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 EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND au DGET 


WASHINGTON, D,C. 2Oaa3 

October 8, 1993 

M-94-2 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EX~~TS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: Leon E. Panetta • 
Director 

SUBJECT: Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 
(GPRA) 

• 
TWo month~ ago, the President signed the Government 

Performance and Results Act into law. This Act shifts how we 
manage programs from an input focus to an emphasis on performance 
and results. In Signing the GPRA, the President noted that this 
law "is an important first step in the efforts to reform the way
the Federal government operates and relates to the American 
people." I am asking for your help in achieving this reform. 
This ~emorandum outlines several actions related to 
implementation of this Act. 

Pilot Project Agencies 

First, and most importantly, I urge that you consider 
nominating at least one pilot project from your agency. While 
the Act requires at least ten executive departments or agencies 
be designated as pilot projects in performance measurement for 
fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, we hope to designate more than 
the minimum number required. As part'of the pilot projects,
agencies viII need to prepare an annual performance plan settinq 
measurable performance goals, and an annual report comparing 
actual performance against the target goals~ 

We have discussed the designation process over the past 
month with Agency representatives6 Based on these discussions j 
we have prepared an attachment Which outlines the information 
that should be included in a pilot project nomination. 
Nominations should be sent to OMS by November 2, 1993. After the 
noininatiotls are received, we look forward to working with you on 
the proposed pilots before formally making the designations in 
November. 

InteragencY Implementation_ Groups 

I have asked Phil Lader, OMB's Deputy Director for 
Management, to lead an interagency group on implementation of the 
Government Performance and Results Act. This group currently 
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consists of representatives from the 14 Cabinet Departments t EPA, 
GSA t NASA, OPM, and SSA. A second parallel interagency qroup 
consisting of representatives of mid-size and smaller agencies 
will be established soon. Those agencies interested in having a 
representative on this second group should provide Phil's office 
(FAX (2Q2) 395-5730) with the name and phone number of the 
representative by October 22nd. 

, . Exemptions-

The Government Performance and Results Act allows 
independent agenCies with less than $20 million in annual 
spending to be exempted from its provisions. While we encouraqe 
all agencies to adopt ~easures that make their operations more 
results-oriented, some of the requirements of this Act may place 
excessive demands on very small agencies. We will'provide this 
group of aqencies with specific information on the exemption
procedure later this year.. .' 

Further Information 

To provide you with specific information about this new law 1 

I am attaching a copy of the Act and a short summary of its major
features. This material, along with other information, has been 
distributed under separate cover to all agencies.' 

if you have any questions I please call Walter GroGzyk at 
(202) 395-5670. 

Attachments 
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Attachment 

NOKIBATIONS OY PILOT PROJECTS 

YOR 1'lilIU'ORllllllCB PLAIIS UIl PROGRAlI. PlilIU'ORllllllCE REPORTS 


tnlDEII THE GOVEIIIIKEIIT PlilIU'ORllllllCB UIl RBSllLTS ACT (GPRA) 


There is no specific format for an executive department or 
agency proposal for desiqnation as a pilot project. The proposal 
should be brief, not more than two or three pages in length. 

The nomination request should be siqned by the head of the 
executive department or agency. If a department ,or agency is 
requesting that the designation COVer more than one function or 
operation, a separate proposal should be prepared for each 
function or operation. 

, . A proposal shoUld cover the following areas. 

(~} The agency component(s), organization(s), or activities 
that would form the pilot project. 

(2) ~he approximate amount of FY 1994 spending and the 
number of FTEs that would be covered by the pilot. 

(3) Whether , the agency currently has, or will have (not 
later than FY 1996), a strategic plan covering the pilot 
project function or operation. The Act requires that pilot 
agencies have a strategic plan for at least one year of the 
three-year pilot project period. 

(4) An outline of the type or nature of the performance 
goals that would be included in the performance plan{s) . 

(5) A summary of the general nature and extent of any 
current measurement of program performance for the function 
or operation. Please indicate whether reporting on this 
performance is included in an annual financial statement 
under the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990. 

