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Dr. D . .lames Baker 


Having been nominated by President Clinton and confirmed by the U.S. 
Senate in May 1993, Dr. D. James Baker is now the longest serving 
administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
and under secretary for oceans and atmosphere at the U.S. Department 
of Commerce. In this position, Dr. Baker oversees more than 12,500 
people at 375 locations in every state in the union and an annual budget 
of $2.5 billion. 

NOAA is responsible for all U.S. weather and climate forecasting, 
monitoring and archiving of ocean and atmospheric data, management of 

ne i I and mammals, mapping and charting of all U.S. waters, coastal zone 
management, and research and development in all of these areas. NOAA is the largest part of 
the Department of Commerce and manages the U.S. operational weather and environmental 
satellites, a 1'Ieet of ships and aircraft for oceanographic, surveying, fisheries, coastal, and 
atmospheric studies, twelve environmental research laboratories, and several large 
supercomputers. . 

Under Dr. BC:lker's leadership, NOAA has achieved many of the goals that were promised at its 
formation in 1970, and is now the leading organization of its type in the world. He guided the 
completion Clf the modernization of the National Weather Service; initiated new climate 
forecasting services; and merged civil and military environmental sateJJite systems. During 
his tenure, the funding for fisheries and coastal zone management dramatically increased and 
the backlog for mapping and charting the nation's'coastal waters was greatly reduced. New 
partnerships were developed to deal with endangered and protected species issues. 
Management has been streamlined and ~odernized with an active strategic planning process. 
He has served also as U.S. Whaling Commissioner, as Chair of the Council on Environmental 
Quality, Co-Chair of the Committee on Environment and Natural Resources, and on the 
President's Council on Sustainable Development. 

Dr. Baker is the author of the book "Planet Earth-The View from Space" and has written and 
spoken extensively about climate, oceanography, sustainable development, and satellite 
technology issues. He is a Fellow of the American Meteorological Society and the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science. He was awarded the Vikram Sarabhai Medal in 
1998 for his "outstanding contributions to space research in developing countries" and an 
honorary Doctor of Humane Letters from Nova University. Before coming to NOAA, he was 
President of Joint Oceanographic Institutions Incorporated, Dean of the College of Ocean and 
Fishery Sciences at the University of Washington, and on the faculty of Harvard University. He 
was educated at Stanford and Cornell Universities. He was born in Long Beach, Calif., and is 
married to Emily Lind Baker. He and his wife reside in Washington, D.C. 
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TlIe 1U.ll~WI:.\"OL'e.olls {lnd coa.rta/ waters, and lire rej.?lonal 
economies and t.:uilllres they support, are l/m!alened hy an 
ilU.:reasillX array (~rpres:mres. inc/uding ow!rcxp/oiWflol}, 
/whilal. ~{I!s(rllctiq:!:.p()ilufiolt. il'lw/,\'in' "'pct'ics, disease, 
/wl'II~tid[a!K{d:hlooms, (lnd Jhe impac/,\ rtlglohtll climate 
chunge7. Thl!se',em1ironmenwi !!:ffec/J are parficu/ar(v (lcule in 
near-shore C()(lSutl ecosyS/ems where hlllmm octil'ifies have the 
grea{e~'{jmpac'l:": !f(,,:lIrrent trend\- cOllfinuv, few (~rOur marine 
ecosy,~:ieil1s lvjl(renlain unspolJed fiwJiuun! ),feneratifms. 
Likewi.\:~,ihum~m u.;-'es o(lhese rC.\'OlJI'CL'S, such as recreali<m. 
/;wd jJ,'{jtJriCfion:' and manv olhers, wi/{ be diminished Marine 
"prolecfe'd area.\ in 'comhiiwlion lvi/II alher Ilu.magemeal eUilr!:.',, ,,~ , ' 

un: valuahle tools 10 help preserve Ihe nation:,' ocean amI 
c(Jasldli;~'()urci:,~, aful ensure their jlJlUre Sllslainah/e use by 
present and./lffure xenermiolls. 

.;;) :,' ,~. 'I \ :I 

J).!!lcrica:RcsP.Qnds: Ex.ccutive Order 1315H ml Marine Protcc;eu II rcas 

Major COlnRQnents of the National MPA Initlntiv..:
- --.- ----- _..

. ,; ..>.,: 
t'~f ., :;'1'1;"

America Responds: Executiye Order 1315M on Murine 
Protectc{rArea's "J;'. 

•,:1,~· "i,t.,,,I' '. ' I 
On M4y 26. 209Q:!hc President signed ExeclItivc Order 13158 
on Marine Protectc~I'Arca$ (MPAs) 10 strengthen the protcction 
ofU.S:·~oct:an and co~s!<11 resources. Thi3 signifkant milestone 
in occa;l'~onscr\'ati(ll1 Jircc-ts tilt.: Departments ofCommc-r'Ce 
and the Interior. and other federal agencies. to :-;trcngthen and 
expand a nriiionni system ofMPAs by working dosely with 
stntc, tcifitorial,'!()cal,,·tribal. and otho;,:r stakeh(lldcrs . 

.. , '\\ 
"~. . 

; 

. 

,j 

!aifiafivcs developed in rcspcmsc to the c',ccmh'c 
order on marine prolC'Clcd nro:as, will heip protcct 
ilnd pr~sen'~ reprcscm:uin; cx:rmp!cs uf ;mpOt1Jfli 
CuaSL.1J <:cusyStcmS like the rocky interddlll shmc ut 

Olympic Coas! National Marinl: S:mctmll)' 

MlIt"I"" protected areas, or IvIPAs; arc normally established by 

, , 
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federal.- state an(i' local governments 10 protect important marine 
habitats1nnd lhcfrialural and culturul resources they contain • 
from ovcf'exp!uiiation. destructive uses or uther thn:nts. MPAs 
are also estahlish;;;'d to provide vuluahlc opportunities for 
recrcaii.on, cnji)"ytl1Cnl, .md siudy, I.ike their more familiar 
countgrwrts on,land. these protected are;)s contain some of the 
best OI:,~lllc nation:s,hcriiage of wild. natural places in lhe ocean, 
In this'country. federal MPAs nnw bc national parks. national 
marinc·'sa.nctuarics, nali(mal monuments. wildlife refuges. 
fishcrylclo::Ol.'d areas. and many others. Other MPAs.like the 
natiunal:cstunrim: rcscnrch reserves, arc federally dcsignatc.:d 
and managcd in partllcrship with coastal stmcs. States huve 
additional authorities to estahllsh Hnd lllamlge m,lrine protected 
arcas. wr,do lribe!> uno 'sOl11e local gm'crmllellts. Although cach 
of these types ofMI'As has a distinct pllfpOSC and alllhoril),. 
most .'ill<l~'e a cmilllHlIl goal of conserving slgnifi<..:tlllt natural 
and/or'l:ultur::1I1I'cs'ourccs for present and future genewtLons . . . 

'!l ~I:! :t\~~l~~( 

1{~cogl1izil1g tl10:spcl.:ial role that MPAs CjJll play in rcversing 
the eOlltihuing, loss of oec~m habitats. Exccutive Order 13158 
direets~t~d,ral agencies to work closely with state, local and 
nong<)\!crnmentai p,irmers 10 create a compn;hensive gystem of 
nUlrirw'l'proleclcd urcttS "representing diverse U.S. marine 
ecosystems, and thC!l\ialion's natural ;;Ind cultural resources." 
Utlmatcl}', this s~st\:nl \.vill indudc new MPA sites, as well as 
enhancements to,the conservation of existing sites, 

De~ig!ling this 11n-tiollt11 system. anti effectively managing its 
compollcnt MilAs:'!s l:! signif1cant ch~lllcnge, The Executive 
Order mitlincs:two;purallcl tmeks on which tbe national 
cndcav()['StiOli Itl ~procccd: 

;,eJ'.- I !J",)A.;'\ 

,,'ile (miI~VeIW(;i:Ii!j)l!SiRfr evaluating the ndetlufley or existing 
Icvels'()Cproh.X:,tic.lli j()r important marine resources and 
rccmillllcnding'ncw MI'As and/or strengthening existing MPAs 
10 csi<.iblish a coinprthellsivc nnd representative system,1;...,....... ~", 1+,,1' • 


.';denc',,;-thased Al(i;'lligemenl: using science (both natural and 
social)~u}'·deve]{)p'objedivc. infornmiion.lcchllica! tools and 
111unagcilYcnt Slhllcgics needed to support a national MPA 

'NI~' • ~ r. • ..... 
system.. . . .' 

,:, ,: ,. ,\., ;;",~ " 
The conscrvatioifdiallcngc of Execuli\'c Order 13 i 58 -­
dcsignilig,'~nd ~~c.a~h)g an integrated national SYSiem ornmrlne 
protected areas.---hllii never been attempted by our nation. Ttl 
suceccd:\\:c must' build a strong foundation of scientific 
knowledge that ij"icludcs whcre the most crHical oc~all habitats 
Hnd otIH..·(r~souices' arc located. where and how new MPAs 
shouli:fbe crcated:'and how these MPAs should be managed. 
Furthc·nnore. th;:rirll!.,>rmatio!l must lx: shared freely tlnlOng all 
ofthe·o""'r'gani;:.atio'ns·'invo!vl:d il1 the use <.Iml cons..:rvation or our 
nation's' marine' reSources, induding government agencies. 
cOllscr:vtition groups::affccv:d industries. amll!!e general public. 

;t;'"... \_.\, 

'.r .,'. . _;i. 
. , . , .. - ,,;, .. 

~, 
~~ . " 

, . ': ' 
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The johnson Sea Unk submersible is one of tne 
advanced lechllulugH':\ allowing sciemists to gain 

, a bettcr understunding of lhe cnmpkx 
, lntemctio!"!!l within, and between i.'cosys1ems, 

(!lip) • 
" 

Major Cumponents of the NntlolUll MPA Initiative , . ' 
j"' I 
, , 

Exceulivc'Ordcr I,} t SH: has many specific requirements for 
rederal' agende's. Following is a brief disi:lIssion of five 
principill.~compO!l.~"tVS of the order, 

• ::;'; 'I!, 
The fViit~()lJal /viPA1Lisr. As the nation emharks on lh.:siglling 
new MPA sites 'or'nctworks of sites. we must have u 
cOIl1Jirc,l1cnsivc ~'illdcf51Unding of which areas ure already tinder 
some i.'(;'rhf6f cnhiil'1ccd plHcc~bused protection. The EO directs 
rhe Departments'~f,Commcn::e and the Interior to devefop and 
nuinlain a nalitmal list of M PAs in U.S. waters. Candidate sites 
for the list are d~awn Irom existing federal. tribaL state and 
local prp~cctcd areas programs, Work on Ihe list hcgan 
immeJiatL:iy afh:r the EO was announced and contiolll:s. When 
completed':' the list and the companion daw on each site will 
serve several purposcs, such as c!1suring 1hn! agc!U:ies "avoid 
harll1:~,to-MPAs. providing a toundation for the analysis. of gaps 
in th~,~xisting s):stem of protections. and helping improve the 
clTeetivencss of;.existing MPi\s, (~ce The MPA Lis.t und 
Inventor):.) ". . 

. ~ "4'f"~', ).. /i,~ 

TI,e Ml;A Web .r.;ite:',"Ccnlral 10 the slIccess or the tll:nkmnl MPA 
initiat{vc"is inf'oril!uiion sharing. A grcat deal ofinJormatlon 
exists·'on MPAs, bllt it tS often fragmented <lnd not easily 
accessible. ,The -EO directs the DcparhtlcnlS or Commerce and 
the Interior 10 dc-velop and maintain a publicly accessible Web 
site (mpu:gov)'.to;pmviJc information on MPAs and tederal 
agency reports required by the EO. The Web site will also be 
used 10 publish and maintain the National MPA List ($CC 
ubove}1.md'othcr useful ililuttliiltioli, such as maps of MPAs: a 
virlUal:l,ihrary of ~PA reference nmterials. including links to 
other \Veb sites; inft)fJllalinn on the MPA Advisorv Cummith.:e; 
activitics offhe nationnl MPA Center; MPA program 
smmi1'arics; and background ItlQterials such as MI'A definitions. 
bcncfit~;'management.''- .. 

In 

challengcs, and l1lanagcmJ.!llt tools . 

" Th... MilA Wd, site is only one 
J of the actions bClflp UlldC11akcn 
i_ to inform tht: public ofMPA 
J w:livilil,;$, Thr\lugh {)lltr"nch 

http://w.W.W.mpa.gov/mpadcscriptiveJnatinitiativc.html; . ,,:-0 
f i.' :. : ,l'.· 

.J, '" " .: !'~~ 
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, i' • ' ! ,.' " " 

programs like the Gu!f oflhe 
FarallOtles National Marine 
Sanctuary VisitDr Center in 
San FransisL'O. people eM le,lfn 

. about the imporumee of .V1PAs, 
and the precious rcsources Incy 
protect and preserve, 

Tlte j\(PA Federll! /.ttll'i.\'ary C(Jmmitlee. Setting aside arcas of 
the occf(n}w Spcc!~11 protection is an inherently complex and 
oncn conti'o\'crsii\l~ndca\'or. Consequcntly, it is vcry important 
that Ihis';iilltiati\IC'hcllci11 from thc ide-as or u broad spectrum of 
IIlterestcd Uild <!ffcctcd panics, The EO directs the creation or a 
Murine Protl.:dcd Areas Advisory Comminee to pmvid0 expert 
advice on. am] n.:ctlmmcndatlons for, a national system of 
MPAs. 'Illiii ItlflHU! committee. which will include nonfedeml 

\ rcprcscniativcs:n<ml sclem.:c, resource management. 
cnviroill:n~ntaJ org'mlizations, and industry, is currently being 
esta"bll~hcd and )~jll::begin regular meetings in 200 I, (Sec The 
,MPA' Advisory, Committee.) 

• i'\" "~ .... 
. "1.,';-' ~. f."~' . 

A I'oilliiii; lIllrmfll"l Flaleml At'firUlS. Federal agencies. through 
their \'aried authorities and activities in the ocean. have the 
potcnti~l. to both'Pfotect ,md harm MPAs and the resources they 
encolnpas5.. ECrl},l;58 cOl1Hlins un important policy directive to 
[cderal:ugcncics to ilVOid harm to 1\411As. or their resources 
througlractivitic$ that· they undertake. fund or app-rove:, 
Togetncr:;'vith the National MPA List (see above), this directive 
will help to protect marine ecosystems from unintended and 
avoidable harm. :' 

, ;,,' ' , 
(top)' ,'; " '\'''":;!~. 

- '" "~f' • 

f~"":'" , z,It.:~" 


Tile ,lyfPA Cel~/erS~Hlnd science and strong partncrships arc 
csseTltjaHo ef(ccti\'ely manage MPAs and to ensure the succeSll 
()f:the:n~ltional MPA,,svstcl1l, To that end, lll..:: EO directs- the 
NutiOl:iill'Oecanic and ~\tmosphcrie Administration (!\iOAA) to 
create ;:i'Marine Protected Areas Center (MPA Center). In 
coopa'uti~)n with;the"l)cpartmcnt orthc Interior and working 
closc:ly;\yith:oihcfbrganizmions, the Mf'A Ccnter will 
coordinatcTthe cflort to implemenllhe EO. and will "develop a 
fmmCWofK'tor a nation:!l system of MPAs. and provide Federal. 
State. tcrritorial: tribal. and local governments with 1he 
information. technologies. and strategies to support the 
system!"Thc Center will: 

• dc\'c!op-t!;J 
1

fr::1tl1cwork t~)r :1 national system of MPAs; 
• dlOrdinatc the development or information. tools and 
• 	'!itriHcgic5;' uild provide guidance, that win encourage 

}!cfforts bothf't() enhance and expand the protection or 
-existing MPAs. (lnd cstnblish or recommcnd nc\v ones, 

• .'~~b(}rdinatc thc"M!)A Wch site; 
• .p-urtncr wi.th !~dcml and mmll'-dcml organizations 10 
~t{)nduet rescar'ch, analysis, ami exploration; 

• lic-lp!maiiitain!thc National MPA List; and 
• sllpport the MHA Advisory Committee, 

:''1,' '~~,. , ., 
.'. ~ 
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The MPACclller}~I{'i!l be located in Woshington, DC, with a 
small stafr drav.:nJrQIU NOAA nnd other partner agencies 
responsible for thc'ovcmllicadership and coordination or 
federal activities to implement EO 13!5~t In addition. the 
Cemer inltially.willibe supported by two regional !'centcrs of 
excellence" that will focus on spccitic lhcmes rcJC\,llnt to the 
design~und managcn1CJl( ofMPAs, 

).~-... t )\: 

Underwater habi!!lts, such flO; 

tile Aquarius III the Flondll 
Keys, provide u base or 
(Jpcm!ions ~or scientists and 
educators:o t;oociu\:! IOllg (-crill 
in-situ pro.;el.:ts, 

. ., 
The 'MP!1 §!"'ience will collabora1c with agency and 

partners [0 develop the scicncc~bascd 
to'ols to design and cffectively manage MPAs. 

This I !oc,llted adjacent to the new NOAA Nationnl 
Marine iii on the 1;ampus oflhc University of 
California at Sallm Cruz, 

The Goff/erjal' MIlA Training and Ted1l1ical ;/ssislam.:e will 
work witll t;.S. and intcrnntiomll partners to develop nnd ntTer 
,Specialized traini!lg in MilA Issues, and 10 develop wchnical 
products.imd ser'vkes thaI enhance MjlA conservation 
world\vide. This cellicr is located at NOAA's Coastal Services 
CCllte?ill Charl~S1(in. South Carolina. 

, .1' F" , . ,, .' 
(!2p) ,\. .;. . .' 

'\. ' ..., , ,.
."" . 
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ABOUT THE ACADEMY 
The National Academy of Public Administration is an independent, non~ 
profit organization chartered by Congress to improve governance a1 all 
levels -local, regional, state, national, and internationaL The Academys 
membership of 480 Fellows includes current and former members of 
Congress, ca.binet-Ievel appointees. senior federal executives, state and 
local practitioners, businesspeople, nonprofit leaders, and scholars with 
distingUished records in public management. Since its establishment in 
1967. the Academy has assisted hundreds of federal agencies. congres­
sional committees, state and local governments, civic organizations, and 
ins~hutions overseaS through problemsolving, research, analysis, infor­
mation sharing, devdopingstrategies for change, and connecting people 
and ideas, 

Most repons ~nd papers i.ssued by Academy panels respond to specific 
requests and needs of public agencies, Projects also address 
governmenlwide and broader sociclailOpiCS identified by the Academy. 
In addition to government instilulions, the Academy is also supponed 
by businesses, foundal~ons, and nonprofit organizations. 
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I 
I Foreword 

I The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrution, the largest agency within the 

I 
Department of Commerce, has the responsibility for carrying out a range of important activities 
for the nation. These include the forecasting of\vcather, charting the nation's oceans, managing 
its fisheries, and conducting research to improve the understanding and stewardship of the 
environment These vital and varied responsibilities are now being carried out under a complex 
budget totaling more than $2.7 billion in fiscal year 2000. 

I 
I NOAA ha~; been critici7.ed by the Congress for not correcting severat long~standing budgetary 


and financial management problems, As one of the steps taken by the agency to address these 

problems. the director of NOAA's Budget Office contracted with the National Academy of 

Public Administration to review the agency's budget processes and set forth recommendations 
that might be used to improve its operations. The Ac<!dcmy appointcd a panel of experts, 

I consisting of Acadcmy Fellows and selected outside individuals to initiate and oversee this 
study. and named a study team to carry it ouL 

I In the .course of revic'wlng the NOAA operations, the Academy panel found that the agency had 
taken a number ofposilivc steps to improve and strengthen its financial management and budget 
processes. However, these actions have not been enough to remedy the range of significant

I problems, Specificnily, a major finding of thc panel is the continued lnck of it unified planning 
and budget process. It found that the planning and budgeting functions are not well integrated. 
In addition. the budget stnlcture, now under review und discussion, is still not functional. The 

I accounting system is outdated and as a consequence, the: agency has difficulty in tracking funds 
once they are obligated. 

I The panel has made a number of detailed recommendations that address these problems 
especially covering the arcas of slfDtegic manngement, fundamental budget structure and 
process, and the role of the Budget Office itsdf. The Academy hopes that the ideas presented in 

I this report will assist NOAA in developing the eITective budget and financial management 
program needed to carry out tht: ngcl1cy's important program responsibilities to the nation. 

I The AClld<:my extends its appreciation to thc Director of Budget Jolene Sullens who requcsted 
this study. It also wishes to thank the mnny staffrhroughout the line and staff offices for their 
cooperation and assistance in providing the information needed for tbe study and their valued 

I guidance .md assistance as the work was conducted. 
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I (Obert j, O'Neill, Jr. 

Presidem 
National Academy of Public Administration 
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I 
 Executive Summary 

I 
I 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is the largest agency within the 
Department of Commerce with a varied and complex set of program responsibilities, These 
include forecasting the weather, managing the natlon's fisheries resources, charting its oceans. 
and conducting oceanic and atmospheric research. This diversity ofactivities is mirrored in the 

I 
 NOAA budget, which is broken into 88 program line items and further divided into 7,000 tasks. 

In addition. there are more than 130 congressionally initiated earmarks that exceed $200 million 
in annual "pending, The agency's fiscal year (FY) 2000 President's budget request totals Over 

I 52.7 billion to fund its several line organizations. 

Over the past several years, NOAA has been criticized for its "continued inability to address ... 

I serious budgetary and financial management problems ... " I To assist in developing solutions to 
these problems, the director of NOAA'5 Budget OfIicc in the Office of Finance and 
Administration. awarded a contract to the National Academy of Public Administration to (1)

I perform a broad review of NOAA from the start of toe budget fonnulation process in the 
agency's line organizations, through the agencywide strategic planning process, to execution of 

I annual app"fopriations and (2) provide recommendations for improvement. The Academy 
appointed a pane! of experts and a supporting study tearn to carry out this study. 

I There arc significant problems in NOAA's financial management and budget processes. A mojor 

I 
concern of the panel is the disconnect between the agency's planning process and the formulation 
o1"the budget. The planning, budget formulation, and execution processes are not effectively 
integrated, and the budget structure is not functional. The process for determining requirements 
and appropriate funding for lhe agency's corporate central services. capital assets and facilities is 
jneffective. An outmoded accounting system makes tracking and accounting for agency funds 

I difficult. Contributing to these problems is the diminished role and capacity of the agency's 
Budgel 0 :fice. 

I All of these problems are interrelated. The lack of a unified planning and budget process is a 
contributing factor in poor relations: with external stakeholders especially Congress, Commerce 

I and the Office of Management and Budget (OMS). Problems in the corporate cost and budget 
execution processes accentuate stakeholder concerns because NOAA~s line offices have 

I 
difficulty knOWIng exactly what program funding they will have during the year. Both the line 
offices and external stakeholders have trouble tracking funds as they are obligated and outlayed 
due to an outdated accounting and budgeting system. 

I >lOAA hus taken numerous steps, described in detail in the body ofthe report, to deal with these 
issues. For example. the agency has. made an extraordinary commitment to the development of a 
strong strategic planning program that is in line with the requirements of the Government 

I Performance and Results Act (GPRA), Also, the Budget Office hos taken a leading role in (I) 

I Report I05~636 accompanying the Departments of Commerce, JUSlice, and Slate, the Judiciary, and Related

I Agencies Appropriatfons Bill, Fiscal Year 1999, page 79 
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I 
strengthening the corporate cost process so that stakeholders are involved and have realistic I 
planning numbers and (2) instituting measures to manually track and record hems of 
congressional importance in the absence ofan adequate accounting system. But these and other 
actions, taken independently of one another and often on a piecemeal basis, wiJI not solve I 
NOAA', planning, financial, and budgetary problems. 

IThe panel report addresses three major areas requiring improvement These arc (I) strategic 
management, (2) fundamental budget structure and process issues, and (3) the role of the Budget 
Office. The panel's key recommendations are in the "Strategic Management" section. Of I 
particular significance is the proposal to establish a Corporate Planning and Resources Board. 
Creating such a board will enable NOAA to act more as a single corporate entity in addressing 
the issues raised in these areas. The panel believes that these recommendations will enable I 
NOAA to integrate its planning, budgeting, and management systems and provide the policy 
leadership and oversight required to ensure that all the report's proposals are effectively 
implemented, I 


I
STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

PerfomlWlce budgeting, or the Hnking ofprogram perfomlance infonnation with an I
organization '5 budget request, is at the heart of strategic management. A performance budgeting 
process works well when the agency's key managers are funy accountable for results. To 
achieve this accountability. those managers must direct the outcomes of the process from I 
planning through ex(."Cution to the evaluation of performance. There '.lfe harriers to effective 
performance budgeting in NOAA. The panel's recommendations arc designed to (1) provide 
NOAA opportunities for enhancing its strategic management program by eliminating these I 
barriers and (2) foster institutionalization of the valuable progress the agency has already made. 

The Corporate Planning and Resources Board • 
NOAA has been a innovator and leader in strategic planning and more recently has taken the Iinitiative in addressing a range of fundamental problems whh budget structure and process. 
However, it is now at a stage ofdevelopment where a broader corporate-1evel management 
mechanism is needed in order to provide a high~level focus for these efforts, balancing the 
agency~s corporate needs with program goals, and though its actions, improving relations with •Congress and other key stakeholders. Strong leadership will be critical to achieving a robust 
corporate policy and oversight process. Top-level policy direction and oversight by a body of I 
senior officials committed to a corporate, agencywide view of NOAA 's interrelated programs is 
essential for long-term success. Such a group would combine the strategic planning and budget 
development processes under a single management structure that also has the responsibility for I 
achieving performance goals and providing continuity between planning and budget. 

I 

I 
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Recomnumdation 

I NOAA should create a Corporate Planning and Resources Board composed of senior 
NOAA officials! ineluding the assistant administrators, the chief financial officer/chief 

I administrative officer (CFOICAO), and key staff office h.ads. The board should be 
chaired at a high-policy level and should be tbe focal pOint for: 

I 	 • proposing agency requirements and resource levels 

I • coordinating the planning, programming and budgeting processes 

• resolving major issues im'olving requirements and funding 

I 	 • developing an overAll strategy for implementing tfOSs-cutting programs 

I • identifying and resolving major institutional issues involving capital asset.~, facilities, 
and services 

I 	 • overseeing the improvements recommended in tbis. report 

The board should be constituted separately from other NOAA senior management 

I meetings nnd committees and should develop recommended long-term solutions and 

I 
resource requirements. It should provide an orderly and structured flow of information 
and ad\'ice to the administrator for decisions on key program and poliey issues. It should 
receive necessary staff support from the Budget Office and the Office of Policy and 
Strategic Plonning (OPSP). 

I 
The Roll) of the Assistant Administrators 

I 
The administrator ofKOAA brought a creditable planning process into the agency, However, 
the panel believes that the current process can be strengthened further by providing a more well­

I defined role for the assistant administrators who are responsihle for implementing and managing 
the agency's programs. 

