Balanced Scorecard solutions   

M Online Help Help must be available for users that get stuck *  
UI User Friendliness The application must be easy to use to avoid confusion *  
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Appendix F: Score and Weight Table for Software Selection

CRITERIA REQUIRED WEIGHT(1-10) Business Objects Cognos Corvu Hyperion InPhase PerformanceSoft QPR Soft
Flexibility & Customisation
Number of perspectives E 10 10 10 10 10 7 10 10
Objectives, Measures etc E 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Hierarchy of Scorecards E 10 10 10 10 10 10 6 10
Features & Functions
Assiganation of objectives &
measures to owners E 8 8 10 10 10 10

Access rights E 10 n/a 8 10 10 10 10
Data entry prompts E 8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Alarms & exception reports D 4 n/a 0 10 10 10 6 0
Use of formulae to allow
aggregate traffic lights D 5 7 7 10 0 0 n/a 0

Indication at aggregate level
of red light lower down D 5 10 10 10 0 10 10 0

Does system support
actionn/a D 2 0 0 8 n/a 10 6 10

Printing I E 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 10
Printing II D 5 n/a 10 10 n/a 10 10 n/a
Graphs & tables able to be
edited before printing D 2 n/a 0 10 n/a 10 0 0

What-If scenarios D 4 n/a 0 10 7 10 0 n/a
Frecuency of reports E 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 n/a
Communication
Web-enabled E 10 4 10 10 4 10 6 10
Comments E 8 10 10 10 7 10 6 6
New comments flag D 4 n/a 2 6 0 8 2 5
Comments sent direct to
named users D 3 n/a 10 10 10 10 6 8

E-mail support E 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Technical Specifications
Support for existing data
sources E 10 10 10 10 10 10 4 6

Manual data entry E 10 n/a 6 8 0 n/a 0 n/a
Desktop integration E 10 3 n/a 10 10 10 8 10
Installation complexity 7 3 3 6 n/a 10 5 n/a
Maintenance 7 n/a n/a 10 n/a 10 10 n/a
Data Presentation & Views
Traffic lighting E 10 10 10 10 n/a 10 10 n/a
Display of data E 9 10 10 10 7 10 4 6
Strategy maps D 5 10 0 10 10 10 0 7
Visualisation of links
between measures E 7 n/a n/a 10 0 10 10 10

Customisable reports E 10 n/a n/a 10 n/a 10 n/a n/a
Functionality
Drill-down E 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Multiple targets E 8 n/a 10 10 10 10 7 0
Trend feature E 7 n/a 10 10 0 10 10 7
Types of graphical displays
supported E 7 n/a 10 10 8 10 10 8

Tolerances definable for
each measure E 10 n/a 10 10 10 10 10 9

Tolerance direction
definable for each measure E 10 n/a 10 10 10 10 10 9

"Target is best" tolerance E 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 8
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Scheduled processing D 3 n/a n/a 10 n/a 10 10 n/a
Scalability
Modularity 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Price E 10 4 4 5 4 10 6 n/a
Future 5 n/a 10 10 10 10 10 10
Service
Consulting support E 9 n/a 10 10 8 10 6 10
Support service & helpline E 6 n/a 10 10 10 10 10 10
Vendor Expertise D 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 4
Online Help E 10 n/a 10 10 0 10 10 0
User friendliness E 10 6 6 10 7 10 10 10

SCORE: 2588 3282 2165 3212 2591 1836
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Appendix G: Vendor Addresses and Contacts

Corvu

Gary Wilson 
CorVu plc 
3 Furzeground Way 
Stockley Park 
Uxbridge UB11 1EZ 
Mobile: +44 (0)7715 476952 
Office: +44 (0)8450 703838 
Fax: +44 (0)8450 703839 
email: gary.wilson@corvu.co.uk
http://www.corvu.com/products/index.htm

Cognos

Ric Davies
COGNOS
Adlington Court
Greencourts Business Park
333 Styal Road
Manchester. M22 5LG
Mobile:  +44 (0) 7810 554508
Office:   +44 (0) 161 436 9608
email: ric.davies@cognos.com
web: http://www.cognos.com

Inphase Software

Victoria Keogh 
INPHASE Software 
1 Chalfont Park 
Amersham Road 
Gerrards Cross 
Buckinghamshire SL9 0GA 
Office: +44(0)1753 480480 
Fax: +44(0)1753 480481 
email: info@inphase.com 
web: http://www.inphase.com

PerformanceSoft

Neville Wilson
Pickford House, 46 Bow Lane,
London, EC4M 9DL 
Office:  +44 (0) 20 7236 1008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7836 281706
email: nwilson@performancesoft.com
web: http://www.performancesoft.com
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