(6) An indication whether, at the end of the pilot project 
period, the Agency could estimate the costs and benefits of 
measuring performance and preparinq the annual performance 
plans and program performance reports. (Estimates of costs 
and benefits are required for an OMS report to conqress on 
the pilot projects.) 
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OEPUTY DIRE CTOR 
FOR MAI'!A(H(MENT 

KElIORANtltJl! 

FROII:. 

SUBJEC:'].' , 

EXECLJTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OF'F'leE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 


October 13, 1993 

FOR 	AGENCY POINTS-OF-CONTACT FOR IKPLElIENTATION OF 
GOVERIIKEIIT PERFORMA/ICE AND RESULTS ACT 

Philip Lader ~ . 


Nomination of Pilot Projects 


This memora~dum provides, for your reference and use, 
ad,UUonal information regarding nomination of pilot projects
under the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). 
The attachment consists of questions- asked abo~t the pilots over 
the past several months, and answers to those questions. The 
attachment is intended to supplement OIlB memorandum 1194-2 (dated 
October S, 1993) to agency heads requesting the nomination of 
pilot projects. 

Let me also qive you a 'heads up' regarding OMB1s plan to 
expan~ the presentation of program performance information and 
data in the Budget. From both a public information and intern·al 
Agency management standpoint, we believe a phase-in of this 
information will be useful. This also supports the NPR's call 
for more reporting of agency performance in the Budget. While 
the 	FY 1995 Budget will have performance inioraation on some of 
the 	pilot projects on a limited scale prototype basis, the amount 
of performance information included in the BUQget would qrow in 
subsequent years. We will work with the designated pilot
projects to determine whether it is feasible to include 
performance information on them in the FY 1995 Budget. At this 
point, we anticipate that such information will be based on 
materi.als already being developed by agencies in preparing .their 
budget requests or budget justifications. 

Attachment 
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Qu••tiona &Ad &a..era aa9ar4inq 


_T""'!!IOIt 01' PILOT PltOJ1lC'lIl 

Pml PBUOIUINK'lI PLNl8 NID l'ROGRU PDJ'OIUIlIl!ICII UPORn 


Q, 	 Are there ...ny criteria or factors that must be met before a 
designation can be made. 

A. 	 Only one, strategic planning. The Act requires that the 
agency have a strategic plan for at least one year of the 
three year pilot period. 

Q. 	 ~ust the strategic plan required as part of the pilot 
project meet the specifications for a strategic plan set 
forth under Section 3 of the Act (5 U.S.C. S306)? 

A. 	 No. The strategic plan required tor pilot projects need not 
meet the specifications for the strateqic pfan that GPRA 
requires all agencies to complete by september 1997. . 
However, the strategic plan used for a pilot project should 
have a .tosion statement and general goals and objectives 
for the function or operation. If a strategic plan already 
exists and will be used, the title and completion date of 
this plan should be referenced in the proposal. 

Q. 	 Mayan agency propose that its pilot project cover an agency 
mission goal rather than a major function or operation? 

A. 	 Yes. As an alternative approach, an agency may propose a 
pilot project covering a major miSSion-type goal (e.g., 
achieve a specified level of ambient water quality). A 
short description of the mission goal ehould be included in 
the proposal and those agency components or organizations 
responsible for the mission goal identified. 

Q. 	 Mayan entire executive department or agency be nominated as 
a pilot proje"t? 

A. 	 ,Yes. However, a noaination on this scale should be ' 
supported by a d.."ription of how the department or agency 
intends to set performance goals covering all its major 
functions and activities. 

Q. 	 Should the proposal list the performance goals that will 
covered in a performance plan? 

A. 	 This is not neceasary~ A simple indication of vhat type of 
goals will be set and measured against is sufficient. When 
developing the annual performance plan, agencies should 
strive to define qoal$ that correspond with the 
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specificatione for these goals in the GPRA and in the Senate 
Committee report, and are particularly encouraged to include 
qoals that .anagars are using to managQ programs and 
activities. 

Q. 	 Kay an agency nominate an NPR re-invention lab as a pilot 
projeot? 

A. 	 Yea. However, it substantial restructuring, realignment, or 
change in the organizational oomponent(s), programs, or 
operations covered by the pilot project could significantly
impact the aettinq of perforwance goals or measurement of 
program performance over the three year pilot period, this 
prospective effect ahould be described in the proposal. 