I 	 The role of the individual assistant administrator (AA) during the strategic planning team (SPT) 
process is not clear1y defined and varies from AA to AA and from office to office. for example, 
AAs play an uneven role in the selection of team leaders and similarly. they informally track and 

I 
I influence leam activity. While the AAs can suggest team leaders, tbey do not make the formal 

selection, Their only current strategic role is to provide input into the development ofguidelines 
that are sent to the SPTs, to participate in the review ofSPT initiatives, and to have the 
opportunity to appea' items with which they disagree, As a consequence, lhe AAs, v:hile 
responsible for carrying out the work, submit their budget ideas to SPTs through their team 

I 
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I 
members, but do not have invited opportunities (other than their suggestions for SPT guidelines) I 
to contribute to the agency's planning and budgeting process in a Connai manner earlier than 
April; when the review and decisionmaking stage takes place. I 
Recommendation I 
NOAA should strengthen the role of the AAs in the annual strategic planning process as a 
means of institutionali7jng this process for 10ngMterm effectiveness. The AAs should be I 
assigned a formal and more direct role in tbe process. Tbe AAs, in conjunction witb the 
director of OPSP and tbe director of budget~ sbould: I 
• 	 conduct periodic progress reviews of tbe development of budget initiatives being 

proposed by the SPT, I 
• 	 serve on the Corporate Planning and Resources Board to review budget initiatives 

I• 	 take the lead in managing initiatives that involve more than one line office 

IStrategic Planning and Budget Formulation and Execution Processes 

NOAA does not have a system that brings planning and budgeting functions together into an I 
effective pcrfonnance budgeting program. Strategic planning is not sufficiently linked with the 
agency's budget fonnulation and execution process to be of substantive value to the agency, 
Commerce, OMB, and Congress in making resource decisions. The budget planning and I 
execution structures are not the same. The CQrporate Planning and Resources Board should, 
among other things, consider taking the steps recommended below. I 
Recommendation 

I~OAA strategic plans and management activities should include: 

• 	 developing an agency annual performance plan that NOAA stnds to tbe Department of ICommerce 

• 	 restructuring the line office's annual operating plans and comparing obligations at the I 
senior management level to tbese plans 

• 	 maintaining a clear link between crossMcutting initiatives and thc budget structure, and I 
tracking by senior management of progress toward these inltiatives 

I 

I 
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I FUNDAMENTAL BUDGET STRUCTURE AND PROCESSES 

I Certain attributes are fundamental to the success of any agency in conducting an effective budget 
and financial management process. The panel identified four arcas in which NOAA needs to 
improve its operations: (1) the budget structure, (2) the corporate cost process, (3) analysis of the

I agency's base budget, and (4) budget execution. 

I The NOAA Budget Structure 

I The current budget structure is based on the agency's organizational structure and the flow of 
funds as these have evolved over time. It lacks clarity. In addition, the combination of two 
presentations- strategic planning and the standard budget justification-into one budget 

I document has caused confusion on the part of the agency, Commerce, OMB, and the 
congressional appropriations committees. These factors prevent these critical stakeholders ftom 
fonning a dear view of basic NOAA operational activities ilnd how new initiatives relate to base

I activities. -In particular. the House Appropriations Committee has been severely critical of the 
agency in ttlis regard. 

I In solving lhis problem, some in the agency believe that the budget structure should be recast to 
follow the cross~cutling logic of its strategic plan, Others believe that the key is to retaln but 
significantly improve the current budget structure. The panel believes the second approach is 

I 
I preferable. While the effort will not be easy, it has the merit ofworking within a budget 

structure that represents programs familiar to the appropriations committees and other 
stakeholders and especially the general public. 

The agency has established a Budget Restructuring Task Force to develop an improved structure. 

I To develop an improved budget structure, the agency should: 

• examine where funds flow within the agency and identify the specific operational activities 

I that should be described in agency budget justifications 

I • ensure that the allocation and control of funds in the ex(."Cution process fully matches the 
revised budget structure 

This restructuring effort will be labor intensive. requiring detailed analysis ofmoney flow, [he 

I 
I agency's complex structure of line items and 7,000 tasks, and development ofaltemative 

scenarios for management's review. The tusk force will have to balance the need for clarity with 
the need for brevity. 

I 
I 
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I 
Recommendation I 

I 
, 

NOAA should give the newly established Budget Restructuring Task Force top priority 
support. The task force shauld: 

• 	 retain tbe current budget structure as a starting paint I 
• 	 identify and destribe ageney operations clearly and succinctly as possible agency 


operations, i.e.., tell "the story" of NOAA in concrete, operational terms clearly 
 I 
understandable to stakeholders 

• 	 develop clear and easy to follow cross~walks from this basic structure to agency I 
strategic planning or other eross-cutting initiatives: 

Because of tbe intensity of tbe effort that will be required to accomplish a clarified I 

structure, the panel suggests tbat tbe agency may want to consider beginning the effort 

with one line office as a pilot. There should be ex.tensive consultation with Congress, 

OMB, and Commeree on tbis effort. I, 


IThe Corporate Cost Process 

Corporate costs arc the funds required to direct and support the staffs responsible for central I 
executive management and administrative services within the agency. In FY 2000, an estimated 
$136 million will support the staff offices of the Office of the Under Secretary slIch as the 
Offices of Legislative Affairs. the General Counsell the ChiefSqientist, Policy and Strategic 
Planning, and others. It will also provide staffing to support caIT)'ing out services in the Office •
of Human Resources, the Office of Civil Rights, the four field administrative support centers, Iand major portions of the Office of Finance and Administration, The $136 minion includes $51 
million in appropriated funds and $85 million in assessments on NOAA appropriated accounts. 

IHistorically, the process for detennining corporate cost requirements and assessments has 
experienced difficulties. Decisions on assessment levels have been made late into the current 
fiscal year and separate from the budget process, thereby making it difficult for line organization I 
managers to know exactly what funds will be available to them, The process by which 
assessments are delennined has been an infonnal one. which until recently has been closed to the 
line organizailon customers who have little opportunity to participate in estabitshing I 
requirements and assessment levels. In addition, there have been significant problems in 
accountlng for the use of assessed funds, The process has troubled line office management and' 
caused concern on the part of the appropriations committees as well 'as financial managers within I 
NOAA. 

INOAA recognizes that it needs (0 create a fully accountable corporate cost process and is 
grappling with a number ofproblems including vexing accounting issues, improving the process 

I 
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I 
I by which requirements are justified, involving customer organil.ations in the proccss, and 

developing a working capital fund. The process for FY 2000 represented an improvement over 
prior years but much more remains to be accomplished, For example, participants were able to 
review and recommend increases. that were proposed, but where base levels were unexplained, 
Also, while a year..-end report was constructed for corporate costs, items that were overspent or 

I reprogrammed were not reported until later in the process. 

I 
The process by which annual assessment levels arc determined nas been managed by the Office 
of Management and Budget within the Office of Finance and Administration (OFA M&B). This 

I 
office has experienced significant capacity problems in recent years, and for the FY 2000 
process, agency financial managers looked to the Budget Office to provide overall guidance and 

I 
oversight In fact. given the necessary and on-going interactions between the two offices in 
carrying out the corporate cost activities, the overall management of the function would improve 
by moving it to the Budget Office. 

I 
Despite progres.o; in customer involvement and financial tracking improvement j these current 
improvement efforts win not necessarily ensure that the service and infrastructure needs of the 
institution arc met. The reason for this is because the process focuses more on limiting costs 
than on addressing service requirements. Or expressed another way, the participants tend to be

I more geared to meeting "bottom-line" objectives tl1an to carrying out their responsibilities as 
"'corporate caretakers.." 

I A well-functioning agency achieves a balance between the needs of its service and infrastructure 
functions and the program operations that these functions support. Such functions include 

I common administrative services; facilities construction. repair, and maintenance: capital Dssets 
such as ships and planes: agency automation; and other needs, This is not simply a budget 

I 
process issue. NOAA's institutional needs in this sense are not being ronnally addressed in a 
systematic manner at the agency level in the corporate cost process. The Corporate Planning 
and Resources Board will be in a position to elevate the corporate cost process to a point where it 
serves as an institutional planning capacity for the agency to (1) identify corporate needs, (2) 
perform alternative analyses to develop optimum solutions, (3) develop long4enn action and I 	 resource plans to achieve the solutions, and (4) balance these requirements with programmatic 
goals and resource levels. 

I Recommendation 

I l\OAA shQuld take a series of steps that will lead to a fully open and accountable corporate 
cost process as follows: 

I 	 • place accountability with the director of budget, who is not now responsible for the 
process, by transferring the corporate cost function from the OFA M&B to the Budget 

I 
 Office. 


I 
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I 
• 	 implement its plans for creating a working capital funtl, which will pJace corporate cost I 

activities on a fee-for~service basis in which service performance for funds provided can 

be measured. The working capital fund should be guided by a formal charter and 

operate under a board of directors composed of line organizations and central 
 I 
administrative service officials. 

I• 	 convert nonservice activities now funded by assessments to appropriations. Congress 
has directed that aU costs not clearly service in nature should be converted to 
appropriated funds subject to the annual appropriations process, and NOAA is I
preparing a reprogramming request to achieve this goal. NOAA management should 

provide aU support necessary to effectuate this reprogramming. 


I 
• 	 develop a clear and formal requirements process. A formal requirements definition 

and budget formulation and analysis process should be laid out witb a schedule that 
feeds corporate cost estimates into the initial stages of the agency's annual budget I 
process in February, This process should provide predictable assessment le\'els for line 

organization financial managers and inform them well in advance of potential cos1s 
 Ioutside of the agency's control. 

I 
Base Analysis 

IIn its annual strategic planning process. during the SPT cycle. NOAA conducts no on~going and 
systematic base analysis for reviewing program priorities or to dctcnnine the relative priority of 
base requirements compared to new initiatives. The SPTs focus on incremental enhancements as Idoes the corporate cost process nnd. therefore, do not develop information about on-going 
activities in line office budgets. As a result, the agency cannot (I) identify how its program 
dollars are being spent; (2) undertake an effective prioritizing effort to ensure that the core needs I 
ofexisting activities are being met and that lower priority base activities can be scaled back to 
fund emerging initiatives; (3) perfonn the analysis necessary to identify alternative and more 
effective ways ofaccomplishing program goals; Qr (4) meet the requirements ofCommerce, . I 
OMB, and Congress for infonnation regarding the fuJI range of agency priorities induding how 
incremental requests relate to base activities. The lack of priority information in the budget 
fonnulation process contributes to the problems the agency is having with these reviewing I 
agendes. 

The conduct of a base analysis by the agency would (I) assist in identification oftradcoffs within I 
current resource levels to satisfy emerging requirements identifit'<i in the strategic planning 
process; (2) a1low the agency to look for improvements and efficiencies and to evaluate the I
effectiveness ofprogram performance goals; and (3) provide critical information regarding the 
adequacy of current resource levels to meet corporate service and infrastructure needs. 

I 

I 
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I Recommendation 

I A comprebensive base analysis of all programs, including the NOAA~widf: and line office 
corporate costs, which are part of the annual corporate assessments, and NOAA indirt<:t 
costs, should be conducted as standard operating procedure in the agency~s budget process.

I This is .l crucial step in understanding agency-Icvel financial ,ssues as wen as building 
credibility with Congress and other stakeholders. The Budget Office should design 
guidance to the line offices for preparation of a full base anal}'sis for use by the strategic

I planning teams in the FY 2003 process.. A "dry~run" should be undertaken during the FY 

I 
2002 process umiting the work of one of the several line offices that now conduct a base 
analysis on their own initiative. 

I Budget Execution 

I The NOAA budget is not being executed at a sufficiently high level of quality, and a number of 
problems are contributing significantly to me perception that 1\OAA is not fully accountable for 

I 
the way it manages its funds. These problems include (t) funds control, (2) managing 
congressional "assigned activitiesH lind reprogrammings, and (3) tracking deobligations. carry­
over funds, and reimbursable funds. 

The process by which top agency management reviews financial operating plans is weak. The I quarterly reviews of line office plans and progress by the senior management team do not include 
well-developed initial information on line office financial plans for the coming year Or good

I information on progress against plans including analyses of variances from original base linc 
plans, 

I NOAA is taking actions toward improving budget execution. In addition, NOAA is developing a 
new accounting system--Commerce Administrative Management System (CAMS}-for 
implementation at the start of FY 2002< The panel believes that it is critically important to move

I this new system forward. The current system is weak, providing untimely and inaccurate 

I 
accounting ofagency obligations and expenditures, and without a better accounting system, other 
NOAA improvements will not be successful. 

I 
All of these problems contribute significantly to the lack of trust the agency is experiencing from 
Congress and other stakeholders, and their expeditious solution is essential to restoring agency 
credibility, 

I Recommendation 

• NOAA should ensure that the management attention and resources required to

I implement CAMS successfully arc prm.'idcd 

I 
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I 
• NOAA should require major improvement in the line office financial operating plan I 

process including development of initial baseline plans and informative updates on 

progress, using variance analysis, at the administrator's quarterly reviews. The Budget 

Office should prepare guidance for development of these plans and provide the 
 I 
independent analysis necessary for effedive financial performance reviews during the 

year. Other agencies should be contacted regarding successful financial management 
 Iand reporting techniques. 

I
THE ROLE OF THE BUDGET OFFICE 

The Budget Office is positioned at the crossroads ofall basic financial process activities and I 
must serve as an effective switching st3tion to ensure that these processes function well. This is 

I
• 

true for fonnulating the NOAA budget internally, conducting budget negotiations with 
Commerce. OMB, and Congress. and working with OMS and Commerce to alloca.te 
appropriations to the line offices. A strong Budget Office is critical to l'\OAA)s success in 
making systematic improvements in its financia.l management and budget processes. I 
The capacity of the Budget Office has been greatly diminished in the past decade through 
downsizing and reductions in force, This has caused major problems in the ability of the Budget IOffice to (l) provide quality products to its customers, including allowances and financial 
analyses, based on accurate and up-to-date spread sheets; (2) design and operate open, clearly 
understood, and standard budget formulation and execution processes; (3) communicate with I 
internal NOAA customcrs, Congress, and other external stakeholders; (4) deveJop a formal 
guidance system; (5) conduct a training and career development program within the NOAA 
financial management community~ and (6) maintain necessary automated support systems to I 
support spread sheets and the cross-walks needed between the traditional budget structure and the 
strategic planning structure, This has been accompanied by a severe loss ofcorporate memory in 
the Budget Office. I 
Concurrently. relations with Congress have also declined, and the urgency of establishing sound Iprofessional relations with the appropriations committees carmot be overstated. Congressional 
issues affect all parts of the panel's report including the usefulness- ofstrategic plan 1nfo"natlon. 
corporate cost assessments, adherence to committee directives and reprogramming rules, and a I new budget structW'C. The appropriations committees must be supportive of NOAA's 
improvcment efforts." Even a perfect NOAA financial management process will not overcome 
substantive policy disagreements between Commerce and Congress in determining NOAA's I 
annual funding levels. However, instituting important process changes will enhance NOAA's 
ability to better focus discussion with the committees on major program issues. I 
What should a strong Budget Office staff look like? The panel envisions a staff of mid~level to 
senior analysts, coHectively possessing both execution and fonnu1ation skills, who are fully 
knowledgeable of the line office programs for which they are responsible, These analysts (1) arc I 
immersed in NOAA programs and understand substantive issues and the resource requirements 

I 
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I 
I for supporting progrJrn operations, and they 3chieve this by participating in all key line office 

and NOAA budgetary activities; (2) view the Hne offices as their customers and provide expert 

I advice and information to line office staffs about external issues and events; (3) provide expert 
analytical advice to NOAA management on resource issues including identification ofalternative 
resource acquisition scenarios; (4) become the single most important source of infonnation in 

I response to the information needs or the Hne offices. Commerce, OMB, and the appropriations 

I 
committees; and (5) provide a crucial bridge fOT line office customers and aU other parties 
between fONnulation of the budget and its execution by functioning as a one-stop shopping center 
for budgetary information, 

NOAA recognizes the urgency of moving the Budget Office towards this ideal set of capacities,I (n the PHst year, the agency has upgraded the position of the director ofbudgct to the Senior 
Executive Service level and filled that position with a ne\v person. The new director has hired 
key management and analysis staff and developed a vision for a hjgh~performance organization.I This includes the beginning of a partnership with customers to address capacity problems, The 
director has realigned Budget Office components to focus staffenergy on making these 

I improvements happen. 

The panel is concerned that a number of factors~ unless satisfactorily addressed by NOAA, will

I mitigate against success. These include the limited staff capacities of the Budget Office and the 
demands of daily workloads. Further, the specific capabilities of the OFA M&B~ the corporate 
cost functions of which the panel has recommended be transferred to the Budget Office, must 

I 
I also be upgraded. NOAA will need to cnsure that this unit operates at a high level ofprofieicney 

in order 10 fully implement the panePs corporate cost recommendations.~ including operation of a 
working capital fund. In addition, three studies (described in Chapter 3) in recent years have 
recommended various improvements in the agency's fimmcial management practices, but these 
studies have not been effectively implemented. 

I An aclive partnership between the Budget Office and the line office financial community is 
critical to success in this effort, Development of communication, career development, guidance 

I 
 and systems capacities, a revised budget structure, base analysis, and a new corporate cost 

process cannot be done in a vacuum but will require both the acceptance, participation j expertise, 
and resources of the line offices. The Budget Office also need.1i to increase its role in helping the 

I line offices. 

Recommendation

I 
NOAA should strengthen the Budget Office by: 

I • instructing line office financial managers to form un active partnership with the budget 
office in undertaking the improvement efforts recommended in this report ' 

I • ensuring that tbe director of budget is a key participant in the policy making processcs 
of the agency affecting financial matters 

I 
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I 


• 	 tasking the Budget Office, along with the OPSP, with providing the staffwork 
necessary to make the corporate board function well I 

• 	 recognizing the critical role Qfthe director of budget, and designating the Budget 
Office as the primary contact point with Commerce, OMS, and Congress in obtaining Iand providing factual information about the /liOAA budget 

• 	 upg...Jding the capacity ortbe Budget Office and reviewing current staffing allocations, I 
to the Budget Office to determine its ability to implement the panel's recommendations 

I 
The chief financial officer/chief administrative officer should: 

• 	 work with the line offices to plan and implement the training and career development I 
experiences for budget and financial management staff throughout the agency. This 

will include the development of senior level staff capability envisioned above espedally 

a program of rotation for Budget Office and line office financial staff members through 
 I 
progressively more responsible assignments in appropriate NOAA financial 
organizAtions, Commerce, OMB, and Congress I 

The director of budget should: I 
" 	 ad to restore the capacity of the Budget Office to communicate effeetively with 

customers, Congress, and other external stakeholders I 
• 	 consider reurgani'1.ing tbe Budget Offiee along progrAmmatic Jines, rather than 

functionally by formulation and execution, to provide a one-stop shopping focus for line I 
office customers 

I" 	 translate the individual improvement goals recommended in this report into specific 
miles.one implementa.ion sebedulcs identify the interdependencies between individual 

schedules such .hat all goals move forward in u known, interactive, rcsourced, and 
 Imanageable effort 

• 	 ('onbld other agencies to obtain needed project management training for key Budget I
Office staff members 

I 
To enhance relations with .he appropriations committees, the director of budget should: 

• 	 consult with and bc advised by the appropriations committees on the specific cbanges I 
tha. respond .0 their concerns and criticisms, especially regarding budget strudure, 

I 
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I explain how the agency improvement efforts solve problems, provide a timetable for 

implcmentation~ and advise on bow NOAA will keep them informed 

I • seck advice on the need for specialized budget tables and analyses that will provide 
supplemental information for the appropriations process and seck input on such topics 

I as improving funding estimates for NOAA '5 long~tcrm capital cost 

• establish a staff liaison within tbe Budget Office for coordinating all information 

I seth-iUcs regarding NOAA budgetary matters with .be Hnc offices, Commerce, and the 
appropriations committees 

I 
Within It year, NOAA should review implementation progress to determine whetber: 

I • current Budget Office staffing allocations are sufficient 

• the goal of a onc~stop shopping (enter for budgetary information and expertise is beingI achicv(!d 

I • the necessary active partnership with and support by the line nrganizations for the 
Budge. Office~s improvement efforts has developed 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I Chapter 1 

I Introduction, Background, and Context 

I The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is the largest agency wifhin the 
Department of Commerce. The agency!s FY 2000 Presidenf s budget request totals over S2.7 
billion to fund its severa! line organizations, '"'NOAA warns of dangerous weather, charts our 

I seas and skies, guides our usc and protection ofocean and coastal resources. and conducts 
research to improve our understanding and stewardship of the environment which sustains us 
all." Z

I 
I 

NOAA is an agency with a large. varied, and complex set of program responsibilities. Tbese 
include: forecasting the weather, managing the nation's fisheries resources; charting its oceans, 
and conducting oceanic and atmospheric research. This diversity of activities is mirrored in the 
NOAA budget. Two main accollnts---operations, research, and facilities (ORF) and 
procurement, acquisition. and construction (PAC}---are broken into 88 progmm line items which 

I 
I are further divided into 7,000 tasks. In addition there are more than 130 congressionally initiated 

eannarks with an estimated $200 million in agency spending. There are numerous other funds: 
and financial activities, extensive reimbursable work for otlier agencies, and numerous transfers 
between the agency's line office budget activities. 

Over the p.'1St several years, NOAA has been criticized for the quality of its financial I management and budget processes and information. This criticism is reflected in the FY 1999 
House Appropriations Conference rcport which states: ';The Committee is frustrated by

I NOAA's continued inability (0 address , .. serious budgetary and financial management 
problems ... " 3 Problems include but arc not limited to: 

I • an overly complex and poorly defined process lacking necessary elements of 
accountability- visibility, predictability, and good infonnation for its customers and 

I slllkehoiders 

• a budgeting system that does not adequately link to the agency's perfonnance planning and 

I measurement system and to appropriations committee expectations 

• a corporate cost process that fails to meet the needs oflhe line office customers 

I 
I 

• a lack of responsiveness to requests and directions from congressional appropriations 
committees 

I 

I NOAA Home Page, http://www.noaa.gov/welcome.html. 

1 Report 105.636 accompanying the Departments ofCommerce, Justicc. and St.ate, the Judiciary. and Related 


I Agencies Appropriations Bill, Fiscal year 1999, page i9, 
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I 
NOAA has taken steps to address these issues including the hiring of a new chief financial I 
officerlchief administrative officer (CFO/CAO) and upgrading the position of director of the 
Office of Budget to the Senior Executive Service level. However, NOAA realizes that 
improvements will be limited if the business processes themselves remain unchanged. With a I 
new management team in place. NOAA intends to rebuild its budgetary processes to respond to 
the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and produce a more perfonnance~based Ibudget. To assist in this process, the director ofNOAA'5 Budget Office awarded a contr""t to 
the Academy to study and provide recommendations for improvement of the NOAA financial 
management and budget processes, I 
Analytical Requirements ill the Contract I 
The contract with the Academy asked numerous analytical questions including: 

• 	 How does the current formulation process enhance or impede NOAA'5 ability to achieve its I 
program goals and perforrmmce plans? 

• 	 How can ~OAA realign its budget to more effectively display its resources and improve the I 
process as well as allocation ofresource5? How can NOAA realign to ensure performance 
budgeting? I 

• 	 What information is available and needed for use in the budget formulation process, and do 
decision makers at the right levels have the proper information to decide in a timely manner 
among competing priorities? I 

I 
, 

• 	 How is the base budget defined and reviewed, and what is its relationship to the strategic 
goals and perfonnance outcomes of the agency? 

• 	 What are possible improvements to the budget execution process inc1uding information Iflow. resource al1ocation, and funds control, etc,-th~t would facilitate the process, ensure 

positive program performanee. and ensure adequate funds control? 


I• 	 How do different units and levels within NOAA intemct in the budget process (diagram the 
flow). and what is the proper distribution of authority that will facilitate quality budget 
planning and decisionmnking? I 

• 	 How can NOAA better manage its corporate costs process, and what is the impact of this 
overhead assessment on pcrfonnance outcomes? I 

• 	 How can the link betwcen budget execution and budget formulation be improved? 

I• 	 What mechanisms can be implemented to enhance accountability? 

I 
I 
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I Contract Scope ofWork 

I The contract with the Academy provided for a five-month study of the NOAA financial 
management but with a speciai focus on budget issues and processes. The scope of work 
required the Academy to:

I 
• define the context (environment) within which these NOAA processes operate and how this 

context affects the NOAA processes (environment indudes Commerce and the presidential I and congressional budget processes) 

• map the cutTent formulation and execution processes at allie-vels of NOAA including the 

I 
I line offices and the Office of Finance: and Administration (OrA) as a line office entity to 

identify the flow of information, internal communication strategies, and how the budget 
process connects to other related processes including strategic planning and financial 
management 

I 
 • describe and evaluate the tools used for decision making in both the strategic planning, 

formulation, and execution processes 

I 
 • identify and eva!uate NOAA's strategies for implementing GPRA, Federal Managers 

Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA), and the Chief Financial Officers Act (CFOA) 

• evaluate the current organizational structure and processes of the Budget Office and identify I 	 possible short· and long~tenn improvements including evaluating recent improvements, 
organiz,ational changes. and other rclinements that are being made 

I 
I • produce a final report that summarizes the current issues related to tbe NOAA financial 

management and budget processes, identifies options, and provides recommendations for 
improvements including organizational changes 

How This Study Was Conducted 

I The Academy convened a six-member project panel drawn from the Academy's fellows and 
other experts based on their familiarity with NOAA and/or experience with federal financial

I management and budget processes, general insights, and knowledge of the specific issues under 
study. Tv.'o of the panel members are recently-retired senior NOAA career executives with 
intimate knowledge ofthe agency's progrrun and finandal management processes. The pane) 

I 
I was supported by a project tcam selected on the basts oftheir experience in federal planning and 

financial management processes. Biographical sketches of the panel members and project team 
members are in Appendix C. 

I 
Study Methodology. To answer the analytical questions posed to the Academy and to meet the 
(cons of the scope of work, the project team gathered all relevant infonnation by: 

I 
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I 
• 	 reviewing materials such as internal budget documents; strategic and operational plans; I 

executive performance plans; appropriations law and committee reports and tabies; 
execution documents; reports from Congress, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG), the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) and independent auditors; and other documents regarding I 
the requirements and implementation ofGPRA, FMFIA, and CFOA [A fu!llist is included 
in Appendix DJ I 

• 	 interviewing key process participants including, managers, line office officials and staff, and 
external stakeholder organizations such as appropriations committee staffs and individuals in IComme",e', Budget Office, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), GAO, and OIG 

[This included conducting a focus group with line office budget staff members. For all 

interviews, Academy staff prepared appropriate questions and/or '!talking points" for 

interview participants prior to scheduled meetings. A full list of interviews is included in 
 •Appendix E.] I 

• 	 conducting several "benchmark" interviews with officials in other federal agencies to 
identify best practices in relevant areas of the budget fonnulation and execution processes, 
perfonnance budgeting~ overhead asse.<;sment, and working capital fund management. I 
Benchmark interviews are also listed in Appendix E4 

The panel was provided with project team briefings and a draft of this report. h met three times I 
(August 5, September 22, and November 3, (999) to review and provide guidllnce to the project 
team on its approach> findings and recommendations. and the composition ofthis report, I 
Tlte NOAA Financial Management Process and COli/ext 

I
The NOAA financial management and budget process operates within and through a complicated 
web of organizational, legal and cultural factors. The probJems and potential for successful 
change must be understood in the context of these factors. Some ofthese factors are directly I 
within NOAA's control. Others are only indirectly influenced by the agency. Nevertheless, a 
well·concelved and careful1y implemented plan for putting current NOAA goats and panel 
recommendations into effect has the potential for achieving across~thc·board changes in all areas I 
whcre issues exist. 

