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One of the most important concerns raised is the cost of performance monitoring. A good many resources and
a good deal of time may be required to develop and implement an appropriate performance monitoring system,
and changing priorities may make monitoring systems irrelevant or even counterproductive. Performance
monitoring costs can be minimized by using existing data to the extent feasible, using random samples rather
than collecting data on the entire universe of interest, and (when appropriate) using agency personnel to help
collect and analyze data on program quality and program outcomes. The costs of performance monitoring
must always be balanced against the value of performance monitoring in improving government performance

and credibility.

Source: Joseph S. Wholey, and Harry P. Hatry. 1992. The Case for Performance Monitoring. Public
Administration Review 52(6):609
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