Q. 	 Can the number or type of performance goals change over the 
course of the pilot project? 

A. 	 Yes. This may occur as performance measurement capabilities
expand. If an agenoy currently anticipates that the number 
of performance'goals will increass l or the nature of these 
goals will ehange J this should be referenced and briefly
described in the proposal. 

Q. Is OKB only looking for pilot projects that will show 
improved proqram performance? 

A. 	 No. Designating only those pilot projects that are easy or 
likely to be a sure success precludes learning valuable 
lessons from pilots that cover 8 function or operation where 
measuring or goal-settinq is difficult, where agency 
measurement experience is limited, or where other 
complicating factors exist . 

.0. 	 Should an agency's proposal cover anticipated changes In" 
performance over the pilot project period? 

Agencies are encouraged to summarize this information 1 when 
relevant. This could include significant changes in 
performance levels expected to result from initiatives 
plAnned or already underway -- e.q.1 major investments, 
other enhancements t changes in resource levels, or the mode 
or style of operation, and which may not be continqent on a 
pilot project designation. (Please note that an indication 
of whether performance levels may change differs from an 
indication (discussed above) of whether the ability to 
measure performance or set performance goals is impacted by 
an initiative.) 
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Q. 	 Should an agency nominate a pilot project it the proposal is 
not yet fully developed, such as proposals covering joint
activities with states or local governments, or a multi ­
agency pilot covering a cross-cutting program? 

A. 	 Yes. OMB 1s considering making a second Bet ot 
designations, which would be for pilot projects covering
only VY 1995 and 1996. These designations would be made in 
the Spring, 1994. (Please note that this second round of 
designations is separate from the designation of pilot
projects for aanagerial accountability and flexibility.)
Tbe subeequent designations may focus more on multi-agency
functions or joint Federal/state/local activities. 
Deferring designations until next year would give agencies 
additional time to develop proposals covering these or other 
areas. 

If discussions have already been initiated in this 
respect with another Federal aqency or a non-Federal entity, 
ple~se describe the state of these discussions~ 

, 

Q. 	 Should the proposal indicate the function that will'be 

covered by the pilot project? 


'A. 	 This is not necessary. After nominations are received, OMS 
wHl work with the agencies on matching pilot projects with 
the attaehed list of functions, proqrams"and activities6 
The Act speeifies that the pilot projects, overall I cover a 
representative ranqe of Federal functions. The attached 
listinq vas prepared so that an assessment coul-d be made of 
the range ot functions being covered by the designations.
If a proposed pilot project is for a program, function, or 
activity not listed in the attachment, the proposal should 
briefly describe the function, activity, or program being 
covered. 

Q. 	 Should an agency indicate in its proposal whether it expects 
to request a subsequent desiqnation as a pilot project tor 
managerial flexibility and accountability for the'function 
or activity? 

A. 	 The Act requires 'that at least five pilot project agencies
for managerial flexibility and accountability be selected 
from the set at pilot project agencies for performance plans
and program performance reports. An expression, in the 
proposal, of an ageney's prospective interest in heing 
designated as a managerial flexibility/accountability pilot
would he useful in the review of the nominations. 



Attaehlllent 

The following listing contains a mix of 30 programs, 
functions, and activities. Please note that some programs 
(o.g., housing, education) are covered under grant or credit 
activities: Specific program titles (e.g., Head Start) were 
not included. 

aatloaa1 seourlty aa4 Per.iga affair. FUactlon. 
1. 	 Itllitary Readiness 
2. 	 Foreign Assistance I Internaticnal Operations 

3. 	 • ••&aroh an4 Dev.lepa_at FUaotioa 

~iD&DCial-tfP8 Proqraaa an4 Activiti•• 
4. 	 Revenue Collection 
5. 	 Credit Provision and Management 
6. 	 Insurance/Indemnification/Surety 
7. 	 Claims Processing (includes payment of benefits) 
8. 	 Product Sales or Transfers 