IA Complex Budget. The NOAA budget is complex and managed in a complex marmer. Two 
main accounts-ORF and PAC-total $2.7 binion. These accounts are broken into 88 program 
line'itcms which are further divided into 7,000 tasks representing funding assigned to NOAA 
managers. Figure 1·1, prepared by the NOAA Budget Office, portrays the NOAA program and I 
budget structure. 

I 

I
, Benchmark interviews were conducted wilhirt funds available in the basic contract 50~DKNA~9~90049. An option 

to (he contract for doing an independent survey of cutting edge best practices regarding performance based 
budgeting among; federal agencies was not exerci5ed by NOAA due to budget constrainls. I 
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I 
There are numerous other funds and financial activities. These include seven accounts such as I 
the Damage Assessment and Restoration Revolving Fund and several fishery finance accounts as 
well as many smaner financing accounts, The management fund as described in Chapter 3 was: 
used to funnel funding to NOAA corpornte offices-an estimated $136 million in FY 2000 I 
including $&5 mlllion in assessment'; and $51 million in appropriated funds. The management 
fund was also used hy the individual line offices to manage the corporate costs that line offices Iassess on their own programmatic activities to meet requirements not funded by other means in 
FY 1999. These line office assessments total S11 0 million. There are extensive transfers 
between line items for work done by one line office for another. NOAA also docs a considerable I 
amount of work for other agencies. Reimbursements from these agencies total an estimated $203 
million and 611 compensable work years in the FY 2000 column of the President's hudget for 
ORF. NOAA must track approximately 60 "assigned activities," the term for specific I 
congressional earmarks in the budget. These total approximately $110 million or five percent of 
the agency budget. 1ft addition, the agency experiences difficulty in making time consuming 
cross~walks between the basic budget structure and its strategic plan. I 
Till! Strategic Planning Process I 
The agency has a tong standing commitment to a strong strategic planning process. NOAA's 
leadership continues iO invest and strengthen ilie process at all levels as reflected in the 
following: 

• 	 Organizationall.eadcrship. Annual guidance is provided by the DOPSP and the DBO that I
layout the process and timelines to be followed by aU line managers and the Strategic 

Planning Teams (SPTs). Specific roles are defined for the line and staff organizations alike. 

AccoW1tability by the senior managers is called for in the form of individual performam:e 
 I ,plans, and their direct participation in the development and execution of the related operating 

plans is required. 
 I 

• 	 Stakeholder Commitments. NOAA has committed itself to ensuring an important role for 

the external participants in the yearly planning process. Constituent organizations arc 

invited to participate in the SPT part of the cycle, Agency guidelines set aside mote than 
 I 
six weeks tor the SPTs' to develop and revise their plans with the expectation of 

incorporating ideas from the constituent workshops. 
 I 

• 	 Management Structure. Instructions are developt.,>d each year for program management that 
outline each step in the strategic planning process. SPTs are established with principals I
selected by agency management with membership that is representatjve from across the 
agency to help ensure the development ofcoordinated and programmatic sound ideas, 
Written guidelines are issued jointly from the director of budget and the director of the Office I 
of Policy and Strategic Planning. A review is conducted by the Executive Management and 
Senior Management Teams in April to receive and decide upon the next ycarl's priorities. 
Following the congressional appropriations actions, annual operating plans are developed by I 

I 
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I 

I each of the AAs who report quarterly on their individual objectives against a set of 

milestones and performance objectives. 

I • Performance Measurement. AU of the work done by the SPTs is carried out with a special 
focus on perfonnance measurement. Each of the activities in the budget refer to the agency's 

I strategic goals and in turn, the perfonnance objectives are identified with the sub~activities. 

I • Partnerships. A team approach is taken throughout the agency's planning process. 
Memhtrs of the budget staff, as well as the plll;nning and policy staffs, are involved with the 

I 
work of the SPTs, The principle of collaboration underscores the strategic nature of the 
agency's operations and systems. 

Tile Strategic Planning and Budget Formulation and Execution Processes 

I • The Line Office Planning and Formulation Process. In the faU of each year, the line 
offices conduct a program-requirements and internal resource planning process, While each 

I process is somewhat different, they all have the following in common: (1) a planning 
process, unique to their own organization. which focuses on the traditional goals and budget 
line item activities of the organization; (2) a focus on the specific operational needs of the

I organization to carry out its mission within the organization's plans; and (3) full ownership 
by line office management. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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(Figure 1-2) 
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I 

I 	 , I 


• 	 The Agency's Guvernment Performance and Results Act Overlay. Preceding the 
requirements of GPRA, NOAA developed an agcncywide strategic planning process 
(dcscril,ed above) under the guidance of the Office o[Policy and Strategic Planning (OPSP) I and the OFA in the administrator's officc. This process and the role of the Budget Office is 
depicted in Figure 1-3. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
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(Figure 1-3) 
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• The Department of Commerce and the Office of Management and Budget. After the 

I under secretary's decisions are made. the Budget Office incorporales them into the annual 
NOAA budget request that is provided in June to Commer<:e chief financial officer. This 
request is analyzed hy several senior budget staff members who provide analytical advice to 

I NOAA and Commerce management prior to submitting the request to OMB in September. 

I 
OMB perfonns its O\\'n analysis for conformance with the administration's policy and 
budgetary goals. In performing Ihis review. OMS fulfills its legal responsibilities lodged in 
the Budget and Accounting Act S 

I • The Congressional Process. OMB provides the President's budget to Congress just shortly 
after start of its annual session, Congress, pursuant to its constitutional duties, begins the 
process ofdetermining funding levels of the coming fiscal year," This work is done by the 

I appropriations committees and, more specifically, subcommittees on the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary; and ReJated Agencies through a series of 
hearings and bill '''mark ups." 

I • The Budget Ex«ution Process.. The execution process is similar to ones that are generally 
followed by other federal agencies. In preparation for the coming fiscal year, the division of

I budget execution located. in the Budget Office works with the line offices to prepare financial 

I 
operating plans based on the likely outcomes of the appropriations process. These are 
updated to reflect final congressional action. Tbe funds are apportioned by OMB, and budget 
execution provides allowances to thc line offices. These subsequently suboHmv the funds 
into the line items and tasks portrayed in Figure) -1" 

I The AAs prepare annual operating plans by which their staffs will manoge their 
organization's programs for the coming year. The line offices and otber key NOAA 

I 
 components. are depicted in the NOAA organizationai chart (Figure 1~2), 


Tracking of funds has been limited by several factors. One is that the NOAA accounting 

I system, the financial management system, is out-of-date and does not provide real~1ime 
jnfonnation to NOAA financial managers, However, there are several other problems, 
discuss(:d in Chapter 4, that make it difficult to track obligations, These problems have 

I contributed significantly to questions by Congress, OMB, Commerce, and OIG about 
NOAA's accountability for its appropriations. 

I FMFJA, among other things, requires that each agency head establish controls: to ensure that 

I 
"obligations and costs comply with applicable law"." 7 CFOA, "requires the preparation and 
audit of financial statements." 8 lIt its review ofNOAA 's financial statements for the p.lst 
threc years, OIG has identified a number of weaknesses. NOAA has made steady progress 

I ! OMB Ci«:IJlar A· 11. section 15,2, rage 7< 

6 Article I. se«tion 1 and se<ti(;l1 9, clause 7. U.S. Constitution. 
7 OMS Circular A· 1:23. Section I.

I ! Ibid. 
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I 
reducing the number of major weaknesses C'material weaknesses") ftom 11 in the FY 1996 I 
statement to 2 in the FY 1998 statement. The remaining two issues (accounting for 

construction work in progress and improvement of monitoring of grant recIpients) are 

specific technical issues the solutions to v.1iich are included in NOAA corrective action plans, 
 I 
Academy staff were told in an interview with OIG staff that NOAA's planned corrections are 

satisfactory responses to 0(0 findings, However, the OIG report also states that "controls 
 Iover monitoring the budget should be improved," This issue is discussed further in Chapter 
, ,
). 

I
The Corporate Cost Process 

NOAA annually assesses its program accounts to support overhead activities in two ways. The I 
first are assessments by the NOAA central office to supplement appropriations for activities such 
as the under secretary's office and other executive direction activities as well as the service 
functions ofOFA. This assessment activity is managed by OFA, specifically by the OFA Office I 
of Management and Budget (OF A M&B). The activity has had little visibility to or participation 
by the line offices. The second type ofassessments are those made by the line offices themselves 
to support their own overhead activities. The practice ofassessing overhead has led to concerns I 
both within the line offices and on the part of line offices with the NOAA central office. It has 
also resulted in constituent complaints to Congress about unanticipated reductions in funding Ilevels for program activities. These are discussed in Chapter 3. 

Tile NOAA Fillancial Management Orgmtizatidll I 
The CFO provides the overall leadership and direction for the agency's financial management 
operations. In carrying out the responsibilities of the office, the CFO works to cJ.1s:ure that the I 
full range of needed administrative and support services are provided, including those related 10 

human resQur<;es and the budget itself. I 
The NOAA Budget Office is the keystone within the financial management organization, Under 
the new NOAA director of budget, who came to the job in October 1998, the Budget Office is 
undergoing significant change. The director of budget is the first Senior Executive Service I 
member to serve in the position and has. been given the resources to fill 37 positions in the 
organization, induding seven previously unfunded vacancies. I 
Even though the Budget Office and the OPSI' jointly sign all guidance transmittals, the Budget 
Office has played a routine but not a significant role in the agency's strategic management Iprocess, nor has it recently played a leadership role within the NOAA financial management 
community. This is at least in part a function of a decline in staffcapacity which has occurred 
over the past decade. The role and capacity of the Budget Office are discussed in Chapler 4, I 


I 

9 Memoramium for Dr, Baker. from Johnie Frazier. NOAA '5 FY 1998 Financial Statement, Audit Report No. FSC· 
10869·9·0001. page 2, Mareh 1, 1999. I 
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I OFA also bouses the Office of Finance which is responsible for operation of the financial 

management system and for implementation, at the beginning of FY 2002, of the CAMS, 
"NOAA's new accounting system, The Office of Finance is also responsible to the head of OFAI (the CFO/CAO) for coordil1llting the development of correclive action plans in response to OIG 
reports including their reviews ofthe annual NOAA financial statements and for ensuring that 

I NOAA meets the requirements of the CFOA for a "'clean alJdit.;~ 

Each line office also maintains a financial function mirroring the formulation and execution 

I 
I functions contained in the Budget Office. While organizational structure and names differ, each 

maintains the capability 10 support its AA in conducting the annual operational planning process, 
formu1ating the traditional operating budget, nnd executing that budget. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I Chapter 2 

I Strategic Management 

I Strategic management. to be effective~ must have a system ulat connects resources to results and 
adheres to a dedslonmaking process that is corporate in nature. The critical parts of such a 
system consist of( I} a sound budget structure that reflects the strategic planning ofthe

I organization, (2) the means by which program perfonnance and obligation of funds tan be 
clearly tracked during the fiscal year against agreed upon plans, and (3) huilt-in assurances for 
holding key managers fully accountable for the results of their individual and collective actions. 

I 
I 


An illustrative strateglc management program that represents the flow of the interrelated 

components is diagrammed in Figure 2- i. Each component is an important part of the whole, 

The stratc-gic plan sets the organization\s direction with its presentation of vision nnd misslon. 


I 
An annual operating plan describes the agency's approach to accomplishing its work in a dear 
statement of measwnble objectives. The budget serves as the means by which the organization'5 
plans are executed. The performance measurement system assesses how well the work is being 
carried out. The glue that keeps these parts functioning as a whole and ensuring the necessary 

I nexus between planning and budgeting depends on the full and ongoing commitm.ent and 
investment made by all members ufthe senior management team. 

I A comprehensive review of NOAA's strategic management touched on all aspects of the overall 
system. Planning and budget swff throughout the organization were interviewed; ail guideline 
materials were collected and read; and many of the ogency's line managers were asked to provide

I their views and insights regarding lhe NOAA's approach to strategic management. This 
assessment highlighted the significant efforts that have been made by NOAA's leadership in 

I trying to make strategic management a success. There have been many accomplishments 
including achievements in building strong partnership relationships with outside organizations 
and attention to the importance of a strong perfonnance measurement system. 

I However, the interviews with NOAA staff revealed a number of barriers to effective strategic 
management. Primary anlong these is the Jack of a corporate focus for overseeing and giving 

I 
 direction 10 agency wide planning and the execution of its resources. Of equal and related 

importance js the study's finding that the assistant administrators are not fully invested in all 
phases ofstrategic management. finally. the strategic management tools that include strategic 

I planning, performance budgeting and annual performance reporting do not now come together at 
the senior management level in a fully integrated manner. This chapter addresses each of these 
barriers.

I 

I 

I 
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(Figure 2-1) 

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Strategic Planning Cycle 
• Agreement on five-year plan 
• Goals and Objectives 
• Development of proposed 

implementation plans 

~ Budget Formulation Cycle 
• Preparation of budget by program. Evaluation and Report 

activitylsubactivity - base analysis Cycle Logic Model _ ...~ and justification • Annual performance report 	........_ 

for Performance • Development of annual
• Quarterly reviews 


performance plan by program 
• Comptroller issues Budgeting 
activity to achieve agency 
obiectives 

Budget Execution Cycle 
• Allocation ofprogram funds by 

activityIsubactivity 
• Development of annual operating 

plans 
• Performance targets by 

activityIsubactivity 
• Milestones 
• Resource requirements 

• Annual financial Operating Plans 
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I 

I THE CORPORATE PLANNING AND RESOURCES BOARD 

I NOAA has made good progress in its strategic planning program and correcting fundamental 
budget structure and process probfems, However, there remain significant problems in NOAA'5 . 

financial management and budget processes. A major concern, dlscussed later in this chapter) is 

I the disconnect between the agency's planning process and [onnuJation of the budget The 

I 
planning, budget fonnulation, and execution processes are not effectively integrated, and the 
budget structure is not functional, Chapter 3 contains the panel's findings tbat tbe process for 
determining requirements and appropriate funding for the agency's corporate central services, 

I 
capital assc'ts and facilities is ineffective. An outmoded accounting system makes tracking and 
accounting for agency funds difficult to do in an effective manner. Contributing to these 
problems is the diminished role and capacity of the agency's Budget Office which are described 
in Chapter 4. 

I This Corporate Planning and Resources Board is needed to provide a high level of focus for these 
efforts. balancing the Agency's corporate needs with program goals, and, improving relations 

I with Congress and other stakeholders. Strong leadership will be critical to achieving a robust 
corporate policy and oversight process. Top-level policy direction and oversight by a body of 
senior officials committed to a corporate, agencywide view of NOAA 's interrelated difficulties is

I essential for long-term success. Such a board would combine the strategic planning and budget 
development processes under a single management structure that also has the responsibility for 

I 
achieving perfonnance goats and providing continuity between planning and budget In carrying 
out its responsibilities. it would both set policy directions and provide management oversight on 

I 
key issues to ensure that appropriate action was being taken. Individual board members would 
be called upon from time to time to take the leadership in those areas for which they already 
carry institutional responsibilities, such as in planning, budgeting and information systems. 

I 
 Among the responsibilities of the board, the panel includes: 


I 

• overall policy guidance to integrate the entire spectrum of planning, budgeting and 


rrumugement This includes oversight of the agency)s strategic planning process and the 

balandng of programmatic and institutional requirements within the process 

I • proposals of appropriate corporate service levels over time and the budgets necessary to 
support them 

I • overull operation ofa formally chartered working capital fund 

I • development of a facilities construction and maintenance master plan 

I 
• identification of capital assets requirements and )ong~term plans to meet the agency's needs 

for ships, planes, and other capital assets in balance with programmatic requirements 

I 
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I 
, 

• 	 oversight of improvements recommended by this report for strengthening ufthe NOAA'$ I 
financial management capacities and improving operations of the corporate cost process' 

I• 	 identification and evaluation of the usefulness of other agency boards or groups with existing 
planning duties in the areas of facilities, information technology. or agency infrastructure 

IThe role of the budget office and the OPSP will be crucial to the success of implementing the 
panel's capacity recommendations, These two staff offices, which during the recent past have 
been working together on plaIUling and budgeting activities, are well positioned to further this I 
relatIonship and provide the necessary support to the board in its effort to revitalize NOAA's 
planning and resource acquisition processes, Their work would include the development of 
agendas, tracking ofaction items, performing and overseeing planning and analytical tasks I 
assigned by the board, and preparing working papers well in advance of meetings to support 
effective board decision making. I 
If the agency establishes a Corporate Planning and Resources Board. other existing boards could 
be identified and reviewed as to their purposes and functions. If some or all of them seem to be Ioverlapping or duplicative, the agency could determine whether they are still needed or if certain 
aspects of their charters should be changed. 

Recommendation • 
NOAA should ereate a Corporate Planning and Resources Board composed of senior I
NOAA officials, including the AAs, tbe chief financial officer/chief administrative officer, 
and key staff office heads. The board should be chaired at a bigh policy level and should 
be the focal point for: I 
• 	 proposing agency requirements and resource Incls I 
• 	 coordinating the planning, programming and budgeting processes 

I• 	 resolving major issues involving requirements and funding 

• 	 developing an overal1 strategy for implementing cross~cutting programs I 
• 	 identifying and resolving major institutional issues involving capital assets, facilities, 

and services I 
• 	 overseeing the improvements recommended in this report I 
The board should be constituted separately from other NOAA senior management 
meetings aud committees and shOUld develop r«ommended ]ong~tcrm solutions and 
resource requirements. It sbould provide an orderly and structured flow of information I 
and advice to the administrator for decisions on key program policy and budget issues. It 

I 
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I 

I should receive necessary staff supporC from the Budget Office .and the Office of Policy and 

Strategic Planning. 

I 
THE ROLE OF THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATORS

I 
The administrator ofNOAA brought a creditable planning process into the agency. However, 

(he panel beHeves that the current process can be strengthened further by providing a more well


I defined role for the AAs. who are responsible for implememing and managing the Agency'S 


programs. 


I 
I The role oftbe individual AA during the SPT process is not dearly defined and varies from AA 

to AA and from oflice to office, For example, AAs play an uneven role In the selection of team 
leaders and similarly. they infonnally track and influence team activity. While the AAs can 
suggest team leaders, they do not make the formal selection, lueir only current strategic role is 
to provide input into the development of guidelines that are sent to the SPTs, to participate in the 

I review of SPT initiatives, and to have the opportunity to appeal items with which they disagree. 
As a consequence, the AAs, whlle responsible for carrying out the work, submit their budget 
ideas to SPTs through their team members, hut do not have invited opportunHies (other than their 

I suggestion> for SPT guidelines) to contribute to the agency's planning~budgeting process in a 
fannal manner earlier than April when the review and decision~making stage takes place. 

I In addition. once a cross-cutting initiative is developed, approved and funded, there is no 

I 
corporate management of the initiative. Similarly. strategic planning goals during the execution 
year are managed by separate line offices rather than by a single action officer. Once funds are 

I 
provided for the initiative, they are divided among the participating line offices. and no one is in 
charge of coordinating their overall implementation. The AAs can play an important role by 
being assigned the lead in overseeing a particular initiative that crosses line offices. Currently, 
the SPT leaders do not perfonn this role. and authority is not vested in anyone except for thal 
portion that resides within a line office. 

I The AAs, in th.eir role as members of the Corporate Planning and Resources Board, should raise 
their level ;)f involvement and become even more active in the NOAA strategic planning process 

I through: 

• increased partidpation in the deveJopment of general planning guidelines for new budget 

I initiatives 

I • developing line office budget initiatives for submission to the SPTs 

• providing leadership on cross~cutting initiatives 'l.vhere appropriate 

I • 	 developing annual operating plans in collaboration with the other AAs whose line offices 
contribute to the achievement of particular agency goals 

I 
I 
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I 
I 
• 

• 	 conducting periodic reviews to assess and present the progress of the SPTs to the board 

I• 	 conducting periodic reviews to assess and present progress of cross-cutting annual operating 
plans to the board 

IRecommendation 

NOAA should strengthen the role of the AAs in the annual strategic planning process as a I 
means of institutionalizing this process for long-term effectiveness. The AAs should be 
assigned a formal and more direct role in the process. The AAs, in conjunction with the 
director of OPSP and the director of budget, should: I 
• 	 conduct periodic progress reviews of the development of budget initiatives being 

proposed by the SPTs I 
I 
, 

• 	 senre on the Corporate Planning and Resources Board to review budget initiatives 

I 
,• 	 take the lead in managing initiatives that involve more than one line office 

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND BUDGET FORMULATION AND EXECUTION 
PROCESSES I 
NOAA's planning and budgeting functions do not come together to fonn an effective 
performance budgeting program. Strategic planning is not sufficiently linked with the agency's I 
budget fonnulation and execution process to be of substantive value to the agency, Commerce, 
OMB, and Congress in making resource decisions. The budget planning and execution 
structures are not the same. I 
The current agencywide process follows an approach represented in Figure 2-2. Issuance of 
corporate guidance followed by constituent workshops launch the strategic planning portion of I 
the program that begins in January and concludes in April with presentations by the SPTs to the 
under secretary and NOAA senior management. These presentations cover the teams' priority Irecommendations in the form of implementation plans. The agency's strategic planning goals 
and objectives guide the total process. Each of the Agency's goals are very visible during this 
four-month planning period, but are only somewhat influencing throughout the balance of the I
planning and budgeting process. 

I 
I 

I 

I 

,
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(figure 2.2) 

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND BUDGET FORMULATION AND EXECUTION PROCESSES 

Strategic Planning Budget Formulation Performance Review 

Hold Constituent 
Workshops 

Develop Policy Develop Submit Submit 
Guidance for Implementation Fonnul"te Budget to Budget to 

Plans 

Finalize AnnualDevelop Annual 
Operating Plans &Operating Plans 
Performance PlansHearings & Based onSubmit Based on

Budget Briefings Before Congressional 

to 


2nd Quarterly 3rd Quarterly 4th Quarterly 
Review Review Review 
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I 

Upon completion of the review and decision-making process in April, the implementation plans I 

are referred to the Budget Office which in tum converts the priorities and the base programs into 
the agency's budget. Examples of this traditional budget and a strategic planning presentation 
from the 1999 budget submission are included in Figure 2-3. I 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

. 
I 

I 


35 

I 




- .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ­
(Figure 2-3) 

STRATEGIC 

National Ocean Service 

Contribution to the NOAA Strategic Planning Goals and Objectives 


t'y 1997 Enact«l FY 1998 Enacred FY 1999 Base f'y 1999 fteq IndOte from Base 
FTt Arne FTt Arne FTE Arne FTE AmL FTt Ame 

- - - - - - - - _._._._.­

Ad'Vance Short-Term Warning and Forecast Service 

Enhan(;c Ob$~l'Y1Ilinn~ ~nd Predictions 15. 10<1 100 1(]() 


Total ,'\.sn\'FS 15. 100 [00 100 
Impit-ment Seasonal to Interannual Climate f"oreCills1 
11l1pkmcnl Prediction !yslems 
Maintain and Improve Ob~erving and Data Delivery $ysterns 

TotailSICf 
Pr!!E!!J!!Jd Anl:'!IS- [ll'cadal--to~Centennial Change 
Cbaraeterile Gkllml Climate r'Ordng Agents 
Uruirnland ll1e Role ofOecans in Global Change 
Guide the Rchabfll13tfon Qfthc Orone tayn 
Provide Prediction, A$Se~mlent, and Homan Impatt InrOffmtion 
Ensure II Loog·Term CIiIlUllc Record 

Tut.-IP,\OCC 
Promote Safe Navigation 
Build NaulicaJ Charting DlIlab~e 16.450 115 24.950 115 24,950' 115 21.450 2,$00 
Updme Nautical $llrvcYi ,.." 25,191 2.. JL240 31,319 194 23,419 0,900) 
I:'ro\'k!e marine Predkliooi 12$ 12,500 141 1L3~0 j·ll 11,350 141 11,000 ()50) 
bslllbHsh NlIlmnai Spatial Refm:na: SYiletnS '08 20,161 19' 20,100 191 20,700 191 19,159 (U41) 
Provide Modern A;::ronlltllkal ChartstPrruiucts 13,400 

Total rs~ '" 87.9O'S .., 8ll.l.. 801 ..~" 87U7 SUSS {7.19J) 
h!ild Sustainable fisheries "" 

11 1,150 14 ',6{10 14 8,600 14 1J,100 600 
Tut.! BSf II 7'5<1 14 '",,0 14 14 9,100 600 

"" 

'MI'Sust,i« Hellithy Coasts 

I'rotct:t. COI'l$Cfl..e. and Rmltore H3\)\ws ,IS 46,415 1J1 61,333 2<. 10,394 246 69.685 {7<J9) 

Promult CleMl C()as.taI WatCf$. m 43,199 243 48,241 243 46,870 243 S8,037 J 1,167 

foster Wt:Il·P!anned IUId RevilllHud Coaslal Communitk-s 19 28,233 25.131 1. 25,01 1. 25,298 16'
l' 

T!ltill sue 324 117.907 134."roS ,OS 142.395 ,OS 15),Q2.0 H/,62.5'" Total fo\" NOS 1,]90 215,81~ 1,220 234.145 1,329 239.474. 1.329 243,408 3,934 
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TRADITIONAL 


1997 Actual" 1998 Currently 1999 Base 1999 Estimate Increasel 
Available" (Decrease).. 

Comparison by Prsnl. Amt. Prsnl. Ami. Prsnl. AmI. Pl'Snl. AmI. Prsn!. AmI. 

activity/subactivity 

National Ocean 

Service: 


Navigation Services 	 Pos.IBA. 605 73,667 630 76,050 630 76,050 630 68,759 0 (7,291) 
FTEiObl. 614 15,467 576 84,769 576 576 0 

. Ocean Resource Pos.IBA. 261 66,468 319 76,499 428 81,828 428 80,403 0 

Conservation and 

Assessment 


FTE/Obl. 264 65,708 316 83,297 425 425 0 

Ocean and Coati Pos.IBA. 70 59,185 100 67,050 lao 67,050 100 79,700 a 

Management 


PTE/ObI. 71 58,50S 97 70,650 97 97 0 

Acquisiono f Data Pos.IBA. 186 16,495 196 14,546 196 14,546 196 14,546 0 


PTEIObl. 241 15,729 321 15,437 231 231 0 

Subtotal, Nation1:.l1 Pos.!BA. 1,122 215,815 1,245 234,145 1,354 239,474 1,354 243,40S 0 3,934 
Ocean Service 

PTEIObl. 1,190 215,412 1,220 254,153 1,329 0 1,329 0 0 
a The above detail ofobligation sand BA is inconsistent with the President's appendix. These amounts reflect more accurately the 
actual distribution of prior ytw recoveries and FY 1998 carry over. 
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I 

I 	 Issues Regarning Linking Strategic Planning alld Budgeting 

I Strategic (llanning and Budgeting Functions Are: Not Operationally Linked. As a 
consequence of the agency's decision to develop and present two budgets in a single budget 
document. there is confusion and misunderstanding on the part of both reviewers and decision 

I makers at "II levels. While the "traditional budget" as prepared by the NOAA Budget Office 
reflects the adjustments stemming from the approach of the SPT implementation plans, there is 
no easy. "user-friendly" way to link to the agency's strategic goals and objectives.

I 
NOAA Does Not Prepare an Agency Performance Plan. The GPRA 1egislation requires each 

I Agency to prepare an annual perfonnance plan that contains the annual performance goals 
covering program activities in an agency's hudget request, OMS calls for the pcrfonnancc plan 
to display, by program activity. the funding needed to accomplish a stated perfonnance goal. 

I Since KOAA is not an agency as defined by GPRA, it is not required by statute to prepare its 
O\\OTI perfonnance plan. It now provides infonnation 10 Commerce that in turn develQps a 

I departmental perfonnance plan CQvering each of its bureaus, However, it may he beneficial for 
NOAA to prepare a plan which is submitted with irs proposed hudget to Commerce, 

I As GAO has pointed out, developing strategies that wi11 effectively bring planning and budgeting 
structures together is difficult and requires a balancing of the two, Once achieved, the 
organization will sec the level of integration of planning and budgeting activities that the

I operating organization is seeking. 10 By Commerce taking responsibility for developing the 

• 
agency's performance plan, the department in effect can Umtt NOAA's ability to think through 
all of the necessary inter~connections between the planning goals and objectiyes and the 
budgeting structure. By not developing its 0\\'11 plan, NOAA is less apt to see how it can be best 
used as an integral part of the strategic management program. 

I 	 The development by NOAA of an agency annual performance plan will not be duplicative of 
Commerce or other agency effort. It will be an important complement to the agency's budget 
restructuring effort by showing how requested resources will be used to accomplish stnttegic I 	 goals and objectives, Upon completion and submission ofthc plan by NOAA to Commer<:e~ the 
department would integrate this report into Commerce's presentation to Congress,

I Figure 2·4 displays how the perfommnce plan might be developed. It would follow the logic 
already being used by the agency, i,e. program measures: and justifications as presented in its

I 	 1999 budget submittal to OMR This particular example displays only the budget infonnation 

I 
for the ORF portion of the budget that is relevant to the Strategic Goal: Advance Short-Term 
Warning and Forecast Services, 

I 

• jO GAO!AIMD/GGD.99.67, Initial Experiences Un<ler the Results ActIn Linking Ptans With Budgets. April 1997, 


Report to the Committee on Government Affairs. 
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I 
I(Figure 2·4) 

Annual Performance Plan INOAAFY 1999 

Budget E,timatcs($!\1illions) 


Operation, Research and Facilities 
 I 
NOAA Budget 

Accounts and Program 
Activities 

Activity 

National Weather Service 

Sub Activities: 

Systems Acquisition ($62,251) 

Operations Research ($502.180) 


Local Warning Forecasts ($463,462) 
Centennial Forecast Guidelines ($35,574) 
Atmospheric and Hydrological Research 

Activit):: 

National Environmental Satellite 
Date and Infannatton Service 

Sub Actjvity:::-:--::-_:--::-__-:-_____.... 
Satellite Observing Systems ($55,486) 

Line Items 

Geostationary Spacecraft (S4,OOOm) 
Environmental Observing Systems 
($51,486) 

Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Research 

Atmospheric Program, ($44.963) 

39 

NOAA Strategic Goals and 

Objectives 


Strategic GQal: (Total dollars for ORF) 
Advance short tenn warning and forecast 
services 

Strategic Objectives: 

• 	 Maintain weather service operations 
• 	 Maintain continuous operational satellite 

coverage 
.. 	 Strengthen observing and prediction 

systems 

Measures of Performance 

.. 	 Lead times 
• Accuracy 

.. Percentage ofcorrect forecasts 


I 

I 

. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

, 

I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I Strategic Planning Is Not Linked With Agency Annual Operating Plans. There is no 

effective linkage between the Agency's strategic planning process and its line office annual 
operating plans. As is pointed out in this year1s planning guidance to the line organizations, the 
SPTs want to establish a stronger linkage between budget fonnulation and execution, SPTs see 
the growing importance of creating a systematic approach that brings the component parts of the 

I planning and budgeting process closer together. However, once SPT implementation plans are 
acted upon by senior management in April, the SPTs have little continuing roles or involvement 
in the agency's strategic planning program for the balance of the year. While the annual

I operating plans reference tne agency's major pcrfonnance measures and the AAs wi!! conduct 

I 
annual briefings on work conducted by their respective line offices, they do not describe how the 
appropriat(~ resources by line item wiH come together to accomplish the NOAA strategic 
objectives. Performance and obligations are not tracked against these plans. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 


Figure 2-5 offers a model for linking annual operating plans with cross-cutting strategic goals. 

(Figure 2-5) 

I
Annual Operating Plan 

Strategic Goal: Advance Short-Term Warning and Forecast Services 1 

BudgetIResource Information 
• Proposed transfers I 

• New starts/terminations 

-I­ I 
Management Issues 

• FTE Plans I'• Organization Issues 
Employee Development and Training • ,.. 

Program Coordination Issues 

I 
Strategic objectives: • 

NESDIS NWS 

Asst. Administrator Asst. Administrator 
(Supporting AA) (Lead AA) 

Program Information/Planned Accomplishments •

~"~I!!iiiiii.. • Agency/line organization objectives <$ 
"'il • Performance measures 

• Milestones/activities 

.I­

• Maintain weather service operations 
• Maintain satellite coverage 

• Strengthen observing system 
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(Supporting AA) 
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I 
I Performance Measurement Is Only Focused on the Agency's Strategic Goals and 

Objectives. While the agency has invested itself strongly in developing performance measures 
for its most important strategic priorities, performance measures have not yet been developed and 
are not yet in place throughout the operating levels of the organization. Figure 2~6 provides an 
approach that is useful for infusing perfonnance measures throughout the line items in the

I agency's budget structure. The approach assists in identifying outcomes and the resources 
needed by them al each level of NOAA programs. By involving all organizational units and their 
activities, the agency wilt be better able to describe not only how all of its resources contribute to

I the accomplishment of its agreed upon objectives but especially how individual perfonnance 
targets are :elevant and interrelated to program operations and to resource allocation decisions. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 42 



(Figure 2-6) 

The Essential Performance Question 

',' 

Department Legislative Data CoIlection 

Agency Budget Authority Research/Analysis 

Bureau 

Program 

Activity 

Staff 

Equipment 

Buildings 

Supplies 

Infannatian and Data 
Systems 

ProblemINeeds 
Assessment 

Mt!thods Development 

Standard Selting 

Grant Making 

Contract Awards 

Weather '" 
Operations 

Satellite Operations 

Nautic{li Charting 
Database 

Real~Time 

Observations 

Skill/Capacity 

Sustainable Fisheries 

Safe Navigation 

Protected Species 

Healthy Coasts 

Media 

Academic and Multi­
National Partners 

Business and Industry 

u.s, Shipping Industry 

Fisheries 

Environmentalists 

Organizational Input Process Output Outcome eUs-tome", 

I • IGPRA Performance Focus • 

How well? 


How much? 


How fast? 
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I 
I Annual Performance Report. Just as it is important to the agency's performance budgeting to 

develop an annual performance plan, so too is it important to have a stronger role in the 
development of its annual performance report. NOAA, by emphasizing a high priority on 
performance targets, is clearly demonstrating the value it places on accountability and "end of 
year" performance. The agency should take the leadership in preparing a complete NOAA report 

I of accomplishments. 

Recommendation

I 
NOAA strate,~ic plans and management activities should include: 

I • developing an agency annual performance plan that NOAA sends to the Department of 
Commerce 

I • restructuring the line office annual operating plans and comparing obligations at the 
senior management level against these plans 

I • maintaining a clear link between cross-cutting initiatives and the budget structure, and 
tracking by senior management of progress toward these initiatives 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I Chapter 3 

I Fundamental Budget Structure and Process Issues 

I Certain attributes are fundamental to the success of any agency in conducting an effective budget 
and financial management process, The panel identified four areas in which NOAA needs to 
improve its operations. These are (I) the budget structure (2) the corporate cost process (3) 

I 
 analysis of the Agency's base budget and (4) budget execution. 


I THE NOAA BUDGET STRUCTURE 

I NOAA's current budget structure is based on the Agency's organizational structure and the flow 
of funds, As this configuration has evolved over time, it has resulted in a clack ofclarity ~ one 

I 
that prevents critical stakeholders from fonning a clear view of basic NOAA operational 
activities and how new initiatives relate to base activities. 

I 
in particular, the House Appropriations Committee has been severely critical of the agency in 
this regard. Since 1996 the Appropriations Committee has critici:t.ed the agency's budget 
structure, As early as the first year after NOAA followed a strategic planning approach in 
deve!oping its budget, the agency was instructed by the committee to "develop a budget structure 

I that db"plays the amounts requested under a true program office and activity structure, This 
structure should identify and segregate amounts requested for headquarters and field office 
components of various activities as well as indicate the amounts intended for external gmnts or' 

I contracts,,,11 

In an interview with the project team, subcommittee staff expressed strong hope that the

I Academy report would discuss the structure issue. Staff expressed a wish that the agency would 

I 
present a more '''classic budget structure" in which "the conference report table would look like it 
has a clear reJationship to thc programs NOAA runs." Staff provided an example in which 

I 
NOAA had been asked how much it spent on a particular fish species program as part of 
assessing a requested increase. NOAA ..vas not able to provide a definitive answer because "the 
activity is spread into so many pieces that no one has any sense of how they aU add up to 
spending according to a clear plan,'l Staff further expressed interest in kno'\ving how funds are 
spent for internal laboratory a.ctivities j grant programs, and other such activities and stated that 
the primary goal of restructuring should be a "true structure where numbers are related toI operational activities and execution relates to formu1ation. 1I Staff expressed an openness to 
working with NOAA to develop a new structure, as long as that structure gave the committee the 

I ability to identify what is being conducted in the NOAA base budget and how requested 
increases relate to those base activities, 

I II Report 104-196 accompanying the Departments of Commerce, Justice. and State. the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Bill, Fiscal Year 1996, Page 61, 

I 
I 
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In addition to these House committee concerns, Commerce analysts, OMB examiners, and 
Senate staff interviewed by the Academy project team articulated a desire to sec a more clear 
discussion of the base and how increases relate to the base, I 
The agency's budget justificatio!ls provide a combination of strategic planning and traditional Ibudget infonnation. The justifications are prefaced with infonnation about the individual line 
office role in agency cross-cutting strategic goals. This is followed by information presented in 
the agency~s traditional budget structure that has developed over the years and according to I
which the appropriations committees provide funds to the agency. This combination of two 
presentations has caused confusion on the part of the agency, Commerce~ OMB) and the 
committees. I 

, 
Appropriations committee staff indicated to the project team that even without the confusion 
engendered by combining strategic planning infonnation with traditional budget information. the 
budget structure that has evolved over time does not provide sufficient lnfonnatlon on which to •
make infonned judgments about necessary appropriations levels, The project team's review of 
agency budget justifications confinns this judgment In many cases, the justifications provide 
minimal infonnation about major portions ofa Hne office's budget The three or four pages of • 
narrative often fail to provide good information about how and where the money is being spent 
on operational activities or how requested increments relate to these base activities, I 
In solving this problem, some in the agency believe that the budget structure should be recast to Ifollow the cross-cutting logic of its strategic plan. Others believe that the key is to retain, but, 
significantly improve, the current budget structure. The panel beHeves the second approach is 
preferable, While the effort will not be easy, it has the merit of working within a budget I 
structure that represents programs that are familiar to the appropriations committees and other 
stakeholders and. as importantly, familiar to the general public. I 
The agency has established a Budget Restructuring Task Force to develop an improved structure, 
To develop an improved budget strocture~ the agency should: I 
• 	 examine where funds flow within the agency and identify the specific operational activities 

that should be described in agency budget justifications 

• 	 ensure that the allocation and control of funds in the execution process fully matches the " 
revised budget structure 

This restructuring effort will be labor intensive, requiring detailed analysis of money flow. the I• agency's complex structure ofline items and 7,000 tasks, and development ofalternative 
scenarios for management's review. The Task Force will have to balance the need for clarity , I
with the need for brevity, 

I 
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Recommendation 

I NOAA should give the newly established Budget Restructuring Task Force top priority 
support. The task force should: 

I • retain the current budget structure as a starting point 

I • identify and describe as clearly and succinctly as possible agency operations, i.e., tell 
the "story" of NOAA in concrete, operational terms clearly understandable to 

I stakeholders 

I 
• develop clear and easy to follow cross-walks from this basic structure to Agency 

strategic planning or other cross-cutting initiatives 

Because of the intensity of the effort that will be required to accomplish a clarified 

I structure, l'he panel suggests that the agency may want to consider beginning the effort 
with one line office as a pilot. There should be extensive consultation with Congress, 
OMB, and Commerce on this effort. 

I 
THE CORPORATE COST PROCESS

I 
"Corporate costs" are the funds required to direct and support the staffs responsible for central 

I 
executive management and administrative services within NOAA. In FY 2000, an estimated 
$136 million will support these activities. The $136 million is composed of$51 million in 

I 
appropriated funds and $85 million in assessments on appropriated funds allocated to line office 
programs. The $51 million is appropriated under the program support activity in the ORF 
appropriation for executive direction and administration, and central administrative support. 

I Issues witlt tlte Corporate Cost Process 

Historically, the process for detennining assessments on line office programmatic line items has 

I caused tension between the line offices and the administrative functions that are funded by the 
assessments. The line office have tended to feel that assessed funds are not used effectively. 
Administrative officials, on the other hand, perceived that the line offices do not appreciate the 

I resource levels required to sustain services. The process has been characterized by a lack of 
communication and partnership. Issues include the following: 

I Timeliness and Integration. Decisions on corporate cost assessment levels have been made late 

I 
in the current fiscal year and have occurred outside of the budget process. For example, the 
levels for FY 1999 were detennined in March, 1999, six months into the fiscal year. Such late 
decisions mean that the line offices and staff offices do not know until late in the fiscal year how 
much funding is available for program activities. When levels assessed above prior years are 

I 
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I 
levied tate in ~he year without prior notjce~ the line offices have to reduce program funding below I 
estimated levels thus causing programmatic disruption and lack of trust. 

Accountability to Line Office Customers. There has been no fonnal and predictable 
requirements fonnulation process characterized by (1) service office development ofrequired • 
service levels and associated budgetary needs; (2) analysis of service office estimates: by budget 
professionals including base activities and associated increments: to determine which high •priority needs can be funded by reallocating lower priority base activities; (3) review of base 
activities for efficiencies through reengineering. outsourcing or other techniques; and (4) I
estahlishment of service perfonnance goals pegged to resource levels, The line office customers 
have had, until the 2000 process, little say in the establishment of assessment levels. 

I 
Traceability of Funds. A third accountability issue is a lack of traceability of funds. This has 
occurred in two ways. First, the appropriated and assessed funds are placed in a holding account ~Icalled the management fund where they are commingled and in tum anocated to the receiving 
organization. Here they lose their identity so that the origin of fun~s received by an organization 
cannot be traced. Second, there is no relationship between how the assessment is distributed and 
how it is accoUnted for, The funds are assessed on the basis of a fonnula that has developed over I 
time, The origin of the fonnula has been lost as staff turnover has occurred, However, the 
NOAA financial management system (FlMA) in tum accounts for the assessment based on labor Icosts, The money is assessed in one manner and accounted for in another, and, therefore, actual 
obligations in each line item and sub~aUowance are never fully predictable. Because these sums 
are not huge, it is a problem at the margins afllie funds management process. But, because it 
alfects many accounts, it contributes to an unense about how appropriations arc managed. 

Congressional Concerns. Accountahility for funds appropriated is a multifaceted concern by 
subcommittee staffs, especially in the House. One aspect of this has been corporate costs. '. 

I 

Responding to concerns expressed by constituents, the House appropriations committee included 
language in its report accompanying the FY 1999 NOAA appropriation bill that stated under the I 
Program Support heading: 

hEn addition. the Committee does not believe that funding for headquarters and policy I 
functions should be augmented through the practice of overhead assessments, and 
instead believes that such amounts should be whoHy requested and funded from within Ithe Executive Direction and Administration line item under the heading. The 
Committee was disturbed to learn that~ despite the fact that no increase was required or 
provided to support these functions in fiscal year 1998, NOAA in fact increased Ifunding for these activities by 6.4% by levying additional assessments against the line 
organization and their programs. Such augmentations to headquarters and policy 
functions, at the expense of NOAA programs is unacceptable to the Committee," I 


I 
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I Further, the committee directed NOAA to: 

I "request direct appropriations to fully fund these requirements under the Executive 
Direction and Administration item under this heading." 12 

While this language was not included in the report accompanying the FY 2000 bill, interviews I with committl!C staff confirm that this subject remains a concern to both the House and Senate 
staff.

I 
Staff Capacity. In recent years staff capacity has declined. The OF A M&B is fonnally 
responsible for managing the process by which corporate cost requirements are established. The 

I 
I effects of repeated downsizings and reductions in force in the past 10 years have been to 

eliminate the institutional memory in this office, and the staff lack the necessary background and 
training in the budget skills needed for managing a resource requirements process. 

I 
Line Office Overhead. Another accountability issue is the corporate costs assessed by the line 
offices on their own programmatic activities to meet line office requirements not funded by other 
means. As measured by the flow through the management fund, line office assessments on their 
programs in FY 1999 were approximately $110 million, an amount which exceeds the $85 

I million in assessments made by the central office. No recent analysis has been done of the uses 
of these internal line office assessments within NOAA. In the absence of such analysis, no 
assumptions I:an be made about their effectiveness. However, NOAA management, OMB, and 

I Congress need to have a clear idea about the uses to which overhead funds are put. The central 
concern should be: Do the central corporate activities and the line office corporate activities 
complement I~ach other and operate as efficiently as possible? NOAA may want to consider 

I perfonning an analysis of line office overhead assessments to develop a clear idea about the uses 

I 
to which these assessments are put and whether the central corporate activities and the line office 
corporate activities complement each other and operate in as fully efficient a manner as possible. 

NOAA ActiorJS To Improve the Process 

I 
I Accountability is the key issue involving corporate costs: accountability to the CFOICAO for 

management of assessed funds, accountability to customers for benefits received, and 
accountability to Congress for funds provided for programmatic activities. NOAA recognizes 
that it needs to create a fully accountable corporate cost process and is acting on the problems in 
the process. 

I 
Traceability of Funds-A Reprogramming. NOAA has prepared a reprogramming request to 
the appropriations committees to remedy the disparate methods of distributing and accounting 

I for assessments. Future assessments will be based on labor costs as well as accounted for by 
labor costs, bringing into line the two methods. The reprogramming will remedy the current 

I 
\2 Report 105·636 accompanying the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Bill, Fiscal year 1999, page 96 
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maldistribution of assessments by subtracting from or adding t9 Hne items the amounts necessary 
to bring assessments in line with a labor cost distribution formula. In addition~ the 
reprogramming will convert assessment funds now identified for executive direction and 
admjnistration accounts into appropriated funds for inclusion directly in the program support 
activity in ORF in response to the FY 1999 House committee directive. The reprogramming is in 
the review process. 

A Working Capital Fund (WCF). One of the main concerns on the part or line office service 
customers is an accountability issue-they do not have a clear idea of what services they receive 
in return for doJlars assessed, Conversion of the service components of the corporate cost 
assessments into a WCF. coupled with the reprogramming to convert nonservice components to 
appropriated funds. should provide both customers and Congress assurance that NOAA is using 
its funds for intended purposes. 

NOAA isconsidering creating a WCF. The CFOICAO's FY 1999 annual operating plan calls 
for creation ofa WCF for field activities along the lines of a July 1998 report on administrative 
service centers.1J The director ofhudger has gone further and instructed ner staff to develop 
plans for a fun WCF to cover aU service activities, I 
While the main ingredients of a successful WCF operation are known to the director of budget 
and several of her senior staff members, these ingredients bear repeating for others outside of the I 
Budget Office, The fundamental principle ofa WCF is fee for service, A clear path exists from 
the provision ofmoney to the amount and quality of the service received in return. To ensure Ithis crisp accountability~ a well managed fund generally has the foHowing components: (I) an 
oversight body that detennines service levels and requirements budgets; (2) customer 
representatives who participate as partners; (3) a charter specifying the service activities properly I
included in the fund, its operations, and its membership; and (4) the perfonnance objectives of 
the service activities. 

I 
The Department of Health and Human Services Service and Supply Fund, managed by the 
deputy assistant secretary for budget, is one example reviewed by the Academy project staff 
The management of the Service and Supply Fund is characterized by all the components I 
described above. Its manager told project staff that there are numerous others that are similarly 
constituted and managed within the federal establishment. I 
Improvements in the FY 2000 Corporate Cost Process. The FY 2000 process saw significant 
improvements through the efforts ofthe director of budget and the Chief of OFA M&B. IDe<;isions on FY 2000 and preliminary FY 2001 assessment levels were made in August 1999, 
almost two months prior to beginning ofFY 2000. The FY 2000 process is depicted in Figure 1­
3 in Chapter 1. The process included a series of meeting with key line office financial I
executives. The meeting involved participatory decisions on corporate service budget 
requirements. The goal of these meetings was to reach consensus on service and budget levels I 
tJ The Repor1 on Changes n~ded to T ffiflSform Administrative Support Centers into the Best Federal 
Administrative Service Providers. July 23. 1998 for the Deputy Under Ssecretary. I 
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I 
I and present them to the deputy under secretary. The OFA M&B chiefs goal for FY 2001 is to 

"integrate development of the annual corporate requirements into the NOAA spring planning 

I process." 

The Academy project stafTinterviews with key participants from all of the line offices indicate 

I that the line office participants feel this process was better than in the past because they had had a 
significant role in the outcome. They also felt that the process requires further improvement in a 
number ofareas. The NOAA corporate cost review team received voluminous materials, but 

I 
I 
I these were generally at the last minute and lacked analytical infonnation about the base budgets 

and requested increments of the requesting organizations. Numerous increases were justified as 
"unfunded liabilities" including Commerce WCF charges, rent, and the CAMS development 
costs. Other increases were requested as "base shortfalls" to pay an organization back for 
expenses already absorbed in its FY 1999 base. Both raised equity issues. for "base shortfalls," 
the Hne offlct: team members asked, since these increases had already been funded in the base. 
what were the requested "base shortfalls" really for? For both items, the linc office members 
asked. since the line offices are not able to increase appropriated funds to absorb such costs, why 

I should the requesting service organizations be able to do so at line office expense? Budget 
numbers often did not tie together or to total bottom lines. 

I Factors 111iligall'ng Against Successful Implementation ofimprovement Plans 

NOAA is making good progress in its management of corporate costs. It is clear that NOAA's 

I 

I new financial management team recognizes the issues and is committed to addressing them. But, 


the panel is also concerned that a number of factors exist that, if not addressed. will mitigate 

against successful improvement. 


I 
Diffusion or Responsibility for the Corporate Cost Process. There is ambiguity in the 
assignment of responsibilities for successful management and improvement of the process. The 
chiefof OFA M&B is formally responsible; but the line office financial and senior NOAA 
officials look to the director of budget as the senior budget official for a successful process. 

I 
 Responsibility and accountability, therefore, are not congruent. 


Accountabili:y for a successful process should be lodged with the director of budget for several 

I reasons. The director of budget. as a member of the Senior Executive Service and as director of 
the agency Budget Office. has a more overarching responsibility to work with both the line 
offices and with executive direction and administration and OFA office heads to require a better 

I 
I process and to make it happen, Second, efforts to upgrade the capacity ofthe Budget Office (see 

Chapter 4) need to extend to the OFA M&B staff as well. Finally, this important process needs to 
be meshed witb the overall flow of the NOAA budget process, and chances are better that this 
will happen if the process is the responsibility of the executive in charge of the overall process 
and Is able to link simi1ar activities together. 

I The project staff met with the deputy assistant secretary for budget at the Department of Health 
and Human Services to benchmark various budget processes. The DASB has responsibilities 

I 
 similar to those of (he director of budget at NOAA. It includes the Office of the Secretary 
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I 
Budget Office which is the equivalent of the NOAA OFA M&B. The Office of the Secretary is I 
one of the department's operating divisions, and the Budget Office handles the budget 
formulation and execution for this OPDIV which supports the Secretary's staff offices. This •relationship permits the deputy assistant secretary for budget to ensure that the budget operations 
of the Office of the Secretary run smoothly, and it is an arrangement which has worked well for 
several decades. I 
Ineffectiveness of Prior Studies. A number of prior studies by internal NOAA teams have 
recommended changes to address the above issues. The recommendations of these studies would I 
improve accountability of the assessment process to customers by providing for customer 
oversight and by more closely tying assessments to services rendered. However, very little has 
been done to put these recommendations into practice. The studies and their recommendations I 
include the following: 

• 	 The Report of the Overhead Study Team, October 1, 1996, to the deputy under secretary I 
which recommended: 
1. 	 an Overhead Oversight Committee to review all items proposed for payment from Iassessments 
2. 	 the committee to be composed of "representatives of line and staff offices" 
3. 	 assignment of costs based on specific workload measures I 

• 	 The Report of the More Open Budget Process Team, April 7, 1997, to the under secretary 
which recommended establishing: 
I. 	 a NOAA Budget Advisory Council to advise on a number of items including 


assessments and funding levels for OF A and executive direction and administration 

2. 	 a council to be composed of Deputy AAs, the NOAA CFO/CAO and other top officials. '.

I 

• 	 The Report on Changes needed to Transform Administrative Support Centers into the Best IFederal Administrative Service Providers, July 23, 1998 for the deputy under secretary 

which recommended: 

I. 	 a Customer Advisory Board to increase customer involvement in field services I2. 	 creation of a working capital fund to fund the administrative service centers, a $20 


million component of corporate costs 

3. 	 development of performance-based service agreements between the service centers and I 

customers 

• 	 The Need for Implementation Planning. The improvements to be undertaken by NOAA 
are numerous and complex, and the staff capacities required to accomplish them are not •
strong. The panel believes that OF A, under the direction of the director of budget,. needs to 

take a project management approach to the effort to improve the corporate cost process. The 
 I 
director of budget should explore with other agencies the means of obtaining project 

management skill training for her staff. This involves techniques for (1) developing specific 
 Imilestone charts, resource levels, and performance expectations for each goal and (2) 

integrating specific goal milestone charts into a total implementation activity through critical 
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I 
I 	 path analysis. Such implementation planning provides staff with a visible and objective set 

of sign pClsts for continuing the improvement effort and serves as a means ofensuring in~ 
house crillcS and the staffof the House and Senate appropriat1ons committees that NOAA isI taking finn action to remedy its problems. 