~.G.ral-8t&t. Joint Proqraaa anO Activities 

9 State and Local Grant Programs
a 

10. 	 Federal/State Shared Regulatory Responsibility 

aegulatory an4 Baforocaeat Proqr&as aa4 ABtivities 
11. permitting and Licensing 

12~ Law Enforcement 

13. 	 Inspection Services and Compliance 
14. 	 Commercial/Business Regulation 

Othar FUactioD., prograaa, an4 Activitie. 
15. 	 Health Care 
16. 	 Transportation Safety and Navigation 
17. 	 Natural/CUltural Resources Protection, Management, and 

Development 
18. 	 Industrial Production 
19. Technical Assistance and Information Dissemination 

. 20. Statistical Services 
21. 	 Electrical Power Generation & Distribution 
22. 	 Direct Provision of Benefits or Services (other"than 


payments. ) 

23. 	 Adjudication and Mediation 

IDtaraal-type FuDctioD. &D4 Activities 
24. 	 Financial Management / Audit 
25. 	 Real Property/Facility operations 
26. 	 Policy Advice 
21. 	 Personnel Operations 
28. 	 Departsental Administration 
29. 	 Central Services 
30. 	 Information Management 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF' THE PRESIDENT 
OrF'ICE OF MANAGEMENi ANO BUDGET 

WASNINGTON, O.c" ~l 

January 31, 1994 

I', 
11-94-11 

lIEMOlWlDtlM :FOR 	 'l'HE IlEADS OJ!' EX1~COTI1~ AGENCIES 

FROM: 	 Leon E. 

Director 


Pilot 	 the Government Performance 
and "SOUJ";. Act of 1993 IeI'M) 

Last October, the heads of departments and agencies were 
esked to consider nominating one or more of their major progrAms 
or functions 8. a GPRA pilot project for performance plans and 
program performance reports. Over 20 departments and agencies
responded with nominations and were, today, desiqnated as pilot 
projects. A list ot the desiqnationa and a brief description of 
the individual 	pilot projects 1. attached. 

We have decided to conduct a .econd round of nominations and 
designations. Through this seoond round, additional agencies
will have the opportunity to be designated as a pilot project.
This second round will consider proposed pilot projects from 
agencies not yet designated, additional pilot project proposals
from aqencies that were designated today, and some prcposals on 
which consideration vos<tleferred d=inq review of the initial 
no~inations. Second round nominations should be sent to OKe by
February 2S, 1994. 

The attachment to OKe Memorandum 94-2 (OCtober 8, 1993)
coverinq the content of pilot project nominations applies to this 
round, and 1s appended to this memorandum a. vell. Additionally, 
we also ask that aqencies indicate vhether • pilot project would 
cover fiscal years 1994-96, or fiscal years 1995 and 1996 only.
Aqencies whose pilot project nominations were deferred will be 
contacted directly regarding the need for additional inforaation. 

Please note that the' ••cond round cover. only pilot projects
for performance plans and program performance reports. We vill 
be working with the agencies on nomination procedures for pilot
projects for ••nagerial accountability and flexibility. Aqeney
nominations for these pilot projects will be separately requested
in the ncar tuture. 

If you have any questions on the pilot projects, please call 
Walter Gros.yk at (202) 39S~S670. 

Attachments 
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LIST OF GPRA PILOT PROJECT DESIGNATIONS 

71It ~ estimates art for FY 1994. 

UNITED STATES DEPAR'I'I\lEI.'l' OF AGRICULnJRE 

AnbTwllUll! PlanJ Hwkh lrup.ction S.rvice· 
The Agricultural Quarantine Inspection program wIlose p.ttpOse is 10 prevent 
entry of exotic animal and plant pests and diseases into the Unite<! States. 
Program operations are carrie<! out at 92 pms-<>f-entry nationMde. The number 
of FTEs covere<! in the pilot is approximately 1500; annual spending amounts to 
$1l6 million. 

Office of Civil Rights E1!/orctmtnJ 
The pilot project covers representation of EEO targeted groups in the USDA 
workforce as well as the number and responsiveness 10 complaints. Initially, the 
number of FrEs are approximately 75, which could increase to ISO. Initial 
funding levels are $4 million, prospectively <>panding to about $12 million. 