I The Need fot' a High-Level Focus on NOAA Cf)rporate Service olld Infrastructure 
Requirements 

I 	 Current process improvement efforts have not yet demonstrated the capacity at the broader 
corporate level effort to ensure that the service and infrastructure needs of the institution are mel, 
A we1l~functioning agency achieves a balance between the needs of its service and infrastructure 

I 
I functions and the program operations that these functions support They include common 

admlnistrative services; facilities construction, repair, and maintenance; and capital assets such 
as ships and planes, agency automation, and other needs. 

This is nO! simply a budget process issue. It is an issue ofhow NOAA plans for and meets its 
"institutional"' needs. Many of the issues raised in the 2000/2001 process went beyond the usual I run of the min requests to larger institutional issues including the physical needs of the Silver 

Spring office complex, which houses most of the line office central offices; a major list of 


I maintenance needs in the \Vestem Area Service Center; continuing major funding needs for 

development and implementation of CAMS; and the need to develop a faciiities master plan. 

However, in the decision making forum for the 200012001 process, there was no infonnation on 


I 

I which to identify the basis of the needs or coherent plans and resource strategies to meet them. 


NOAA's institutional needs in (his sense are not being formally addressed in tl systematic 

manner at the Agency level in the corporate cost process. 


NOAA has, however, recognized the need to address these infrastructure issues. A seventh SPT. 
the Infrastructure Team, Was established in 1999 as part of the FY 200 1-2005 planning process. 

I 
I The Infrastructure Team has a broad charter including construction and maintenance, fleet 

maintenance, infonnation technoJogy, human resource "infrastructure," and administration and 
services, hs charter also includes working with the other six SPTs on cross-cutting initiatives. 

The I Team's work had limited impact on the process. Time and resource constraints prevented 

I the team from effectively interacting with the other SPTs or to developing the needed guidelines 
for reviewing requests. establishing operating standards, and prioritizing agency needs. In 
addition, the ieam was required to operate under the same ) 0 percent guideline as the other SPTs 

I 
I and"selected only 4 initiatives from a Jist of20. Under the 10 percent guideline, a total of $9.2 

million was approved against an estimated five-year nCi..~ of $92 minion for these four initiatives 
alone. 

This cffort was a credible first attempt to address NOAA's infrastructure requirements at the 
corporate level. However. without a dose and on-going institutional tie to the administrative 

I 
I organi:llltions having the infrastructure responsibilities that are also included in its charter, the 

Infrastructure Team will have neither the necessary support nor resources for satisfactorily 
fulfilling its charter. 
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The Corporate Planning and Resources Board will be in a position to elevate the corporate cost 
process to a point where it serves as an institutional planning capacity for the agency to (I) 
identify corporate needs, (2) perfonn alternatives analyses to develop optimum solutions, (3) I 
develop long~tcrm action and resource plans to achieve the solutions! and (4) balance these 
requirements with programmatic goals and resource levels. The board will need to consider how Ito simultaneously improve the e:dst~ng corporate cost process and meld the incipient 
Infrabiructure Team IS approach with the process to ensure balanced treatment for its 
infrastructure requirements in the annual planning and budget process. I 
What is needed to achieve a robust institutional planning and resources process? 

I 
• 	 Accountability of Central Administrative Functions to Customers. Customer 

organizations and NOAA management must be assured that all reasonable alternatives have 
been explored and that thc resource strategies will obtain the best value for the money, This I 
applies to services provided by a new WCF as wen as to appropriated funds in the annual 

budget process. (nstitutional organizations need to see dearly the line offices as their 

customers j and the line offices need to feel treated as such. 
 I 

• 	 Legitimacy and Value of Institutional Functions. Conversely~ customer organizations Ineed lo accept the legitimacy of the institutional side of the house. Once assured that they are 

getting the best value for scarce money and that they are a valued customer, NOAA program 

officials need to accept their institutional counterparts as partners in the effort to accomplish 
 I
NOAA programs. 

• 	 PlanningIFormulation/Analysis. A planning process is needed to identify institutional I 
requirements, develop resource strategies, and provide the alternatives and other analytical 

tasks necessary for infomled decisions. 
 I 

• 	 Partnership. Customer organizations should not only participate in the planning process 
but, together with key corporate managers, make resource allocation recommendations to 
NOAA executive management. I 

• 	 A Formal and Chartered Process. The expectations and parameters of the process must be Igo beyond informal and unrecorded agreement and be rendered into a charter which spells 

out expectations, process, participants and operating rules. \Vithout this formality, a WCF 

'becomes subjected to decisions to add nonservice components, thereby undennining hard 
 I 
won accountability, 

• 	 A nBoard ofDireciors." The process cannot work without continual management interest I 
.and attention. Senior executive participation is necessary to ensure successful operation. 
The Corporate Planning and Resources Board recommended in this report should take 
responsibility for setting the policy direction for corporate costs, I 

I 
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I 
I Each of the three studies cited above recommended an oversight body with duties tied to the 

particular focus ofeach study. The Academy projeGt staff visited Goddard Space Flight 
Center, which a decade ago faced corporate cost issues similar to those ofNOAA. 
Experiencing static appropriations and increasing requirements. the administrative functions 
were supported by a growing "tax" on flight projects. and flight project managers resented 

I the rising and unpredictable "tax." 

I 
As part of its strategic planning activity, Goddard created an Institutional Planning 
Committee composed of one half of the center's Executive Council, the equivalent of 
NOAA's senior management including AAs, The Institutional PJanning Committee has a 
broad charter to 'be the steward of the institution. This includes an administrative functions, 

I 
I repair and maintenance of the physical plant and specific scientific equipment. and quality 

assurance activities in support of customer organizations. The Institutional Planning 
Committee manages a requirements planning process supported by strong budget analysis, 
and it develops multiyear resource plans to meet center needs. The IPC annually presents its 
recommendations to the full Executive Council for decision. 

I Recommendation 

I ~OAA should take a series of steps whicb will lead to a funy open and accountable 
corporate cost process as follows: 

I • place accountability with the director of budget, who is not now responsible for the, 

I 
process, by transferring the corporate eost fundion from the OFA M&B to the Budget 
Office. 

I 
• establish a working capital fund (WeF). NOAA should implement it. plans for 

creating a WCF. A \VCF will place corporate cost activities on a fee-for·service basis in 

I 
which service performance for funds provided can be measured. The \VCr should be 
guided by a formal charter and operate under a board of directors composed of line 
office and central administrative service officials. 

• convert nonservice activities now funded by assessments to appropriations. Congress 

I has diredtd that all eosts not dearly service in nature should be converted to 
approprIated funds subject to the annual appropriations process, and NOAA is 
preparing a reprogramming request to achieve this goal. NOAA management should

I provide all support necessary to effectuate this reprogramming. 

I • develop a clear and formal requirements process. A formal requirements definition 

I 
and budget formulation and analysis process should be laid out with a ~bedule that 
feeds corporate cost estimates into the initial stages of the agency's annual budget 
process in February. Tbis process should provide predictable assessment levels for line 
office financial managers and inform them well in advance of potential costs outside of 
tbe ageDc)'~s control. 

I 
I 
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A corporate cost process is described in Figure 3~ I. Such a process should be in full effect with 
all recommended actions and C3pabiiities for the FY 2003 agency budget process commencing in 
the fall of2001. 

(Figure 3-1) 
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I 
I 	 Base Analysis 

I Fundamental to effective budgeting is the conduct ofa program base analysis. In all programs, 
priorities shift with the passage of time for many reasons, and program management needs to be 
capable of tracking these changes and repriorilizing their programmatic activities to achieve 

I 
I maximum value for available money. This can be done systematically by breaking the 

organization l 
;; programs into discreet operational activities, and increments within these 

activities, which are then ranked against the total array of the organizational priorities including 
new initiatives.14 

I In the course of developing their annual operating plans (AOP), the Hne offices generally conduct 
this type ofprogram review. expanding some tasks and downsizing or eliminating others. 
However~ in its annual strategic planning process; during the SPT cycle, NOAA conducts no on~ 
going and systematic base anaJysis for reviewing program priorities or to determine the relative I priorlty of base requirements compared to new initiatives. The SPTs focus on illcremental 
enhancements and, therefore. do not develop information about ongoing activities within the line 

I office base budgets. As a result. the agency cannot (1) identify how its program dollars are 
being spent; (2) undertake an effective prioritizing effort to ensure that the core needs of existing 
activities are being met and that lower priority base activities can be scaled back to fund

I emerging initiatives; (3) perform the analysis necessary to identify alternative and more effective 
ways of accomplishing program goals; or (4) meet the requirements of Commerce and Congress 
for information regarding the full range of agency priorities including how incremental requests 

I 	 relate to base activities. The lack ofpriority information in the budget fonnulation process 
contributes to the problems the agency is having ",;th these revjewing agencies. 

I 
I This issue has been raised before by a NOAA study group. A 1997 report, "A More Open 

Budget Process," focused special attention On the continuing difficulty in defending "base" 
programs to the Department of Commerce. OMS, and Congress. IS 

I 
Conduct of base analysis by the agency's line offices would (1) assist in identification of 
tradeoffs within current resource levels to satisfy emerging requirements identified in the 
strategic planning process; (2) allow the agency to look for improvement, efficiencies, and 
expiring one~time costs and to evaluate the effectiveness of program performance goals; and (3) 

I provide critical information regarding the adequacy ofcurrent resource levels to meet corporate 
service and infrastructure needs. This work would follow the issuance of guidelines developed 
by the Budget Office with the results subject to review by the Budget Office and the board. 

I 

I 


H The: template offered at Appendix F describes bllse analysis techniques and provides suggestions about how 10


I overcome obstacles to developing a base analysls process. 

1$ Memorandum from Chairman of the NOAA's More Open Budget Process Team to Undersecretary for Oceans 

and Atmosphere. April 1997, 


I 
I 
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I 
Recommendation I 
A comprehensive base analysis of all programs, including the agencywide and line office 
corporate costs which arc pan of the annual corporate assessments and NOAA indirect I 
costs, shonld be conductcd as standard operating procedure in the agency's budget process. 
Tbis is a crucial step in understanding agency-level financial issues as wen as building Icredibility with Congress and other stakeholders. The Budget Officc should design 
guidance to the line offices for preparation of a full base analysis for use by the strategic 
planning teams in the FY 2003 process. A "dry run" should be undertaken during the FY I
2002 process utilizing the work of one of the sc\'cra) line offices that now conduct a base 
analysis on their own initiative. 

I 
Budget Execution I 
As described above, the NOAA budget is com.plex and managed in a complex manner. Two 
main appropriations total $2,7 billion. and these are broken into 88 program line items, which are Ifurther divided into 7,000 tasks. There are numerOUS other funds and financial activities. 
Reimbursements from other agencies total an estimated $203 mil1ion in FY 2000. Finally, 
NOAA must track approximately 60 "assigned actlvities.lI the tenn for specific congressional I 
earmarks in the budget. A complicating factor is the difficulty, described above, of cross~ 
walking between the strategic planning goal structure and the line item structure by which 
Congress provides and NOAA manages its funding. The execution process is depicted in Pigure I 
3·2 which was developed by the NOAA Budget Office. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Execution of the NOAA budget is not functioning at a sufficiently high level ofquality, and a 
number ofproblems are contributing significantly to the perception tbat NOAA is not fully 
accountable for the way it manages its funds. These problcms include (I) funds control, (2) 
managing congressional "assigned activities" and reprogrammings. and (3) tracking 
deobligations. carry~over funds and reimbursable funds" 16 

The process by which top agency management reviews financial operating plans is weak The 
quarterly reviews of line office plans and progress by the senior management team do not include 
wcll~developed initial information on line office financial plans for the coming year or good 
infonnation on progress against plans including analyses of variances from original base line 
plans. 

NOAA is taking action to address its execution problems, In addition, NOAA is developing a 
new accounting system-CAMS-for implementation at the start ofFY 2002. The panel 
believes that it is critically important to move this new system forward to successful 
implementation. The current system is weak, providing untimely and inaccurate accounting of 
agency obligations and expenditures, and without a better accounting system, other NOAA 
improvements will not be successful. 

All of these problems cOnlribute significantly to the lack oftrusl the agency is experiencing from 
Congress and other stakeholders" and their expeditious solution is essential to restoring that trust 
and agency credibility. 

Issues witll Budget Execlllion 

I) Funds Control 

• 	 Monitoring of Obligations. In its review ofNOAA'5 financial statement for FY 1998, 
the OIG states that "contrOls over monitoring the budget should be improved,"}' 

Specifically, it states: "there are no automated procedures or system controls within the 
FIMA to prevent the over.-(;bligation of apportioned funds. NOAA relies on the director of 
budgets and program managers to monitor and control the obligational activity against their 
FOP (Financial Operating Plan), a manual process .... [TJhe manual process does not prevent 
over~obligation."lS 

Discussions with the chief of the budget execution division budget execution in the Budget 
Office confirms the above findings by OIG. There is no automatic function in FIMA W 

prevent over obligation ofallowances made to the line offices, Budget execution and the 
line ?ffice financial staff find and correct retroactively any over obligations that have 

)6 The inability to track numbers is discussed in Chapter 4 under the 8udget Office's capacity. 
17 Memorandum for Dc Baker, from Jo-Jmie Frazier, NOAA's FY 1998 Financial Statement. Audit Report No. FSC~ 
1Q869-9~OOOI, page 2, March I, 1999. 
IJ lbid.• pagel(,16 
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I 
I occurred upon reviewing monthly accounting reports or at the end of the year during the 

financial close out activity. This is a poor way to manage an agency~s funds because it 

I hinders early detection and resolution of potential problems. OIG notes that implementation 
of the CAMS will eliminate this concern. 

I • Task Codes and Corporate Cost Accounting. NOAA lS dealing with two other technical 
problems. One problem involves task codes. Prior to FY J998, procedures did not exist to 
ensure that transfers between linc office line items were accompanied by task codes, This 

I meant that funds were being spent in one place and accounted for in another thereby making 

I 
tracking difficuk The second problem is discussed above in tbe corporate cost sectIon. This 
is the lack of congruence between the way corporate costs have been assessed and the way 
they have been accounted for. In those cases where an amount assessed was less than the 
amount that is recorded in the accounting system, an over obligation can occur. 

I 
I The division ofbudget execution is working to correct the task transfer problem, and as 

discussed in the corporate cost section. has proposed an approach to bring the way corporate 
costs are assessed and accounted for into alignment. 

The panel emphasizes the need for accomplishing the actions described above. Any

I systemic causes of over obligations in an organization's aUO\\'ances contribute to the 
appearan,~c. if not reality, that the agency is not fully accountable for management of its 
funds. However, for NOAA, two factors make an over obligation at the appropriation level 

I 
I unlikely: (1) the presence of unobligated carry over funds, and (2) the fact that over . 

obligations caused by the corpomtc cost assessment tcnd to offset each other. The fact that 
NOAA financial managers cannot precisely say what they have spent against line item or 
earmarked amounts provided by Congress contributes to the gener..tl impression that NOAA 
is nol managing its funds accountably. 

I 2) Managing Congressional "Assigned Activities" and Reprogrammings 

The reports of the House Appropriations Committee for the past five years have included I language chastising NOAA for inadequate attention to adhering to (1) "assigned activities," or 
eannarks. made by Congress; and (2) Committee reprogramming requirements included in the 

I appropriations bUllanguage. The report accompanying the FY 1997 bill is indicative: 

"Further, the Committee continues to be concerned with the cavalier approach 

I NOAA takes to directions given in the committee report, particularly direction 

I 
related to items not included in the budget request The Committee expects 
NOAA to follow the direction given in this section of the report as well as the 
sections addressing the Committee's reprogramming requirements," 19 

I 

I~ Report oftne I louse Appropriations Committee accompanying the Departments ofCommerce, lust ice. and State,

I the Judiciary. and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, Fiscal Year 1997, RCj)0I1 104-676. page 64. 
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I 
The CFO/CAO and director of budget have made clear to line office financial managers 
that committee reprogramming rules must be followed. To track funding limitations, 
budget execution developed an accountability code structure to ensure that "NOAA is 
accountable for the management, control, and reporting" of funds. There are 
approximately 200 assigned accountability codes for NOAA-appropriated line items, 
items requiring special control for reporting ~o OMB, and for approximately 60 specific 
eannarks or "assigned activities." The Budget Office works closely with the House and 
Senate committee staffs to ensure the clarity of each earmark. These are then specifically 
annotated on allowances to the line offices and logged into the accounting system. The 
accountability code structure was implemented in FY 1998. It was also the subject of a 
fonnal presentation at NOAA's Second Annual Budget Conference on June 2,1999. 

NOAA has taken appropriate action in developing the accountability code structure for tracking, 
among other things, congressional eannarks, and in reiterating at the senior management level 
the need to adhere strictly to statutory reprogramming requirements. The agency should consider 
fonnalizing these new procedures in fonnal memoranda to the line offices, a revised NOAA 
budget handbook, and the training regimen recommended in Chapter 4. 

3) Tracking Dcobligations, Carry Ovcr Funds, and Reimbursable Funds 

• 	 Deobligations. Funds obligated in a prior year are at times detennined to be not 
valid. There can be many reasons for this including accounting errors, cancellation of 
a contract or grant, and overestimated costs for travel, household moves, or 
contractual services. NOAA has a rising level of deobligations. The level was $24 
million in FY 1996; $36 million in FY 1997; and $68 million in FY 1998. These 
increasing amounts may be due in part to the actions being taken by NOAA to 
address the problem. 

The division of budget execution develops estimates of anticipated deobligations for 

inclusion in the Agency's apportionment request to OMB. Budget execution then perfonns a 

review of NOAA deobligations every month to detennine the most recent levels, and it 

processes line office requests for approval to reuse deobligated funds. Budget execution does 

not perfonn any analysis of the causes of deobligations. 


There are sound programmatic reasons for deobligations. For example, a grantee or 

contractor fails to perfonn. In this case, the original purpose of the contract or grant remains 

valid, and the program office has every expectation that the funds should be awarded to 

another party to achieve that purpose. Other causes are less compelling. Accounting errors, 

consistent overestimating of costs, inadequate contractor selection practices all indicate 

potential management problems. 


A high and rising deobligation rate can lead to the presumption that the deobligated funds are 

not needed. In fact, the annual appropriation for ORF requires that NOAA absorb $33 
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I million of requested new obligational authority by utilizing deobligated funds from prior 

years,

I • Carry OYer Funds. ORF is a «no year" appropriation. Typically. NOAA carries an 
unobligated balance forward from year to year. The actual amount carried into FY 1998 was

I $171 million; for FY 1999 the actual is $80 million. In June ofeach year. the Budget Office 
requests an estimate ofcarry over funds into the next fiscal year for inclusion tn the 
apportionment request to OMB. In the past. carry over aCluals have been allowed to the I1ne .

I offices in late December of the current fiscal year, In June of 1998, budget executions made 

I 
a major change in the way carry over was to be allocated back to the line offices, and this 
change caused significant confusion in identifying and allocating funds (see discussion in 

I 
Chapter 3). Final allowances were not made until March 1999. three months late. This new 
process has since been thoroughly explained to the line offices, and budget execution's goal 
for FY 2000 is 10 provide the funds by Ihe end ofNovember 1999. 

Annual appropriations arc made when the purposes for which they are made are capable of 
accomplishment within the fiscal year for which they were appropriated.lO "No~year"I appropriations are provided by Congress when this circumstance does not exist.2! No~year 
appropriations fund programs in which the agency needs flexibility beyond the confines of a

I single fiscal year. It is incumbent on an organization to assure itself, OMS, and Congress 
that it is managing its no-year appropriations as well as possible. To ensure that no 
management problems are associated with an agency;s carry over balances, periodic analysis 

I ufthe reasons for this carry over is necessary, 

• Rcimbursables. NOAA performs work for other agencies estimated at $203 million 

I 
I representing 611 compensable work years in FY 2000. In August, the Budget Office requests 

estimates from the line offices of the amount of reimbursable work for the coming fiscal year 
for inclusion in the apportionment request to OMB. The division of budget execution does 
not generally include reimbursements in the initial allowances at the start of the fiscal year 
but allows them as agreements occur. 

I 	 There have been several minor issues with reimburSablcs. These include difliculty in 
tracking the expiration date ofthe appropriation in the agency from which the funds arc 

I coming, a low priority attached to close out ofold agreements, and a generally slow review 
process for reimbursable agreements. 

I 	 The advent of CAMS in I'Y 2002 will solve the problem of tracking tbe expiration date of 
funding appropriations. The office of finanee is conducting an aging analysts ofall 
reimbursements and notifying the line offices to examine all those in which there has been noI 	 activity for a year, The OF will soon move to a six month aging analysis, which will 
accelerate resolution of closing out old agreements, 

I 
It> Principles. ofF'ederal Appropriations Law, Second Edition, July 1991 ,Volume I, Page 54,'

I 21 Ibid, page 5~8, 
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I 

The causes of deobligations and carry over funds require analysis. There is an apparent I 

accountability issue in the management of these items, and the fact that there is no analysis of 
causes is reason for concern. NOAA executives must be assured that there are no systemic I
causes for canceling prior-year obligations and for carrying over large amounts of funding. In 
tum they need to be able to provide such assurance to OMB and the appropriations committees. 
An effort to systematically analyze the causes of deobligations and carry over and to minimize I
them would be helpful in restoring congressional faith in NOAA's financial management. Such 
an analytical effort, for a well functioning Budget Office, would not be difficult and should be 
performed when sufficient staff capacity is available in the Budget Office. I 

Recommendation 

I 

• 	 NOAA should ensure that the management attention and resources required to 

implement CAMS successfully are provided. I 

• 	 NOAA should require major improvement in the line office financial operating plan 

process including development of initial base line plans and informath'e updates on 
progress, using variance analysis, at the administrator's quarterly reviews. The Budget I, 

Office should prepare guidance for development of these plans and provide the 

independent analysis necessary for effective financial performance reviews during the 

year. Other agencies should be consulted regarding successful financial management 


• 
II 


and reporting techniques. 
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I 
I Chaptcr4 

I The Role of the Budget Office 

I The Budget Office is at the cross~roads of all basic financiat process activities and must serve as 

I 
an effective switching station to ensure that these processes function welt, This is true for 
formulating the NOAA budget internally, conducting budget negotiations with Commerce. 
OMS. and Congress, and working with the OMB and Commerce to allocate appropriations to the 
Hne offices. A strong Budget Office is critical to NOAA's success in making systematic 
improvements in its financial management and budget processes, 

I Many of the problems NOAA is encountering are the result of performance problems brought on 
by weak capacity. The capacity of the Budget Office has been greatly diminished in the past 

I decade through downsizing and reductions in force. Concurrently, relations with Congress have 
also declined, and the urgency of establ~shing sound professional relations with the 
appropriations committees cannot be overstated. Congressional issues affect all parts of the 

I 
I panel's report including the usefulness of strategic plan infonnation, corporate cost assessments~ 

adherence to committee directives and reprogramming rules, and a new budget structure. The 
appropriations committees must be supportive of NOAA's improvement efforts. Even a perfect 
NOAA financial management process will not overcome substantial policy disagreements 
between Commerce and Congress in determining NOAA's annual funding levels. However, 

I important process changes will enhance NOAA~s ability to better focus discussion with the 
committees on major program issues, 

I lfsues with Ihe Capacity o/tlte Budgct Office 

Budget Office and OFA M&B Staff Capacity. In interviews with Academy project statT, all

I senior officials with financial management responsibilities from the deputy under secretary on 
through the organization, including the line offices, indicated that capacity in the Budget Office 
and OFA M&B has been weakened over the past 10 years. Interviewees agreed that:

I 
I 

• In the past, the Budget Office housed a highly capable staff of analysts who understood 
NOAA programs and provided a fuJi range of support to management including useful 

I 
analysis during the internal budget process and support during the OMS review and 
appropriations processes. Its products were excellent~ consistent. and well regarded by the 
line offices, Commerce and Congress. The deputy under secretary stated to the Academy 
project staff that he had greatly valued the Budget Office capacity and, upon taking his new 
position, had resolved to recreate it. 

I • The budget capacity of both offices has greatly diminished in the past decade. One reason 
has been the general downsizing that has affected finance and Budget Offices throughout 

I NOAA. \Vhite there are no statistics, evidence of this pressure is found in a 1996 effort lo 
improve administrative services and reduce staff. TIle report recommended reducing the 

I 
I 
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OFA M&B by four positions and the Budget Office by six." In a separate action, a reduction 

in force conducted in 1996 moved people without any budget background into both 

organizations. These factors, combined with nonnal attrition and an inability to fill 

vacancies, plus a complete lack of ronnal training, have left these two organizations with 

only limited resources. 


ICommunication. Communication is the ability ofan organization or community of 
organizations to ensure that its people, both management and staff, have the information needed 
to do their jobs. This information is ofseveral varieties: (I) the policies, goals, and action I
objectives needed to guide general behavior; (2) specific technical information needed to do the 
daily job; and (3) basic infonnation on events within and external to the organization. 
"Capacity" also includes the abiJity of an organization to communicate with external I 
stakeholders effectively. 

Improving communication with Congress is a high priority as the welter of criticism in I 
appropriations committee reports referenced in this report indicate, Making improvements in 
response to these criticisms will be a major component of better communication. However. the 
improvements must be presented in a coherent manner. Implementation must be accompanied I 
by periodic status reports to the committees. 

tmproving communication within (he financial management community is also a major I 
challenge, and much of the problem is rooled in the lack of a skHled staff. Communication 
problems emerged as tbe number one customer issue at the NOAA-eonvened Second Annual I
Budget Conference in June 1999, At a seminar to address the customer perspective, two senior 
line office financial officials both identified communication as: their main issue. A comment 
made several times in line office interviews was that this conference was tbe first time Hne I 
offices had been invited to attend a meeting on budget issues. Interviews with line office 
financial managers and their staffs identified specific communication issues, One is that there 
arc few individuals in the Budget Office or OFA M&B who can provide consistent answers to I 
financial issues. A second is that the Budget Office staffhistoricaHy have not met or visited with 
the line offices. Neither regular meetings to discuss the status: of events and emerging issues nor 
ad hoc meetings had been held to address issues. I 
The tine offices expressed. dissatisfaction with the way the Budget Office handles policy and 
process changes, Several staff members provided detailed accounts of a change in the handling I 
ofcarry over funds in 1998. from their perspective, this ;"vas done with little warning and 
preparation and so confused the budget process that final carry forward amounts were not I
detennined until March 29, t999, three months later than usual. Such late information regarding 
the availability of funds impairs an organization's ability to plan for and execute ohHgation of 
those funds. A second example was an effort to improve management of interagency I 
agreements, In a November 30, 1998 memo, the line offices ,.vere instructed to adopt a National 
Marine Fisheries Service procedure on an interim basis and to proceed with developing their own I 
:z "NOAA Cu~!omer Service _ A llaradlgm Shift", An Action Plan oflhe Administrative Services Reinvention 
Study Group, 2196, pages 19 and 20, I 
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I 
I procedure. The problem cited was that this approach left each line office to develop its own 

policy rather than pulling a team of knowledgeable Budget Olliee and line olliee staff together to 
develop one unifonn and fully consistent procedure. 