Office oj Comm:miCJ1!ions 
The pilot would cover the dissemination of information and outreach, including 
electronic media services, news plannlng and placement services, news and 
publication distribution services, and speechwridng. Funding and FrEs covere<! 
by tltis pilot C.1lMOt. be determined at this time. 

Cooptranv. Erttnsion S.rvice 
The Extension Service currently conducts 7 base programs. and 8 national 

initiatives. Four of the 8 national initiatives would form the pilot program. 

These are: (1) Communities in Economic Transition. including job, business, 


. and market creation and increase in tourism; (2) Plight of young children, 
including fostering development of children in limited r=urce families and 
closing gaps in services 10 these families; (3) Decisions for health including 
childhood immunization and community health initiatives; (4) Food safety and 
quality, including reducing the incidence of food-borne illness. This pilot mainly 
involve. 1200 FTES at the State and local levels. Annual Federal funding 
amounts to $60 million; SlAte and local funding is approximately $180 million. 

Farm.,.. Homt Atlministranon 
The pilot consists of the single family housing program, covering insurance or 

guarantee. of loans (or low and very low income families in rural areas. The 




performance goals will emp/lasjze credit practices and property management, and 
may e"p"OO to customer service and program outreach and represenilltiveness. 
The pilot covers $2.5 billion in new loans in FY 1994, $17.5 billion in the 
current lOin portfolio, 700,000 loans, and 5500 FTEs. 

ForeSl ServicI 
The entire Forest Service woold be covered by the pilot project, "'ith the 
perfonnnnce goals structured on an ecosystem management approach, wblch 
factors multiple 11$< natural resource ou!jxlts, resource conditions, and future 
nsouree states. Over 41,000 FTEs and annual spending of $3.3 billion are 
included in the pilot. 

Soil Cons.rvalilm S,rvic. 
The soil survey program and the snow survey and water supply forecasting 
program would be covered by the pilot. The soil survey program focuses,' in 
part, on maintaining a current and comprehensive National Soils Information 
System, and malting and interpreting soil surveys. The snow survey program 
will emphasize incr .... ing the usefulness and effectiveness of snow survey daill. 
Both programs will cover about 1350 FTEs and over $85 million in annual 
funding. 

COMMERCE 

In/ormation DiSftmination: Census Burt4U, PotenllZlll1 Trademark Office, 
lZIII1 NatioMl Ttchnica11n/ormation S.rvie, 
This pilot encompasses projects and activides of YaIj'ing acaJe in these three 
organi;;ations. Census will focus on increasing the electronic availability of 
Census data; the Patent and Trademark Omce will cover all organizational 
functic>IlS; NTIS, a self-supporting enterprise financed through sale of products 
and services, is also covered in its entirety. For these three organizations, the 
pilot illvolve. about 13,000 FTEs and annual spending of S810 million. 

National Octmlic lZIII1 Almospheric Administration 
This pilot project will focus on the environment function in NOAA', strategic 
initia~,ves, including environmental stewardship (fisheries, protected species. 
=system health, navigation and positioning); environmental assessment and 
prediction (warning and forecast, cIiinate forecast and change); several cross­
cutting programs including systems, information, and technology; and fleet 
replacement and modernization, Over 13.000 FTEs are involved in the pilot; 
annual spending is about $2.0 billion. 



DEFENSE 

De/ense Logistics Agency 
All of DLA is included in this pilot project. The primary business areas of the 
Defense Logistics Agency include inventory management, distribution, contract 
management, National Sto:;l::piJe, and reutilization and marketing. DLA directly 
mantlges 4 million inventory ru.ms valued at Sl2 billion; purchases OVer 58 
billion of pou1S and material; administers S800 billion in DOD contracts; and 
receives, stores, and issues abnut SI2S billion in inventory for the military 
services. Annual openting COsts are $4 billion; the number of F1'Es covered by 
the pilot are 65,000. 

EDUCATION 

Offic< of Poststcondtuy EdtiCilrion: Student Fi1ltl1lCiD! AssiStance ProgrtJJns 
The pilot would cover the following grant and loan prognms: Pell grants; 
Federal Family Education Loans; Campus-based prognms; and Federal Direct 
Student Loans. In FY 1994, appropriations for the covered prognms amount to 
513.9 billion. Approximately 1,000 F1'Es are included in the pilot. 