Guidance. Another capacity issue facing the NOAA financial management community is the 

I need to improve the quality of its instructional material to the Hoe offices. A theme from the line 
office interviews is that formal guidance in budget execution is Jacking and the NOAA budget 

I 
handbook is out of date. While BE makes consideroble use of e-mail to provide infonnation and 
guidance to line office clients, there are few written instructions on any subject. 

A review of the handbook confinns that it is out of date. First prepared in June 1994, it was a 

I 
I well~dcveloped document. However, it has not been updated. for (I) implementation of strategic 

planning; (2) the impacts of CAMS scheduled for implementation in FY 2001; (3) the new 
process for the carry over funds; (4) the new NOAA control system implemented in FY 1998 for 
ensuring that congress.ional eannarks are carried out; (5) up-to-date instructions on handling 
reprogranunings; and (6) basic terminology changes. The handbook should be updated and, if 

I adopted, also incorporate panel recommendations on base analysis and the management of carry 
over funds and deobligations. The handbook should be made available on the internet. 

I Interviews v/ith the Hne offices indicated a higher level of confidence with the NOAA finance 
handbook maintained by the Office of Finance and satisfaction with the level of communication. 
This includes the Finance Council, a group of senior line office financial officials convened 

I quarterly by the director of office of finam;e and the new OF web site on which is published a 
growing body of financial policy infonnation and council meeting minutes.2l 

I Training. Training was one of the first casualties of tight budgets over the past decade, The 
Budget Office has conducted no formal training or staff development program within that period. 

I 
I Systems Support. The Budget Office also faces: a systems issue. There is neither the systems 

nor staff capacIty to accomplish the complex ··cross.-walking" now required between the 
traditional budget structure and the ~tralegic planning structure and other cross-cutting initiatives. 
To accomplish this, the Budget Office would need to have a database into which both structures 
are entered and the cross~walks established and updated as they change from one stage of the 

I process to the next including tracking ofobligations against activities and line items in the two 
structures. The Budget Office would also need several staff members fully conversant with all 
phases of the process and the small changes in detail that constantly take place whhin it to enter

I and update the numbers and produce the kinds of eross~walk analyses that are needed. This 
capacity does not exist. 

I Numbers Control. This has several aspects. One is tracking obligations against allowances. A 
strongly expressed concern by the House committee staff and Commerce budget analysts is the 

I inability of NOAA to provide good infonnation about the status of obligations against 
aIlowllIlces. The causes of this are numerous and include: the probletns of cross-walking 

I 11 hup:l!www.rdc.noau.guv!-financcl 
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between strategic plan goals and line item structure, the technical accounting problems described 
in Chapter 3, and a weak and noureal time accounling system. I 

IA second aspeet of number control is the ability to track and explain changes in funding levels. 
While BE does detail such changes in its allowances, line office interviews surfaced a number of 
complaints about the inability to understan~ the causes ofchanges from one allowance to the Inext. Several line offices stated that the division of budget execution does not keep adequate 
spreadsheets for tracking changes, and one suggested that part of the problem is the process of 
manually adjusting accounting records each year to bring corporate cost assessment and IaccoWlting records into agreement A third aspect of the lack ofclarity is the NOAA budget 
structure itself. The best accounting in the world does not mean much if the purpose of the 
obligations is not clear. •
Despite these barriers to clarity and accountability) the problem lies, to a considerable degree, 
with the lack of adequate background and sufficient training in budget execution, Interviews I 
with the chief of budget execution and line office financial staffs indicate that the division has 
few veteran staffers versed in budget analysis and execution skills. Several line offices report 
that they have difficulty obtaining answers from budget execution staff regarding allowance I 
numbers and policy issues. 

The division ofhudget execution has made some improvements recently. It has recruited a 

number of new staff. but they are in the learning stage. In addition to several new hires, the chief 
 • 
ofbudget execution has begun regular meetings with line office customers and has accelerated 
the provision of initial allowances from January 28 for FY 1998 to a target of November 6 for •FY 1999. Feedback in line office interviews has been positive about the regular budget 
execution meetings. I 
TIle Attributes ofa Strong Budget Office Staff 

What should a strong Budget Office staff look like? The panel envisions a staff of mid-levello •
senior anaJysts, coHectively possessing both execution and formulation skills, who are fuBy 
knowledgeable of tbe line office programs for which they have responsibility. These analysts (I) I 

, are immersed in NOAA programs and understand substantive issues and the resource 
requirements for supporting program operations. and they achieve this by participating in aU key Iline office and NOAA budgetary activities; (2) view the line offices as their customers and 
provide expert advice and information to line office staffs about external issues and events; (3) 
provide expert analytical advice to NOAA management on resource issues including Iidentification of alternative resource acquisition scenarios; (4) become the single most important 
source of information in response to the infonnation needs of the Hne offices, Commerce, OMB. 
and the appropriations committees; and (5) provide a crucial bridge for line office customers and I 
aU other parties between formutation of the budget and its execution by functioning as a one~stop 
shopping center for budgetary infonnation, I 
In this scenario, Budget Office analysts participate substantively in the agency's strategic 
planning process serving on SIlTs, reviewing line offices incremental requests and base analyses I 

68 I 



I 

I during the SPT process, and providing analysis for the director of budget's independent 

assessment of the annual strategic planning results. 

I NOAA Aclio"s To Impro!'e Ih. Capacity oflile Budgel Office 

I NOAA recognizes the urgency of moving the Budget Office towards this. ideal set ofcapacities. 
In the past year, the agency has upgraded the position of the director of budget to the Senior 
Executive Service level and filled that position with a new person. NOAA management has 

I authorized the filling of numerous previously unfunded vacancies in the Budget Office. The new 

I 
director has hired key managerial and analyst staff and begun to develop improvement initiatives 
to address the organizational capacity issues identified above. These initiatives are strongly 
supported by the deputy under secretary and CFO/CAO and include: 

I 
 • development of a vision for a high~performance organization based on a trained and 

competent staff, partnership with cllstomers, a strategy for excellent communications, well 
functioning processes, and a staff development training program (see Figure 4-1) 

I • improvements in specific processes such as estimating llnd managing carry over funds. prior 
year obligations and reimbursements 

I • improvements for a fully accountable corporate cost process 

I • a reorganization to focus staffenergy on creation of enhanced analytical capabilities, control 
and accuracy ofbudgetary numbers, development of training and staffdevelopment 
opportunities. improved guidance, timeliness and quality of products, and communications I with customers including development of a weh siteH 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ The elemcnL'> of u sample oomprebensive generic capacity building strategy arc laid out in detail in Appendix G 
including elements f(lr process improvement, communic,llions, staffdevelopment and training, and guidance 
development. 

I 

I 
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I 
I The director of budget has reorganized the Budget Office to align its functions with improvement 

goals. The Budget Office now includes three divisions: Formulation, Execution, and Policy, 
Products and Integration (SPPI), The division functions, many articulated by the director of 
budget to the project staff, need to be more clearly stated in the forma) functional statements to 

I 
say: 

• Budget fomulation develops and maintains strong analytical capability. 

I • BPPI shepherds the budget process including number control, product quality, an excellent 
guidan<;e system. a communication and partnership strategy with the line offices and other 

I 
 stakeholders) and a community~wide staff training and development strategy. 


I 
• Budget execution develops the analytical and systems capability to maintain the spread 

sheets nC<'cssary to provide accurate data in advice of allowances and other documents. 

The Budget Office reorganization focuses the office's staff on function-fonnulation, execution, 
process. The panel is concerned that th~s organizational structure will not provide the "one stop"I focus that the Hne offiee customers need from the Budget Office. Customers need to be able to 
come to onc person or small group ofpeople who can provide answers to all questions regarding 

I the process including strategic pianning issues, fonnulation and cxecution guidance questions, 
and information about budget activities at Commerce. OMB, and congrcssionallevels. Aligning 
staff by function will tend to fragment responses to customers by requiring them to go to

I individual divisions for piecemeal information. Aligning staff with specific programs and 
making them responsible for aU aspects of the budget process wlll provide a better assurance to 

I 
customers Qfthis one-stop approach. Alternatively, a well trained management learn can provide 
access to infonnation and answers to questions that complement a one¥stop shopping approach. 

I Line OjJice Customers as Partners in Financial Managemellllmprovement 

Improvement of the financial management process must be accomplished in partnership \ ....ith the 
line offices, In the corporate cost discussion, the panel recommends customer involvement and I oversight ofa new WeF. This concept must be extended to the overall effort to improve 
financial management including efforts to improve capacity. There are many reasons. First, it is 

I axiomatic that an organization cannot be fully successful in improving its operations without 
input from it... customers. The Budget Office needs to understand customer operational needs to 
craft effective responses. In addition to drawing on Hne office expertise to accomplish

I improvement goals, it also needs to acknowledge its role in helping the line offices. One 

I 
example ofsuch help might be where the Budget Office provides a first draft of. budget 
document that in turn call be further developed by the Hne office budget staff rather than 
requiring the line office to initiate all such documents. Pockets of financial excellence are 

I 
scattered throughout the line offices. and the Budget Office will need to caH on this resource in 
the capadtYAimprovement process for the financial community as a whole. Finally, unless the 
improvement process is participatory. community ownership of the results and a mutual will to 
maintain lhem will not achieved. 

I 
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An interview with one of the line office produced a follow up e-mail which clearly addresses this 
point: 

"Before NOAA implements a new policy and process, they should (1) involve the 
Line Offices in the process so that NOAA is aware of the impacts this may have 
on the Line Offices and so that the Line Offices realize the impact; (2) have more 
than one person at the NOAA level working on the process and have a Line Office 
representative/contact to keep in the loop through the entire process, (3) provide 
sufficient time for training, and (4) provide sufficient resources, (5) document the 
process to include the NOAA Budget Handbook. Let me emphasize number 3, 4 
and 5. Training means that you have a template spreadsheet that is the same for 
everyone, reports to pull the appropriate data and a dry run/pilot to make sure it 
works and really does for you what you want to do. Also, the meetings and 
training have to be on a timely and consistent basis." 

One line office interviewee suggested that a process of improving communication be 
started with a general financial management community retreat, and the Budget Office is 
planning such an event at a NOAA budget and financial management conference to be 
held in the summer of2000. This is an excellent suggestion, one that can be used to 
begin a general process of building a partnership. 

Fac/ors Mitigating Against Success fill Implementation ofImprovement Plans 

The panel is concerned that a number of factors, unless satisfactorily addressed by NOAA, will 
mitigate against success. These include the limited staff capacities of the Budget Office and the 
demands of daily workloads. Further, the capacities of the OFA M&B, some parts of which are 
recommended for transfer to the Budget Office, must also be upgraded. NOAA will need to 
ensure that all of its budget and financial management offices have the necessary capabilities and 
are operating at a high level of proficiency in order to fully implement the several 
recommendations outlined in this report. In addition, three studies (described in Chapter 3) in 
recent years have recommended various improvements in the agency's financial management 
practices, but these studies have not been effectively implemented. 

Recommendation 

NOAA should strengthen the Budget Office by: 

• 	 instructing line office financial managers to form an active partnership with the 80 in 
undertaking the improvement efforts recommended in this report 

• 	 ensuring that the director of budget is a key participant in the policy making processes 
of the agency affecting financial matters 

72 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I • tasking tb, Budget Office, along witb the OPSP, with providing tbe .taffwork 

neeessary to make the- corporate board function well 

I 
I • recognizing the critical role of the director of budget, and designating tbe Budget Office 

as the primary contact pOint with Commerce, the OMBl and Congress in obtaining and 
providing factual infonnation about the NOAA budget 

• upgrading the capaCity of the Budget Office and revicwing current staffing allocations 

I to determine its ability to implement the panel's recommendations 

I The chieffinancial officerlchief administrative officer should: 

I 
• work with tbe line offices to pJan and implement the training and career development 

experiences for budget and financial management staff throughout Che agency. This 
will include the development of senior level staff capacity envisioned above espedally a 

I program of rotation for Budget Office and line office financial staff members through 
progressively responsible assignments in appropriate NOAA financial organizations, 
Commerce, OMS, and Congress. 

I 
The dire,to,' of budget sbould: 

I • 	 act to restore the capacity of the Budget Office to communicate effectively with 
customers, the Congress, and other external stakeholders 

I 
I 

• consider reorganizing the Budget Office along programmatic lines, rather than 
functionally (formulation and execution), to provide a one~stop shopping focus for line 
office customers 

translate the individual improvement goals recommended in this report into specific 

I 
milestone implementation schedules. Identify the interdependencies between individual 
schedules such that all goals move forward in a known, interactive, resourced and 
manageable effort 

I • 

• contact other agencies to obtain needed project management training for key Budget

I Office staff members 

I To enhance relations with the appropriations committees. the director otbudget should: 

I • consult with and be advised by the appropriafions committees on the specific changes 
that respond to their concerns and criticisms (especially regarding budget structure), 

I 

I 




explain how the agency improvement efforts solve problems, provide a timetable for I
implementation, and advise on how NOAA will keep them informed 

• 	 seek advice on the need for specialized budget tables and analyses that will provide I 

supplemental information for the appropriations process and seek input on such topics 

as improving funding estimates for NOAA's long~term capital costs 
 I 


• 	 establish a staff Jiaison within the Budget Office for coordinating an information 

activities regarding NOAA budgetary matters with the line offices, Commerce, and the 

appropriations committees I 


Within a year, NOAA should review implementation progress to determine whether: I 

• 	 current Budget Office stamng allocations are sufficient 

I
• 	 the goal of a one--stop sbopping center for budgetary inrormation and expertise is being 
achieved 

I 

• 	 the necessary adive partnersllip with and support by the line offices for tbe Budget 

Office's improvement efforts has developed I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


II 

I 
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I 
I AppcndixA 

Panel Recommendations I 

I STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

I The Corporate Planning and Resources Board 

I NOAA should create a Corporate Planning and Resources Board composed of senior 

I 
NOAA officials, including the assistant administrators (AA), the chief financial officer/chief 
administrative offi""r (CFO/CAO), and key staff .ffice beads. The board should be 
chaired at a high policy level and should b. the f.eal point for: 

I • proposing agency requirements and resource levels 

• coordinating the planning, programming and budgeting processes 

I • resolving major issues inyolving requirements and funding 

I . developing an overall strategy for implementing cross~cutting programs 

• identifying and resolving major institutional issues involving capital assets, facilities, 

I and servkes 

I • overseeing tbe improvements recommended in tbis report 

The board should be constituted separately from other NOAA senior management 
meetings and committees and should develop recommended long-term solutions and 

I 
I resource requirements. It should provide an orderly and structured flow of information 

and advice 10 the administrator for decisions on key program and policy issues. It should 
r""eive necessary staffsupport from the Budget Office and the Office .fPolicy and 
Strategic Planning (OPSP). 

I 
The Role of the Assistanl Administrators 

I NOAA should strengthen the role of the AAs in the annual strategic planning process as a 
means of institutionalizing this process for long~term effectiveness. The AAs should be 

I assigned a formal and more direct role in the process. The AAs, in conjunction with the 
director of OPSP and tbe director of budget, should: 

I 
I 

75 



I 
• 	 conduct periodic progress reviews of the development of budget initiatives being I 

proposed by the SPT. 

• 	 serve on the Corporate Planning and Resources Board to review budget initiatives I 
• 	 take the lead in managing initiatives that involve more than one line office I 
Strategic Planning and Budget Formulation and Execution Processes I 
NOAA stratcgi~ plans and management activities should include: 

I 
• 	 developing an agency annual performance plan that NOAA sends to the Department of 

Commerce I 
• 	 restructuring tbe Hne office annual operating plans and ~ompaTing obligations at the 

senior management level to these plans I 
• 	 maintaining a dear link between cross-cutting initiatives and tbe budget structure, and 

tracking by senior management of progress toward these initiatives I 
FUNDAMENTAL BUDGET STRUCTURE AND PROCESSES I 
The NOAA Budget Structure I 
NOAA should give the newly established Budget Restructuring Task Force top priority Isupport. The task force should: 

• 	 retain the current budget structure as a starting point I 
• 	 identify and describe clearJy and sucdn11y as possible agency operations, i.e., tell "tbe 


story" of NOAA in (:oncrtte, operational terms clearly understandable to stakeholders 
 I 
• 	 develop elear and easy to follow cross-walks from tbis basic structure to agency 


strategic planning or other cross~utting initiatives 
 I 
B...use oflhe intensity of the .ffort that will be required t•••••mplish a darified 'Istnu:turct tbe panel suggests that tbe agency may want to consider beginning the effort 

with one line office as a pilot. There should be extensive consultation with Congress, 

OMB, and the Department of Commerce on this effort. 
 I 


I 
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The Corporate Cost Process 

I NOAA should take a series of steps tbat win lead to a fully open and accountable corporate 
cost process as follows: 

I 
• place accountability with the director of budget, who is not now responsible for tbe 

process, by transferring the corporate cost function from the OFA's M&B to' the

I Budget Office. 

• .stablish. working capital fund (WCF). NOAA should implement its pions for 

I 
I creating a WCF. A WCF will place corporate cost activities on a fec"for ..service basis in 

which service performance for funds provided can be measured. The WCF should be 
guided by a formal charter and operate under a board of directors composed of line 
office and central administrative service officials. 

I • convert nonservice activities now funded by assessments to appropriations" Congress 
has dir~ted that aU costs not clearly service in nature should be converted to 
appropriated funds subject to the annual appropriations process, and NOAA is 

I preparing a reprogramming request to acbieve tbis goal NOAA management should 
provide all support necessary to effectuate tbis reprogramming. 

I • develop a clear and formal requirements process. A formal requirements definition 
and budget formulation and analysis process should be laid out with a schedule that 

I feeds corporate cost estimates into the initial stages oftbc agency~s annual budget 

I 
process in February. This process should prol'ide predictablc assessment levels for line 
office financial managers and inform them well in advance of potential costs outside of 
the agency1s control. 

Base Analysis

I A comprebensive base analysis of all programs, including the NOAA-wide and line office 
corporate costs, which are part ofthe annual corporate assessments, and NOAA indirect 

I 
I 
I (05ts1 should be conducted as standard operating procedure in the agency's budget process. 

This is a crudsl step in understanding agency·level financial issues as well as building 
credibility with Congress and other stakeholders. The Budget Office should design 
guidance to the line offices for preparation of a fuD base analysis for use by the strategic 
planning teams in the FY 2003 process. A "dry runff should b. undertaken during the FY 
1002 process utilizing the work of one of the several line offices tbat DOW conduct a base 
analysis on their own initiative. 

I 

I 

I 
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Budget Execution I 
• 	 NOAA should ensure that the management attention and resources required to 

implement CAMS successfully are provided I 
• 	 NOAA should require major improvement in the line office financial operating plan 

pr<x:ess including development of initial baseline plans and informative updafes on 'I 
progress, using variance analysis, at the administrator's quarterly reviews. The Budget 

Office should prepare guidance for development of these plans and provide the 

independent analysis necessary for effective financial performance reviews during the 
 I 
year. Other agencies should be consulted regarding successful financial management 

and reporting techniques. 
 Ij

THE ROLE OF THE BUDGET OFFICE 

I'NOAA should strengthen the Budget Omce by: 

• 	 instructing line office finantial managers to form an active partnership with the Budget 
Office in undertaking the improvement efforts recommended in this report 

• 	 ensuring that the director of budget is a key participant in the policy making processes 
of the agency affecting financial matters 

• 	 tasking the Budget om«, .Iong with the OPSP, with providing the starr work I 
necessary to make tbe corporate board function well I 

• 	 recognizing the critical role of the director of the budgett and designating the Budget 
Office as tbe primary contact point with Commerce, OMD and Congress in obtaining ~ 
and providing factual information about the NOAA budget I 

• 	 upgrading the capacity of the Budget Office and reviewing current staffing anocations I 
to the Budget Office to determine its ability to implement the panel's recommendations I 

IThe chief financial officer/chief administrative offieer should: 

• 	 work with the line offices to plan and implement the training and career development ~ 
experiences for budget and financial management staff throughout the agency. Tbis 

will include the development of senior level staff capability envisioned above including a 
 I 
program of rotation for Budget Office and line office financial staff members through I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
I progressively more responsible assignments in appropriate NOAA financial 

organizations, DOC, OMB, and Congress. U 

I The director of budget should: 

I 
 • ad to re8tore the capacity of the Budget Office to communicate effectively with 

customers, Congress and other external stakeholders 

I • consider reorganizing the Budget Office along programmatic lines, rather than 
functionally by formulation and execution, to provide a one.stop shopping focus for line 
office customers 

I 
I 

• translate the indhrjdual improvement goals recommended in this report into specific 
milestone implementation schedules. Identify tbe interdependencies between individual 
scbedules such that all goals move forward in a known, interactive, resourced, and 
manageable effort 

I • contact otber agencies to obtain needed project management training for key Budget 
Office staff members 

I To enhance relations. with the appropriations committees, the director of budget should: 

I • consult with and be advised by the appropriations committees on the specific changes 
that respond to their concerns and criticisms, especially regarding budget structure, 
explain how the agency improvement efforts solve problems, provide a timetable for

I implementation, and advise on how NOAA will keep them informed 

I • seck advice on the need for s.pecialized budget tables and analyses that will provide 
supplemental information for the appropriations process and seek input on such topics 
as improving funding estimates for NOAA's long-term capital east 

I 
I • establish a staff liaison within the Budget Office for coordinating an information 

activities regarding NOAA budgetary matters with the line offices, ,the Department of 
Commerce, and tbe appropriations committees 

Within a year, NOAA should review implementation progress to determine whether: 

I 
• current Budget Office staffing allocations are sufficient 

I 
I 25 The elements ofa comprehensive generic eapacity building strategy are laid out in dctllil in Appendix G. The 

Appendix includes elements for process improvement, communications, staff development and training, and 
guidance development. 

I 
I 
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I 
• 	 the goal of a one-stop shopping center for budgetary information and expertise is being I 

achieved 

• 	 the necessary active partnership with and support by tbe line offfices for the Budget I 
Office's improvement efforts has developed 

I 
I 
I 
I 
II 

.: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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AppendixB 

I A Road Map to Comprehensive Improvement 

I 
All recommendations are not of equal weight and, even if they were, a busy organization cannot 
implement all improvements at one time without creating chaos, An organization must walk I 	 before it runs. The following is a possible sequence for implementing some of the maior 
recommendations in this report. As the agency proceeds with the development of its action plan. 
it will need to decide which ofthe report recommendations will be implemented and ensure that I 	 DOC, OMB, and the appropriations committees are briefed in advance. 

I 	 CY2000 

Chief Financial Officer/Chief Administrative OffieerICFO/CAO): 

I 
• 	 Assign the corporate cost responsibility from the 

Office ofFinance and Administration ASAP 

I 
I Office of Management and Budget (OFA M&B) to the 

director of budget; Incorporate creation of a working capital 
Fund (WCF) in the OPA annual operating plan (AOP). 

Director of Budget: 

I • 	 Continue efforts to recruit top managers ilnd staff and reorganize On-going 
the Budgtl Office to implement improvement objectives. 

I • Continue all current efforts to improve timeliness, clarity and On-going 
accuracy of products, Pay special attention to development of 

I accurate spread sheet capability_ 

• Initiate corporate costs requirements formulation 

I process for FY 200112002 llsing FY 20001200I interim process. ASAP 

I 	 NOAA: 

• Create a Corporate Planning and Resources Board to perform ASAPI the duties described in Chapter 2. 

I • Direct director ofbudget in the OFA and Director ofthe Office of Policy ASAP 
and Strategic Planning to provide support to the board. 

I 
I 
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• 	 Direct development of comprehensive implementation steps by the 
CFO/CAO and director of budget, working with OPSP in the area of 
strategic management. Steps to include existing NOAA 
improvement goals and panel recommendations in Chapters 2 
through 4 of this report. 

• 	 Direct AA's to complete base analysis under guidance from the 
Budget Office for the FY 2003 planninglbudget process beginning 
in February 2001. 

Director of Budget: 

• 	 Present implementation planning results to the Corporate Planning 
and Resources Board. Identify specific tasks, develop milestones for 
each task, develop overall critical path of necessary improvements, and 
assign responsible parties to compete tasks. Address implementation 
of panel recommendations on: 

* 	 Strategic management 

* 	 Fundamental structure and process recommendations including 
budget restructuring, base analysis, corporate cost, and budget 
execution 

* 	 Strengthening the role and capacity of the Budget Office 

• 	 Complete budget restructuring effort with the Department of Commerce, 
OMB, and congressional input and agreement. 

• 	 Complete development of full WCF proposal for incorporation 
into the FY 2003 budget process. 

• 	 Initiate fully reformed FY 200212003 corporate costs requirements 
formulation process as approved by the Corporate Planning and 
Resources Board. Include a new NOAA WCF. Integrate results 
with NOAA FY 2003 budget process in February, 2001 

• 	 Working with the line offices, develop the capacity building 
implementation steps recommended in this report including 
training and career development, communication and other aspects 
ofcapacity discussed in this report. 
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ASAP I 


I 

I 

I 

I 


ASAP 

March 31 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

March 31 

I 
October 1 

I 
October 1 

I 

I
October I 
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I 
I CY 2001 

I Line Offices: 

I • Working with OPSP and the Budget Office, complete logic model analysis June 1 
and develop NOAA performance plan for FY 2003 budget. 

I Director of Budget: 

• Initiate analyses of deobligations, carry over, and reimbursements.26 June 1 

I 
CY2002

I Director of Budget: 

I • Fully complete capacity building implementation. June 1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 2~ Sooner if staff capacity has developed quickly enough. 

I 
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Appendix C I 

Panel Members and Staff I 
Panel Members: 

ICora P. Beebe - Fonner Chief Financial OfficerlExeeutive Director (Administration), Office of 
Thrift Supervision, U.S. Department of the Treasury; Fonner Branch Chief and Executive 
Assistant to the Associate Director for Management, U.S. Office of Management and Budget; II 
Director, Planning, Budget and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Commerce; Director, Policy, IBudget, and Program Mallagement, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 11, 
LaVarne Burton - Executive Secretary to the Department, U.S. Department of He.lth and Human 
Services (DHHS); Former Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget Policy, DHHS; Former Senior I· 
Analyst, Health and Social Security, Budget Committee, U.S. House of Representatives; Former 
positions with the DHHS including Chief, Financial Management Branch, Bureau ofCornmunity I' 
Health Services; Director, Office of Financial Management, Health Resources and Services 
Administration. I 

IJohn J, Carey - Consultant; Former AssocJate Deputy Under Secretary for Oceans and 
Atmosphere in NOAA; Deputy Assistant Administrator for the National Ocean Senrice; Director I 
ofthe NOAA Office of Budget and Finance and Controller. Prior to joining NOAA, Mr. Carey I 
was with the Office of Management and Budget where he held positions ofBudget Examiner, ISenior Program Analyst, and Chief of the Commerce Branch. 

I 
Susan Irv~ng ~ Associate Director. Federal Budget Issues, U. S. General Accounting Office~ I 
Former Lecturer in Public Policy, JFK School ofGovernment, Harvard UniverSity; Fellow, 

Institute ofPolitics, Harvard University; Staff Director, Council of Economic Advisers. I 


I 
Bernard Martin (Panel Chairman) - Consultant; Former positions with the U.S. Office of 
Management and Budget, including Special Assistant to the Deputy Dire<:tor for Management; 
Deputy Associate Director, Education, Income Maintenance and Labor Division; Assistant ~ 

Director for Legislative Reference; Deputy Associate Director, Labor, Veterans, and Education 

Division; Chief, Economics-Science-General Government Branch, Legislative Reference ~ 
Division. 


Robert S. Winokur· Vice President of the Consortium for Oceanographic Research and ~ 
Education; Former Assistant Administrator for Satellite and Information Services, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; Acting Assistant Administrator for Weather Services; I 
Teehnical Director in the Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy, for the Navy's Operational I 
Oceanography Program. I 

I 
I 
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I 	 NAPA Staff Members: 

Christopher O. Wye ~ Director~ Performance Consortium. National Academy of PublicI 	 AdministraticfD (NAPA); Director~ Program for Improving Government Perfonnance. NAPA~ 
Fonner Director, Office of Program Annlysis and Evaluation, Office of Community Planning and 
Development, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD); Director, Division ofI Policy Studies, Office of Policy Development and Research and Development (OP), HUD; 
Senior Policy Analyst, Division of Special Studies, OP, HUD; Fellow, National Endowment of

I the Humanilit.~ Harvard University, Mr. Wye is the author of books. articles, and reports on 
strategic planning and performance measurement. 

I 	 John P. Scully, Project Director· Consultant; Former Acting Director, Alliance for Redesigning 
Government, National Academy of Public Administration; Former Vice President Gorels 
National Perfonnance Review; Deputy Director. Management Operations Directorate, Goddard 

I 
I Space Flight Center, NASA; Deputy Associate Commissioner for Disability, Social Security 

Administration; Director, Budget Policy and Procedures Office. Department of Health and 
Human Services (Dl-IHS); Director, Office of the Secretary Budget Office, DHHS. 

Ronald H. Carlson, Senior Research Associate - Staff Director, Center for Health Policy Studies, 
Columbia, Maryland; Former positions with the Department of Health and Human Services,I Associate Administrator for Planning. Evaluation and LegisJation, Health Resources and 
Services Administration; Director of Evaluative Studies. Health Care Financing Administration; 

I Director of Demonstrations and Evaluation, Bureau of Health Insurance, Social Security 
Administration; Legislative Assistant~ Congressman John Henderson~ U.S. House of 
Representatives.

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix D I 

List of Documents Reviewed I 
This listing of documents in not inclusive of literally hundreds of lesser documents including 
reports reviewed but deemed inconsequential to the substance of this study, executive Iperfonnance plans. organization charts, OFA and line office quarterly reviews, interoffice 
memoranda, draft but unpublished memoranda t e~mailsj etc. 

I 
Chief Financial Officers Council. Guiding Principles/or Implemenling GPRA, December 30, 
1997, I 
:-:-_--;-,. Integrating the Budget Structure, Financial Slalemenl. and Performance Measures 
into one Understandable Paclwge: A Report on Ihe Needfor Alignment ofKey Financial IIlaformalion to Ensare the Success/allmplementation ofGPRA, March 24, 1998, 

Department of Commerce. Me,rlOrandumfram the Chief Financial Officer, Assistant I! 
Secretary for Administration to Robert Litan, Program Associafe Director for General 
Government, Office ofManagement and Budget: Report on FY 1994 Department afCommerce 
Pilot Projects Conducted Under the Government Performance and Results Act. July 10, 1995, I' 

I
=-:---::_' Fiscal Year 1999: Annual Performance Plan ~ U. S, Department a/Commerce. 

(Undated). 


::;-__-,.' Fiscal Year 2000: Annual Performance Plan· U.S. Department of 

Commerce, (Undated), ~ 


I 
-:-:::-::-_--'. Memorandumfrom the Secretary. Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Guidance, May 28, 
1999. 

____' DOC Home Page. hnp:l/www.doc.gov/ 
 ~ 
General Accounting Offi ... The Chief Financial Officers Act, A Mandate for Federal I
Financial Management Reform, GAOIAFMID·12, 19,4, September 1991. 

=-:-:=-=' Performance Budgeting: Past Initiatives Offer Insights for GPRA. Implementation. ~ 
GAO/AIMD-97-46, March 1997. I 
-::-:-_-;;-" National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration: Unobligated Carryover I 
Balances/or Fiscal year 1997, GAOIRCED·97-143R.. April 1997. I 
-;:;:-_-:-=< Afanaging/or Results: Agencies' Annual Performance Plans Can Help Address I 
Strategic Planning Challenges, GAOIGGD·98-44. January 1998. I 

I 
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I 
I 	 .",-=-:-:-:::-;:;::' National Weather Service: Events Surrounding Fiscal Year 1997 Budget. 


OAOIAIMD·98·69. March 1998. 


I 	 . Memorandumfrom GAO to The Honorable Thomas 1 Bliley. Chairman. 

I 
~CC;-o-m-m-,C;-·tt-ee-Oll Commerce, House ofRepresentatives: Results Act: Observations on the 
Department ofCommercc's Annual Performance Plan/or Fiscal Year 1999, June 24, 1998, 

.",--;--;=_. Managing/or Results: Measuring Program Results Tha! Are Under Limited

I Federal Control. GAOIGOD·99·16. December 1998. 

c::-:-c:ccc:-=.... Aiajor Management Challenges and Program Risks: Department a/Commerce.
I GAOIOCO·99·3. January 1999. 

I _~-:-,-_. Agency Performance Plans: Examples ofPractices That Can Improve Usefulness 
to Decisionmakers. GAOIGGDIAlMD·99-69. February 1999. 

I C"7--".,-,-.... Performance Budgeting; initial Experiences Under the Results Act in Linking 
Plans With Budgels. GAOIAIMDIGGD·99·67. April 1999. 

I 7-:----:' Major Challenges and Program Risks, Department ofCommerce. GAO/OCG-99­
3. January 1999. 

I _-:-_. Afemorandum.from L Nyc Stevens, Director, Federal Management and Workforce 
Issties 10 Linda Biimes, Acting ChiefFinancial Officer and Assistance Secretary for 
Administration. May 17, 1999. 

I 
I 

=_-=,-~. Memorandumfrom The Secretary to Secretarial Officers, Heads ofOperating 
Units: Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Guidance. May 28~ 1999. 

I 
-:-__:;--;' Performance Plans: Selected Approaches for Verification and Validation of 
AgencyPerji.>rmance InJormation. GAOIGGD·99·139. July 1999. 

I 
----c~-. Performance Budgeting: Initial Agency Experiences Provide a Foundation to 
Assess Future Directions. GAO(f·AIMDIGGD·99·216. July 1,1999. 

Government Executiv~ Danger Zone. November 1999, 

I 
National Academy of Public Administration. Helpful Practices in Improving Government 
Performance: Executive-Legislalive Branch Summit Proceedings, June 17, 1999.

I 
I 

-;:-_-,,,-" Helpful Practices in improving Government Performance,' Conference 
Proceedings. June 17, 1999. 

I 
I 
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I 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Budget Estimates, Fiscal Year 1988, I
Congressional Submission. 


-:::-__~' An Exploratory Assessment ofthe Regional Administrative Support Centers in the 
 I 
Department ofCommerce, Phase I on April 19 and Phase II on July 29, 1993. 

-;-..,,-,:-:-=;' Government Performance and Results Act: Pilot FY 1996 Performance Plan. I 
April II, 1995, 

-::-:-_,-" NOAA Customer Service, A Paradigm Shi/i, An Action Plan ofthe Administrative 
Reinvention Study Group. February 1996. • 
____" Strategic Plan: A Visionfor 2005, May 1996. I 
::::--:---,:-:-:. A Report ofthe Overhead Study Team to the Deputy Under Secretary (DUS), I
October I, 1996. 

--,::--::--_" Memorandumfrom Susan F. Zevin, Chairman, More Open Budget Process Team, 
to D. James Baker, Under Secretary/or Oceans and Atmosphere. April 7, 1997. • 
____' Issue Paper on Administrative Support Centers, to the DUS. March 30, ]998. I 
-:--::----c::-:' The Report on Changes Needed to Transform Administrative Support Centers into 
the Best Federal Administrative Service Providers 10 Ihe DUS. Jul)' 23) 1998. I 
':::-.,-::=-_' FY 1999 Targets and Financial Operating Plans, Memorandumfrom Deputy 
Chief Financial Officer to M&B Chiefs, August 1998. 

____' Strategic Plan: A Visionfor 2005, September 1998. 

=_,-_' .Memorandumfrom Susan B. Fruchter, Director, Office ofPolicy and Strategic 
Planning to Strategic Planning Team Leads: Follow Up on 1999 NOAA Strategic Planning 
Workshops, December 2, 1998, '. 

•
• 

:::--:--:-:-::-:. Annual Operating Plans: NESDIS, NWS, NOS. NMFS, OAR, OFA, For FY 1999, J 
October 1998 - February 1999, 

=--:--0:-:::-:' FY 1999 Annual Operating Plan (AOP), Memorandumfrom Paul Roberts, Chief J 
Financial Officer/Chief Administrative Officer (CFO/CAO), to the DUS Iransmilling the Office 
ofFinance and Administration (OFA) AOP. January 22,1999. I 
-:~_-:- .. Memorandum from Susan B. Fruchter, Director ofPolicy and Strategic Planning 

to Deputy Assistant Administrators, Strategic Planning Team Leads, Director, Budget I
Formulation: February 1999 Strategic Planning Workshops and FY 2001 Budget Guidance, 
January 25,1999. •88 
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= __-::'. ,Uemorandumfrom Susan B. Fruchter, DOPSP and Jolene A. Lauria Sul/ens, 
Director, Budget Office to Assistant Administrators, SPT Leads, Program Director. ManagementI and Budget Chiefs: 5 - Year Imp/ementation Plans (IP)!FY 2001 Budget- Transmittals #1' #14. 
March 2 - July 21,1999. 

I :-:--:--;:__., !Uemoranduftl from Jolene A. Sul/ens, Director, Budget Office, to D, James Baker, 

Under Secreta!)' for Oceans and Atmosphere: Strategic Planning Team and Line Office 


I Reactions /0 Transmittal #5 ~ Preliminary Decisions on FY 2001 Bu.dget. 


Budget Estimates. Fiscal Year 1999. Office ofManagement and Budget 

I 	 ~ubmission. 

I 
 Budget Estimates. Fiscal Year 1999. President's Submission (to Congress). 


NOAA Home Page. http://www,noaa.govl. 

I 	 NOAA Finance Handbook. 


I 
 NOAA Budget Handbaok. 


OFA Corrective Action Plan. July 29,1999. 

I Proceedings o/the Second AnnuaJ Budget Conference, June 2-4. 1999. 

I Corporate COSf meeting documents, meetings ofJune 25, July 9, and July 28, 
1999. 

I 	 -:--:--,._",. Commerce Administrative .Management Syslem (CAA1S) Overview, July 23, 1999. 
And related materials. 

I 	 :--:--::::-=::-:. Operational Information Technology Plan: National !\Zfarine Fisheries Service. 
July 20, J999. 

I 	 = ____.. Memorandum /rom Scott D, Gudes 10 Assistant Administrators, Staff Office 
Directors and StrategiC Plan Team Leaders: FY 1999 NOAA Tlzird Quarler Review Guidance,

I 	 July 6, 1999. 

FY 2000 Targets and Financial Operating Plans, l\1emorandumfrom Director of

I Budget 10 M&B Chiefs. August 1999. 

-:cc-:--=-" .1femarandum.from Captain Richard R. Behn, Executive Director to the DeputyI Under Secretary, 10 Assislant Administrators. Staff Office Directors: FY 2000 Operating Plans. 
August 3, 1999. 

I~ 

I 	
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=0--:-:;:::-' Draft Career Development Program/Guide. from the CFO/CAO to Directors, 
Office ofFinance and Administration August 12~ 1999. 

Office of the Inspector Genera), U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, OAR's Cost Recovery for Sponsored Research Needs Improvemcnl, ,
Audit Report No,. STL-7658-6-00I. June 1996. 

:-;-_=::-:-~. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Financial Statements. Fiscal 
Year 1996. Audit Report No. FSC·884I·7-0001. March 1997. (includes NOAA financial I 
statement). , 
-:--::-:--:"," National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Excess Satellite Funding in 
the Polar Orbiting Satellile Program, Inspection Report No. OSE-8797-7-oo0J. March 1997. , 
-;:-__-;-:-_' National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Administrative Support 
Centers Need Functional Realignment and Focus on Essential Services, Inspection Reporl No. 
JPE-8569. August 1997. Ii 
-:-::-_-:-;-. National Oceanic and Almospheric Adminis(ralion, Excess Satellite Funding 
Jndicates Needfor Better Financial Controls. Inspection Report No, OSE-8797~7-0002. 
September 1997. 

I,I 
I 

:-;-_==_' National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Financial Statements, Fiscal 
Year 1997. Audit Repcrt No. FSC-9865-8·000J. March 1998. (includes NOAA financial ,I
statement). 

I
::--:'7-:--' National Oceanic and Almospheric Adminislralion, OAR's Interagent')' and Other 
Special Agreements Require Additional Improvements for Compliance, Final Inspection Report 
No. IPE-103IO. May 1998. ~ ,
-:::-;--;:_-;' NatIonal Oceanic andAtmospheric Administration, NMFS's InJeragency and 
Olher Special Agreements Require AddiJlona/lmprovement. Fina/lnspection Report No, IPE­ r 
JQ775. September 1998. 

~.,,-_==_' National Oceanic andAtmospheric Adminislrarion, Financial Statements, Fiscal 
Yew 1998. Audit Repcrt No. FSC-10869-9-000I. March 1999. (includes NOAA financial 

statement), ~ 
, 
Office of Management and Budget. OMB Circular A~12J, Management Accountability and IControl. June 21,1995. , 

I 
I 
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I 	 -::--:--:-::-' OMB BULLETIN NO. 97-01, Form and Conlent 0/Agency Financial Statements, 

October 16,1996. 

I 	 -::-;:-___' Budget ofthe United States Government Fiscal Year 2000, Appendix, Department 
a/Commerce FY 2000. 

I 	 -;:-_-,;-_-;- OMB Circular A-34, TransmittallYiemorandum #15, Instructions on Budget 
Execution. October 19, 1999. 

I U.S. House (}fRepresentatives, Committee on Appropriations. Reporl 104-196, Departmenrs 
a/Commerce, Justice, and State, IheJudlclary, and Related Agencies. Fiscal Year 1996. July

I 19,1995. 

I -::-,..--,,--,_' Reporl 104-676, Departments a/Commerce, Justice, and Siate, the Judiciary, and 
RelatedAgencies, Fiscal Year 1997. July 16, 1996. 

__.___' Report 105·207, Departments ofCommerce. Justice. and State, the Judiciary, and I RelaledAgencies, Fiscal Year 1998. July 25,1997. 

c:-:----c-,--" Report 105-636, Departments a/Commerce, Justice, and Statt. the Judiciary, andI Reiated Agencies. Fiscal Year 1999. July 20, 1998. 

I "7--;-;~" Report 106-28, Departments a/Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
RelatedAgencies, Fiscal Year 1998. August 2, 1999. 

I U,S. House «fRepresentatives, Committee on Commerce, Committee on Science. 
Memorandum: The Draft StrategiC Plan/or the Department a/Commerce Under the Results 

I 
Act. August 4, 1999. 

United States Senate. Report 104-139, Departments a/Commerce. Justice, and Slate, the 

I Judiciary, and Related Agencies, Fiscal Year 1996. September 12, 1995. 

I 
....__.~_. ReporIJ04-353, Departmen.tsojCommerce, Justice. andSwle, the Judiciary, and 
Related Agencies, Fiscal Year 1997. August 27, 1996, 

I 
-;:-;--;-;c---" Report 105-48, Departments a/Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
RelatedAgendes, Fiscal Year 1998. July 16, 1997 

c:-:----c-,--" Report 105-235. Departments a/Commerce, Justice, and Stale, the Judiciary, and 

I Related AgenCies, Fiscal Year 1999. July 2,1998. 

I -;:--;--;-:--" Report 106-76, Departmenfs a/Commerce, Justice, and Siale, the Judiciary, and 
RelaledAgencies, Fiscal Year 1999. June 14, 1999. 

I 
I 
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Appendix E I 

List ofInterviews I 
Person Title Date of Action I 
NOAA Officials: 

Jolene Sullens 

Joe Matotek 

Tyra Smith 

Lan Bui 

Becky Sweeny 

Sue Fruchter 

Rudolf J. Dominic 

Pete Olivere 

Barry Meyer 

Strategic Planning Team 
Leaders: 

I. Bob Livezey, Asst, 
Dir" National Centers for 
Environmental Prediction 

2. Louis Uecellini, Di,., 
National Centers for 
Environmental Prediction 

3. Rkhd. Harazotto, Di,., 

Director, NOAA Budget Office 

Audit Liaison, Office ofFinance and 
and Administration (OF A) 

Chief, Management and Budget Office, OFA 

Chief, Execution and Operations Division. 
NOAA Budget Office 

Commerce Administrative Management 
System (CAMS) 
Requirements ;::>ivision Chief 

Director, Office of PoHey and Strategic Planning 

I 
Continuously 


7113 Phone 
 I 
I7120,8/26 

7122,8127 I 
. 7/23 I 


I 

7/27 

Director, Finance OfficelComptroller, OFA 7128 I 
Senior Analyst. Execution and Operations Division 8/4. 8126 

Chief. Formulation and Analysis Division. 
NOAA Budget Office 

SIC-NWS 

ASTF-NWS 

NOS 
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816,8126 

I 

I 


812 

I 
812 I 


I 

815 

'I 

I 



I 
I 	 Center for Operational 

Oceanographic Products 

I and Services 

I 
4. Gary Matlock, Dir., BSF, MFS 8/10 
Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries 

I 5. Susan Zevin, Depty. OBSIED&IS, NESDlS 	 8116 

Asst. Administrator for


I Environmental Infor­
mation Services 

I 	 6. Bob Kidwell, Chief, SUPP Infrastructure 8/10 
lnfonnation Resources 

I 	 Management Staff 

I 
1. Paul Pcgu.to, Chief Infrastructure 8/19 
Management, Budgeting 
and Infonnation 


Division 


I 	 Line OCtice (LO) Focus Varied working level staff 8/18 
Group

I 
1.0 Chief Financial Officials: 

I 1. Mal)' Langlais and staff 	 Executive Officer) Oceanic and Atmospheric 7/29 
Research (OAR) 

I 2. Doug Namian and staff 	 Director, Budget and Finance Group, 7126 
National Environmental Satellite. Data 

I 	 and Information Service (NESDIS) 

I 
3. Ted David and staff Chief Financial Officer, National Weather 7128 

Service (NWS) 

4. JaM Oliver and staff Chief Financial OCticeriChief Administrative 8110 

I Officer, National Ocean Service (NOS) 

5. Lois Gnjoys and staff Director. Office ofOperations, Management. 8111

I and Information} National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) 

I 
I 	
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I 
LO financial officials 	 Fonnal presentations to Ms. Sullens 8/6 I 
Regional Area Service 
Centers (ASC): I 
I. Kelly Sandy Director, Western ASC 7129 
2, Martha Lumpkin Director, Central ASC 7129 I 
3, Jerry Lucas and staff Director, Eastern ASC, Norfolk, VA 9/9 9-1:00 

Radm Nicholas Dir~tor, Atlantic and Pacific Marine Centers 9/9 2:00 IPrahl and staff 

James Dixon National PORTS Outreach Manager, NOA 9/9 3:00 

and staff 
 I 

Paul Roberts 	 Chief Financial Officer/Chief Administrative 8112 
Officer I 

ScnU Gudes 	 Deputy Under Secretary for Oceans and 8/18 
Almosphere I 

Officials Ext.mal to NOAA: I 
Robert Stockman 	 Director of Planning. Office of Budget,. '7/27 

Department of Commerce (DOC) I 
George Ross and stafT 	 Assistanllnspcctor General for Auditing, mo 

Office of Inspector General. DOC I 
Laura Castro Senior Evaluator, General Accounting Office 8113 
Mike Curro Asst. Director, Budget Issues Group, GAO I 
Kim Ne\i\<man 	 Examiners, Office Of Mgt. & Budget 8il7 Phone I 
Donna Rivelli 	 8/25 Phone 

IIJim Kulikowski 	 HOllse Appropriations Subcommrnittee on 8/17 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, 
the Judiciary, and Related Agencies I 

Leslie Albright Budget Analysts, Technology & Environment 912 Phone 
Charlie Murray Programs, Division, Office of Budget, DOC I 
Paddy Link 	 Senate Appropriations Subcommmittee on 9/17 

Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State. Ithe Judiciary, and Related Agencies 

I 
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Benchmarking Activin:: with Other A~nd~5; 

I Paul Nannis 	 Director of Planning ! Evaluation, and 8116 
Legislation. Health Resources and Services 

I 	 Administration. DHHS 

I 
Dennis Williams and staff Director of Budget, Department of Health and 8/23 

Human Services (DHHS) 

Val De LaFuente Sentor Eva1uator~ Office of Evaluation, 8/23

I Environmental Protection Agency 

I Curtis Marshall 	 Director, Strategic Planning Services, Office of 812S 
Planning and Analysis. Veterans Administration 

I Tom Paprocki and staff Chief, Institutional Support Office, Goddard Space 8126 
Flight Center 

I Greg Paine 	 Director of PoHey and Planning, Veterans Health 10/12 
Administration. Veterans Administration 

I Follow UQ Interview for 

LO Proc.ss Mapping: 


I Steve Gallagher Chief. Office of Budget Fonnulation. NWS 10122 

I Douglas Namian 	 Chief. Budge! and Planning Office. NESDIS 10125 

I Mary Langlais Executive Officer, OAR 	 10/27 

John Oliver CFO/CAO. NOS 	 11/2 

I Alan Risenhover 	 Deputy Director. Office ofOperations 11I5 
Management and Information. NMFS 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 	
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Appendix F I 

Template for Conducting Base Analysis I 
Applicability. Applicable to any government or private program involving a number of Iactivities and a signlficant amount of funding. 

Assumptions. I 
• 	 Over time, priorities within a set of activities will shift. This is for many reasons including: 

1, Stan up programs achieve a satisfactory operating level eliminating start up costs. I 
2. 	 Programs achieve their purposes and are nO longer fully or partially necessary. 
3. 	 One time events (e.g .• buying a super computer, constructing a building, launching a 


satellite) do nor reoccur. 
 I 
4. 	 External factors are altered because ofchanges in elective politics. interest group shifts, 


macro economic events, and many others. 
 I5. 	 Intemalleadership changes. 

• 	 Such priority shifts occur continually and can occur quickly. I 
• 	 Program management is fully capable of: 

1. 	 identifying all significant activities that they manage I
2. 	 prioritizing these activities, including increments of activities. in relationship to each 


other 
 Ii3. 	 quantifying these activities in terms of assigned resources 

Concept. Given the above assumptions. the concept ofbasc analysis is simple: I' 
• 	 Given the changing sands of time. program management will achieve ma.ximum value for 

money by continually reassessing priorities and adjusting existing resource aUocations 
accordingly. .' 

• 	 Newly emerging requirements not funded within existing resource allocations are ranked 
against lower priority base activities. 

• 	 This review must take place regularly to effectively mirror changing reality. 

• 	 It is management's job to achieve maximum value for money by ensuring that limited funds 
are continual1y targeted at the highest priorities of the organization. I 

I 
• 	 Base anaJysis is easy. Good managers inrormally reassess changing priorities and reassign 

resources accordingly. This template makes the process open and visib1e for others to see. I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

• 	 For a corporation, the bottom Ijne and return to investors depend on base analysis. In the 
federal government, the Constitution (Article I, section 1 and section 9, clause 7) assigns the 
role ofprotecting the investor (taxpayer) to Congress and the law (Budget and Accounting 
Act) assigns this to the Office of Management and Budget. 

Base Analysis Methodology. While the concept of base analysis is simple, base anaJysis 
methodology can vary. The basic guidance to the program requests that a program's 
management do the following: 

• 	 Break the organization's programmatic activities into components that reflect operational 
activities which are conducted to achieve the various purposes ofthe organization. Many 
operating components are sufficiently large that they can be broken into identifiable pieces. 
In such cases it is clear to aU a portion of the program is more important than other portions 
and that priorities can be assigned to these portions. These portions can be called 
"increments.~> 

• 	 Identify «new activities" that either have never been perfonned before or are existing base 
activities that require significant resources beyond those currently assigned, These can also 
be broken into meaningful increments, 

• 	 An organization can caU full operational components, increments or new activities whatever 
it wants, but here we will call them "decision units" (DU). 

• 	 Assign resource levels to all DUs. 

• 	 Rank the DUs in order ofpriority. This ranking needs to be accompanied by good 
information including: (1) the nature of the priority; (2) what gains are bought by the 
organization by funding an increment - this should be quantified jfpossible in terms of 
performance information; (3) what stakeholders' reactions are likely to be; (4) congre~,ional 
interests; (5) solid implementation plans showing that the requested funds can be obligated 
fully in the time period of the request; (6) the effects of specific actions such as phasing an 
activity; (7) expert and customer opinions about the need for an increment; and (8) other 
relevant infonnation that agency management needs to make an informed decision. 

Integration or New Requirements with the Base. It is axiomatic that new high priority tasks 
come to an organization. These are either intemaHy driven or required by outside stakeholders. 
In any case. they must be funded, As described above. "base analysis" tmdertakes the task of 
enabling management to decide which of these new requirements are more important than 
increments within the base level of funding, 

Getting Started. Even though base analysis should be easy for an organization, starting the 
process is not. Suspicion, turf and inertia are problems, Base analysis opens heretofore internal 
organizational decisionmaking to review by and potential interference from higher levels of the 
agency and. indeed, from outside of the agency. Any step that appears to have the possibility of 
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I 
taking control from program managers is likely to meet resistance, In addition. there is inertia. IPeople tasked with conducting the analysis simply do not know how to do it They need to 
understand the concepts and to develop the skills for identifying and ranking DUs and 
accompanying this with the kinds of good information described above. I 
Timing and "Depth" of Base Analysis. For an organization that has not undergone base 
analysis in a long period of time, a thorough in-depth analysis and review ofthe full I 
programmatic base should be conducted to initiate the process, 

Having done a valid, full base analysis, the analysis needs to be refreshed routinely. In the I 
federal government) with its annual cycle of appropriations. an annual review is reasonable. This 
can be conducted under a scenario such as the following with variations suitable to the IIorganization. Guidance to the program components requests that they: 

• 	 rank aU DUo within the program, but only provide justificntion material for the top (lowest I' 
priority) 10% to 20% ofDUs within the resource base 

• 	 identitY DUs that are new or enhanced activities not now included in the base ~ 
• 	 rank an DUs including placing higher priority nus Hbelow the Hne" within the base and 

lesser priority DUs "above the Hne" I 
I 

Agency management may want to declare that the lowest priority 10% or 5% ofDUs are, by 
definition, agency property to be reallocated to the highest priority agency activities when all I 
ranking decisions are completed. Basically~ each component has to compete for its lowest 
priority 5% or 10% of resources. but is also gets to compete for that of other components. I 
Gaming tbe System. We are all familiar with the "Washington Monument" story in which an I 
apocryphal agency, when asked by Congress what it would cut if its appropriation were 10 be Ireduced. said that it would give up the Washington Monument Others have called this process Ithe throwing of "fluff balls" that are incapable ofanalysis and measurement. This phenomenon 
is gua.ranteed to occur in a poorly run base analysis. Program management will do the following I 
things and then look its senior agency executive in the eye and say "what do you want me to do. I
Chief?" Program managers will invariably present: I 
• 	 activiues that are low priority to them but of high priority to a critical stakeholder, I 

congressman or others I 
• 	 low priority activities known to be strongly desired by a customer organization but without I 

any accompanying justification or alternatives that can be presented to the management of Ithat organization I 
• 	 increments that are so large that all parts ofone increment cannot possibly be equally I

important I 
I 
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• increments lacking sufficient information on which to base decisions 

I • numerous other "fluff balls" designed to defeat a vaHd base analysis 

Role of the "Budget Office." A capabJe "resources organization.'" working for top agency I management, plays a vital role in a valid base analysis by: 

I • pulling the base analyses of separate program components into a single, inter-ranked whole 

• presenting decision documents to agency management which contain sufficient infonnation 

I to enable them to make informed decisions but a sufficiently brief that management does not 
have to do original research or reading 

I • providing infonned analysis to penetrate the inevitable "Washington Monument" attempt by 
subordinate program managers (see below) 

I How Does the Agency Ex«utive Team Minimi7.e Gaming? This is a problem because the 
agency executive team IS usually composed of the senior managers who are doing the gaming. A 
capable Budget Office can be ofassistance, but basically. the executive team has to make theI process valid. It can do this by: 

I • Top Management Direction. Getting clear and unequivocal instnlctions from the chief 
executive that base analysis will be accomplished, 

I • Clear Process Guidan~e, Top management direction must be accompanied by clear 
guidance from the resources staff. 

I • Exeeutive Team Ownership of the Decisionmaking Process. A participatory system, 
backed by an expert budget staff, is self-correcting. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix G '.
I 

Template for Building Organizational Capacity 	 I 
Elements of a Process Strategy •
• 	 dearly delineated for all participants both in the central financial functions and line offices 
• 	 coherent and integrated so that the roles of planning,. formulating. executing and customer 

organizations are clear and interrelated and all contribute to the flow of the budget and •
financial management processes 

• 	 reflected in basic standing and ad hoc advisory and other information memoranda 
• 	 SO used and accepted that it becomes habit or standard operating procedure (SOP) • 
• 	 based on a partnership between financial management and line office customer organizations 

in which roles and responsibilities are clear. communication is pervasive and high-quaiity .; 
customer participation is at a high level 

• 	 composed of stafTs in both financial management functions and customer organizations that I
are trained to full competency under a staff development and training vision and program 

developed within the partnership 


• 	 embedded in clearly stated partnership vision, goals and annual senior executive and I 
managerial perfonnance plans I 

• 	 developed! encouraged, monitored, and closeJy managed from the top 

Elements of a Communicatio~s Strategy ~ 
I• 	 identification ofall internal customer and external stakeholderS including the Department of 

Commerce, OMB, and Congress and of their information requirements 	 I 
• 	 formal and regularly scheduled meetings with customers and stakeholders, Agendas Ideveloped in advance in consultation with participants. Minutes prepared and posted on a 

web site. Purpose: to discuss the status of action items) explore emerging issues and events j 
I 

develop action plans for new issues, etc, I
• 	 ad hoc meetings to discuss immediate problems or deal with specific issues requiring more Itime and different participants than the regular fora 
• 	 a culture ofconsultation on issues with customers and stakeholders and joint solution of I 

problems I 
• 	 use of fonnal guidances which describe organization SOP; minimization ofad hoc e-mail or 

other communications to transmit policy information I 
• assignment ofstaff liaisons with customers to provide reliable. fast information I 
" routine visits staff-t~-staff and rnanager-to-manager to establish personal ties and working Irelationships 
• 	 use ofa world wide web site to knit it all together including: guidances and updates, I 

schedule ofevents inc'uding meetings, posting ofmeeting minutes. etc. I 
I n 
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I Elements of a Guidance Strategy 

• development of basic process guidances that establish SOP
I • ad hoc guidances as needed. Minimized and converted to SOP where possible 

• 	 incorporation ofmost SOP into handbook(s) updated often and included on a world wide 

web site I 	 • development ofstaff capacity for maintaining. teaching and interpreting guidance in a . 
predictable and stable manner to customers 

I Elements of a Training and Staff Development Strategy 

I 
I • needs analysis - identification of the skills and knowledge necessary for a fuUy capable staff; 

identification of the development needs of individual employees to reach desired competence 
levels. AnalysIs of needs across the community - budget staff, OFA M&B, line offices 

• 	 development or acquisition of a training and staff development regimen required to achieve 
full individual competence including: 
I. formal technical training in aJt aspects of budget fonnulation and execution including I general process knowledge as welt as the technical aspects ofbudgetiug and accounting 
2. 	 general human skills including analytical skills and techniques, communications and 

...\"titing. intcrpersonaJ. automation and other non-budget skills that are necessary toI develop a fully competent employee 
3. staffdevelopment activities including rotation through other jobs with a. special

I emphasis on rotations between line offices and the Budget Office 
• 	 articulation ofa formal and graduated set of training and development experiences that are 

necessary for advancement within the organization 

I • development of individual development plans to identify both current capability needs of 
each individual as well as competencies necessary for promotion 

I Elements of a Systems Support Strategy 

• 	 development ofa data base into which complex budget structure infonnation and necessary I 	 cross-walks are entered and the information is updated as it changes from one stage of the 
process to the next including tracking ofobligations against activities and line items in the 
two struc1uresI • staff, fully conversant with the system and all phases of the process and the small changes in 
detail that constantly take place within it, to enter and update the numbers and produce the 

I kinds ofcross-walk analyses that are needed 

I 
I 
I 
I 	
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AA 
AOP 
ASC 

BE 
SF 
BPPI 

SO 
CAMS 

CAP 
CC 
CFDA 
CFO/CAO 

DOC 
DUS 
EXAD 
FIMS 
FMFIA 
FOP 

FY 
GPRA 
IP 
LO 
OF 
OFA 
OFAM&B 
OMB 
OPSP 
ORF 

PAC 

SP 
SPT 
WCF 

I 
Appendix If I 

Acronym List I 
Assistant Administrator -- Head of a NOAA line office 
Annual Operating Plan·· prepared by the NOAA line offices I
Administrative Service Centers - 4 regional centers serving NOAA field 
components 
Division of Budget Execution, NOAA Budget Office I 
Division of Budget Fonnulation, NOAA Budget Office 
Division of Budget Policy. Products and Integration, NOAA Budget 
Office I 
NOAA Budget Office 
Commerce Administrative Management System, a new accounting system Ifor NOAA in FY 2001 
corrective action plan 
corporate costs Ithe Chief Financial Officers Act 
Chief Financial Officer/Chief Administrative Officer, head of the NOAA 
Office of Finance and Administration 
Department Of Commerce 
Deputy Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere 
executive direction and adminis.tration ~ 
NOAA financial management system ~ current NOAA accounting system I'
Federal Managers Financial Integrity Act 
financial operating plan - prepared annually by line offices prior to I 
receiving their allowances I 
fiscal year IGovernment Perfonnance and Results Act 
implementation plan ~~ prepared by strategic planning teams I 
line office -~ one of NOAA's 5 major components 
Office ofFinance - a component of OFA I 
Office of Finance and Adminislration I 
OFA Office of Management and Budget I
Office of Management and Budget IOffice ofPolicy and Strategic Planning 
Operations, Research and Facilities (one of two main NOAA I 
appropriations) I
Procurement. Acquisition and Construction - second ofNOAA's two 
main appropriations I 
strategic planning I 
strategic planning team 
working capital fund I 

I 
I 
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National Ocean Service Homcpagc Page I of3 
, . .­

January 03, 2()O I 

Home 
Site M.ip 
Search 
AOO\,I NO:\ 
News & ,~~J"is 
l'ubiicaHoh~'& 

!'l'oditcts I I 
"I'Dgl'ums 
Education & 
, 9u~l'eadl;, 
VonNOS ' 'I . 
, Employ~'e.' 

. "..... • r 
C,,!ltact NQ: 

NOS Mission 
Statement 

''To be the 
Nation's principal 
advocate for 
coastal and 
ocean 
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President Clinton Announces the Northwestern 
Hawaiian Islands Coral Reef Ecosystem Reserve 

On December 4, "--- , 

2000, Prc~idcl1t 
William J. Clinton, 1,--__________., 
announced the !~ 
creation of the 
NortlnvcSlcrn 
Ha\vaiian Islands 
Coral Reef ; : 
Ecosystem 

.'Reservc. Tho; I 
, -," ,",

i':orthwcs\ern ..; 'f,~"'!"=''''' 


Hawaiian Islands 

(NWHI) arc a chain' . 


t Aof small islands. '" " ' 

atolls. suhmerged 
The Northwestern I iawaiian Isl:mds Corn! Reef 

hanks. <lnd l\.'cls Ecosys:em Reserve extends appmxim::!cly 1,100
beginning ll11utic:Jl miles (about 2.{)OOkm) aud cfh.:umpUSSGS un 
approxinmtcly 120 area of!)9,501) sq. nautical ttli. (nbmH 34(HlOO sq. kill.). 

This is larger than til!: Jand area 1,11' FIDrida and Georgia nautical miles west 
combined.of the main 

Hawaiian islands and stretchif!.g northwest tor more than I,J 00 
nal..lticalllliles to.Midway Isl,md. Tbese extensive rccf5ystcms, 
approxim,dcly 70o/uof all U.S. -coral reefs, arc some or the most 
pristine reers left in U.S. watcrs at a time when ~oral reefs all ovo;r 
the world <IfC being degraded and destroyed at fapid rates, The 
designation is inh!11dcd to bring'together state and l'cdcrul agencies 
to help address tbe global coral reef crisis by protecting this 
ecologically imp6i1ant area ... .;' 

This is a new marine protected area designation under new 
authority provided to the President in the Nutionul Marine 
Sanctuaries Alllcndments,-The Reserve will be managed hy the 
Sccrclm,]' of Commerce. NOAA-is din..'t:ted to begin the pnJcess to 
designate the Reserve as a i'iatinnal !'v1arinc Sanctuary which will 
incorpof<ltc the Reserve ~md all of its conservation measures, 

For more information on the N\VHI region, important documents 
related tu the dcsigl!~tion, !maps and images, the rcscrve council, 
and public comlncnts visit the Northwestern Hawaiian Isl:l!!Q§. . '\ 

1;3;01htt r:!/www.nos.I1(.>ua. go v / 

www.nos.I1(.>ua
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Links to Descriptions (If Nlltionlll Ocean Service I'rogra III lllld Stafr Orrices:,-" .. 

Coastal Scrvices'Center I Oceanog@Rhic Products and Services I M,magcment 
!!.!HlJ~~g~ I IntcrnalionalI'rograms I SpecialProj~cts ICoast Survey. I Natiom!! 

Geodetic Survey I' Ocean and Coastal Resource Management I ResRonse and 
Restoration I Coastal Ocean Science 

Nlltional Ocean Sen' icc I'rognlln and Staff Offices maintain their own web 
sites with informatioll ahout specilic products lind services they providc. 
Connect to thelll nsing' these link.\: 

Coastal Services Center IOceanog@p'hic Products and Services I Management 
~.!Id Budget I International Programs I Special Proj~cts I Coast Survey I National 

Geodetic Survey 1Qcean and Co'!stal Re~ource M~nIlgement ! HesRonse and 
.Restoration 190astal Ocean Science 

NOAA Line Oflice links:· .. ""..,.. 

~a!!.onal Environmental S[}tel!~, Dat;! and Information Service l.t::!atio!!!ll Weath,::!: 
~ervice I National Marine Fisheries Service IOceanic and AlmosRheric Research 

http://www.nos.noaa.gov/ ,,, 11310 1 
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National Weather service 
A High Impact Agency."we make a difference 

Reinvention Goals for 2000 

Status - August 2000 


The National Weather Service (NWS) has a direct impact on the well-being of 
America and a history of accomplishment as a designated NPR "High Impact 
Agency," The successful completion of a $4,5 billion investment program in 
weather service modernization has dramatically improved NWS periormance, 

especially for warnings of dangerous weather, and is making a significant 
contribution to the American economy, At the same time, restructuring office 

operations has closed 184 offices. Continued improvements in the context of 
the five reinvention goals for theNWS are reported below. 

Internal ReinvenUon 

Delivering Great Service 

Goal: NWS.(I1 Generate annual savings to the economy by improving the quality and 
utility of environmental forecasts and services. 

Former U.S. Secretary of Commerce William M. Daley said, 'Weather is big 
business. It can help or hurt a community.pne-seventh of our economy, about 
$1 trillion a year. is weather sensitive"" The innovative use of weather, water and 
climate information is increaSing our safety and productivity and improving the 
Nation's competitiveness to enhance Our standard of living. For example, the 
highly accurate long-range predictions issued by our Climate Prediction Center 
for the 1997-98 EI Nino led California to conduct major mitigation efforts that led 
to a reduction in losses of about $1 billion. 

As an NPR·designated "high-impact agency," the National Weather Service 
leads NOAA's participation in the Natural Disaster Reduction Initiative (NDRI), a 
program that seeks to reduce the costs of natural disasters to society and the 
U.S. economy by improving the quality and utility of environmental forecasts and 
services. Following are examples of how we support this program: 

• 	 Improved Hydrologic Services: Flood damages average about $4.5 billion 
a y'~ar and more than 10 million U.S. households are located in high risk 
flocd areas. This year, the NWS began implementing a national program, 
called Advanced Hyrdrologic Prediction Services (AHPS), that will improve 
river forecasts. AHPS provides emergency and water managers with 
additional time to prepare for floods and droughts with better information 
and improved accuracy reducing the economic impact of floods on " 
communities. AHPS provides new forecast products depicting the 
magnitude and probability of occurrence for river conditions from days to 
several months in the future. Because improved services upstream can 

hup:llwW\\',nws,no,au.gov/npr5,html 	 t2112100 
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yield safety and economic benefits downstream, this year we began 
implementing AHPS on tributaries of the upper Mississippi, Ohio, and Red 
River of the North river basins (portions of West Virginia, Kentucky, 
Pennsylvania, Michigan, Iowa, Ohio, Illinois, Minnesota, North Dakota and 
South Dakota this year). National implementation of AHPS promises to 
save lives and benefit Ire National economy by $600 million each year 
Ihrough fewer flood losses and improved water resource management and 
will extend current short term river forecasts out to weeks and months. 

• 	 Improved Aviation Services: Weather delays within the National Airspace 
System (NAS) approach nearly $2.5 billion annually. A Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology study for O'Hare Field in Chicago, found that a 30 
minute lead-time for identifying cloud ceiling or visibility events could 
minimize the number of weather delays by 20 to 35 percent. Nationally, 
this could save between $500 million to $875 million annually. To meet this 
need, we developed a new Collaborative Convective Forecast Product 
(CCFP) to enhance air traffic flow on an expedited basis as requested by 
the Federal Aviation Administration arid air carriers. On April 1,2000, our 
Aviation Weather Center began producing the CCFP as an operational 
product. Initially, AWC will'produce theCCFP during the thunderstorm 
season (March through October). As a result. Federal Aviation 
Administration (F M) Air Traffic Control System Command Center 
(ATCSCC) and air carriers can now make strategic routing and dispatch 
decisions based, in part, on these forecasts. These forecast products will 
continually be improved in the future. 

• 	 Improving our Weather Technology: When killer tornados lore through 
Oklahoma and Kansas in May 1999, our Norman, Oklahoma. weather 
forecast office issued warnings up to 30 minutes in advance of some of the 
twi"ters. The office credits the Advanced Weather Interactive Processing 
System (AWIPS), a powerful data presentation system, for hetping the 
team quickly and accurately assess the weather conditions and get out 
warnings; the media called our NEXR!>.D doppler radar a "hero." Together, 
with the private sector and·the media who helped disseminate our 
warnings we saved perhaps 600 lives a~d countless dollars. 

• 	America invested 54.5 billion to modernize its National Weather Service. 
Leveraging this technology can maximize Ihe investment: 

• 	 Improving NEXRAD Products: This year. Ihe NWS begins full-scale 
development of new NEXRAD products that will better detect tornado, 
severe thunderstorm and flash flood conditions. As a result, improved 
forecasting and lower maintenance costs will save the nation millions of 
dollars. 

• 	Sustaining AWtPS operations and maintenance: AWIPS workstations 
enable forecasters to synthesize and analyze weather/environmental data 
from multiple sources which results in more accurate and timely forecasts 
of weather events, saving, lives and money. 

• 	 Replacing the Radiosonde Observing System: For more than 50 years, 
twice a day, every day, from 102 locations in the United States, the 
Nalional Weather Service launches weather balloons, carrying instrument 
packages called radiosondes, The network launches approximately 75,000 
to 80,000 radiosondes annually. These balloon·borne expendable devices 

hup:/Iwww.nws.noaa.gov/npr5.hunl 12/12/00 
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report temperature, humidity, pressure and winds from the earth's surface 
up through an altitude of about 95,000 feet or 30,000 meters, and serve as 
the basis for most weather predictions. More than 90 percent of the 
system parts are now obsolete. We awarded contracts this year to 
demonstrate new system components and a prototype radiosonde for 
which uses the Global Positional System to improve data accuracy. 

• 	 Improving the National Network of Weather and Flood Warning and 
Forecast Services: Recognizing the need for two additional weather 
forecast offices, we began constructing facilities in Caribou, Maine, and 
Key West, Fla., this year. Operating 24-hours a day, 7 days a week, these 
offices will provide improved critical forecasts and warnings that will help 
citizens be safe and better prepare against the economic impacts of 
severe weather. These two offices bring the total number of weather 
forecast offices in our national network of coverage to 121. 

Goal: NWS-02 Double the average lead time for severe weather events and achieve a 30 
percent increase in pin-pointing landfall of hurricanes. 

Our goal is to deliver a credible, timely and relevant suite of weather, water and 
climate products and services which meet our customer's needs. We are 
upgrading our products and services to meet these goals. When seconds count, 
additional warning lead times can mean the difference between life and death. 
There's still work to do but our average lead times for severe weather are 
improving significantly. For example: I 

• 	Tornado Warnings: Today's average lead time of 11 minutes for tornado 
warnings is nearly triple the three minute lead time of 1977. Our goal for 
2005 is to provide American's with a 15 minute average lead time. 

• 	 Flash Flood Warnings: Our advancements in flash flood warning lead time 
is impressive. Today's average lead time of 51 minutes compares with 
eight minutes in 1987. Our goal for 2005 is 65 minutes. 

In addition to improving lead times, our customers want more specific severe 
weather watches. During this year's spring and summer seasons, we issued a 
test product, "Watch by County", along with our operational watches, to better 
define and update watch areas. We are soliciting customer feedback on the 
utility of this test product. 

Hurricanes pose a huge threat to the nation both in potential loss of life and 
economic: devastation. The National Weather Service provides information that 
is the country's first line of defense against these storms. Last year, for the first 
time, we issued an outlook for the hurricane season -- and it verified welt. For 
the 2000 North Atlantic Hurricane Season we also are forecasting an above­
average number of storms. An average season brings 10 tropical storms and six 
hurricanes of which two are classified as intense. 

We owe it to the public, to the emergency managers and decision makers, to 
continue improving our hurricane forecasts. Twenty-four hour track forecast 
error 30 years ago was 140 miles; this has been reduced to 100 miles with a 
goal of 80 miles by 2005. By 2005, the NWS.also plans to increase hurricane 
warning lead time from 19 (current) to over 24 hours, and improve hurricane 
intensity (wind speed) forecasts by 20%. . 

http://www.nws.noaa.gov/npr5.htm I 12/12/00 
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Goal: NWS-03 Provide improved and timely public access to weather 
information ranging from current weather events to long range seasonal and 
inter-annual flood and weather forecasts. 

The National Weather Service must do more than simply produce 
be1ter products and services. Critical information must to get to the 
people who need it and get there in a form they can use. For 
polentially life-saving warnings, NOAA Weather Radio, the media, 
and even paging services remain the best sources for 
communicating short-fuse warning situations. For less time-critical 
forecasts and weather information, the internet is a key means for 
delivery: 

• 	NOAA Weather Radio (NWR) - The Voice of the National 
Weather Service: 

o Network Expansion: 160 new NOAA Weather Radio 
stations have been added since beginning an expansion 
program in 1994. 555 stations now comprise the NWR 
network. We expect to install 40 new stations by the end 
of FY 2000 and at least 30 new stations next year. We 
have identified 240 new sites that will allow us to reach 
the goal of 95 percent population coverage in each state, 
depending on funding availability. 

o NWR Public Information: In partnership with the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) we published 
Saving Lives Wi/hAn All-Hazard Warning No/wort<. This 
publication describes NWR, promotes its value as a 
potential life saver, and recommends steps necessary to 
make NWR more viable as the National warning networl<. 
This year we produced two new NWR videos for the 
public, including a public service announcement with 
NASCAR race driver Darrell Waltrip to raise public 
awareness and promote the purchase of NWR receivers. 

o NWR New Formats and Uses: We need to get 
information to people in a form they can use. We have 
begun research to apply new telecommunications 
technologies to include text broadcasts on NWR that may 
proVide access to the hearing impaired. In February 2000, 
we completed implementing Spanish language broadcast 
capability into the .automated NWR programming system. 
Additionally, transmitters serving a significant Hispanic 
population may provide automated generic Spanish 
translations of emergency weather and natural hazard 
messages for the Emergency Alert System (EAS). , 	. 

o NWR Concatenated Voice: The NWS is evaluating a 
prototype system, which uses concatenated human voice, 
for the broadcast of warnings and short-fused watches. 
Concatenation us'es human voice recorded in phrases 
and words, pieced together by a computer to match input 

http://v.ww.O\V,5.noo.a.gov/nprS.hunl 12112100 
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text. This technology will be tested at two NWS offices by 
mid-calendar year 2000. 

• 	 Consolidated River Data on the Internet: Oaily river forecasts 
and flood stage information from the nation's largest river 
basins are now available on a single Internet site. The Weather 
Service's new River Watch home page is a service even more 
crucial as various parts of the nation are gripped by drought. 
This new "one stop" Web site provides almost instant access to 
river data and ice conditions within the Illinois, Mississippi, 
Missouri, and Ohio River Basins. The new site combines river 
information from more than a dozen weather service offices 
and makes them available to anyone with access to the 
Internet. The internet address is: 
http://wvvw.riverwatch.n.oaa.gov/ . 

• 	 Open Dissemination of Radar Data on the Internet: After the 
expiration of the NEXRAD Information Dissemination Service 
agreement this year, 'we will provide real time access to the full 
range of radar data products·through the Internet. Our goal is 
to do this without disrupting any of the existing dissemination 
paths during the transition in order to make sure this is a win­
win for everyone - for the NWS, for our customers and 
partners, for the vendors, private weather companies and their 
customers, and ultimately for the taxpayers. 

• 	 Emergency Managers Weather Information Network (EMWIN): 
One example of how we are focusing efforts on modern 
wireless web technologies and designs is the EMWIN system. 
This satellite based information delivery system delivers critical 
weather information to emergency managers at an affordable 
price. .' 

• 	StormReady: This new NWS initiative, that originated in 
Oklahoma, promises .. to improve communication and increase 
weather awareness and preparedness in communities across 
the country. StonnReady prepares communities to respond to 
the threat of severe weather and provides detailed and clear 
recommendations which communities can use to improve their 
public awareness programs. I(also gives the community 
recognition for their preparedness accomplishments. Local 
National Weather Service.forecast offices work with 
communities to complete.an application and review process. To 
be officially StonnReady, a community must: 

• 	 Establish a 24-hour warning point and emergency operations 
center: .' 

• 	 Have more than one way to rece(ve severe weather forecasts 
and warnings and to alert the public; 

o 	Create a system that monitors local weather conditions; 
• 

• 	 Promote the importance. of pl:Jblic readiness through community 
seminars: and 

http://www.nws.noaa.gov/npr5.html 12112/00 
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• 	 Develop a formal hazardous weather plan, which includes 

training severe weather spotters and holding emergency 
exercises. ' 

. . 
We currently have 22 SlormReady communities located in 10 states 
with an additional 25 in the' application process. Our goal is to 
identify at least 20 SlonnReady communities annually through 2005 . 

• New Climate Products: Since last year, the NWS has issued 
several new climate products that are available on the web: 

o U.S. Drought Monitor: During last summer's severe 
drought in the mid-Atlantic we implemented a new 
Drought Monitor, developed by NOM and its federal 
partners. This product summarizes the extent and 
intensily of droughts nationwide and expected changes in 
intensity over the next two weeks. For more information 
visit: U.S.Prought Monitor. 

o 	Threats Assessment Last 'summer we launched this tool 
to identify potential for extreme weather events up to two 
weeks in advance. Thes'e maps can be found at: ~.S. 
Threats Assessment. . 

c Excessive Heat Product: When parts of the country 
experienced a deadly heatwave last summer, our. 
customers asked for a heat wave outlook. This summer 
we began issuing a new excessive heat product that 
maps parts of the country where .excessive heat may 
occur up \0 14 days in advance. These maps are located 
at: Excessive Heat Outlooks. . ,. 

II.o.e1 
nternal Reinvention 	 .' . 

Goal: NWS-04 Reduce the cost to' the private sector of the collection and 
dissemination of near real-time weather data and information through 
partnership with the academic community and private sector. 

Government agencies, private companies. academia, the media, 
emergency managers and the public all rely on National Weather 
Service data, products and services. Our data and products form a 
national lnformatlon data base and infrastructure. . . , 

By collecting and distributing data and information through more 
efficient high speed communications lin'es and NOMPORT, which is 
a satellite broadcast network, we are reducing costs. For the cost of 
essential equipment to down link the information, the public, 
universities, and industry now have access to nearly all data 
collected by the National Weather Service free of charge. 

Goal: NWS-05 Streamline weather service activities which will result in a more 
highly trained staff, increased productivity, reduced management overhead, and 
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reduction ofthe number of field offices from over 300 to 121. 

Currently, 92 percent of our weather offices scheduled to close have 
already closed (184 of 200). Decisions on 10 additional offices are 
scheduled for this year. The remaining offices require actions over 
the next several years before decisions can be made. 

NPR Federal EmQloyee Survey 

(TOP) 

~ Page Au:hor: Jim Valdez. National Weather Service 
"", , Las! Modifed: Mar.day, Al.:gust 21,2000 

URL : http: ..iwww.nws.noaa.gov/nprS.html 

, 

hUp:l/www,nw:{.nnaa.gov/npr5.htlnl 12/12/00 