O/fict 0/EnvironmeTlll11 Restoration ani! Waste MfllIllgement 
This pilot involves the management and bandling, Iteatment, stonge, Il'anSpon, a 
and disposal of waste produced by DOE activities, as well as remediation of 
contaminated soil, groundwater, and buildings at surplus DOE facilities. Annual 
funding is 56.5 billion; there are over 2,000 Feden! F1'Es and approximately 
42,000 contractor F1'Es covered by this pilot. 

Office 0/ De/ens. Programs 
This pilot project covers the consolidation of manufacturing activities for 
DOmuclear components of nuclear weapons. Production of these components at 
thre. facilities will cease, with production opentions at other sites being 
activated and qualified. When fully c:arrled out, infrastructusc cost $hould be 
reduu.d by 5250 million annually and 1,600 fewer conttactor employees wilI be 
required. Approximately 50,000 conttactor employees are covered by this effort. 
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Office 0/ Energy F.,fficitMJ tmd Renewal>k Energy 
The focus of this pilot project is on the deployment of energy efficiency and 
renewable energy technologies, specifically improving Fedellll-State-iocal 
partnerships in the areas of corporate planning, deployment strategies, and 
implementation of Ibe Energy Policy Act of 1992. approximately 200 Fedellll 
employees in the field offices will be direcOy involved in the partnership 
improvement efforts with state and local agencie.. This pilot will apply to 
programs with current anoual funding of more than SI billion. 

Morgtl.lllown Energy Ttc1uwklgy C.nJtr . 
Among the Center's activities covered by this pilot project are the development 
of highly efficient, environmentally superior fossil fuel-based electric power 
systems, fuels production, and environmental and waste management options. 
The pilot project crosscuts four instiUltionai areas: environment, safety and 
health; technic.aJ and resource management; organizational development; and 
external relationships. Annual funding is approximately $425 million, and the 
pilot covers about 600 F1'Es, both Fedellll and support service contractors. 

HEALTH AII.'D HUMAN SER'V1CES 

Sl)cW Stcurily A.dminirtration . 
All of the Social Security Administration would be covered by the pilot project. 
About 65,000 F1'Es would be covered in this pilot, with annual administrative 
com amounting to $5.6 billion. (Program spending amounts to $350 billion.) 

Child Support Enforcement Program . . 
This program is primarily funded by the Fedellll Government and administered 
by State and local governments. Potential performance goals include 
establishment of paternity, court orders, cases in payment, and conections 
compal'ed to targets. Because of the need to conaborate with States and local 
governments, Ibe Pepartlllent proposes that this pilot be designated in the second 
round, with performance plans being prepared for FY 1995 and 1996 only. 
Federal payments for administrative costs are $25 billion; Fedellll fTEs 
covered by Ibe pilot project are about 225. 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMEl\'T 

Offict D/ the Chief FIMndo1 o,fli",r: DtptUtmtntwid. ddt tDlUetiDn 
The pilot project encompasses nine programs wilb loans aIidlor accounts 
receivable individually presenUy exceeding $100 million. Activities under the 
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pilot .include repayments, recoveries, acquisition and'sale of assets, and 
valuation. Approximately 1800 FTEs and $83 million in salaries and expenses 
would be covered by the pilol. 

n.'TERlOR 

RoyDlly MlUIIlgtm.nt PrOgrtJlll, Mintrub MIUIIlg.mtnl &rvic. 
This pilot cevers the collection and disbursement of minenI revenues paid on 
Federal and In!fian oil, gas, ooa1, and other leases, including onshore and the 
Ourer Continental Shelf. Revenues are coUecred !'tom Jessees on the basis of 
sales price and volume sold, with lessee payment records being subject to audit 
to determine correctness. Federal FTEs number 700, supporred by 400 
contractor personnel. Administrative costs amount to $65 million. FY 1992 
collections amounted to $2.6 bilUon. 

North American Wat.r/owl MlUIIlg.mtnt ProgrtJlll, Fish Gnd WWiIif. Strvice 
This pilot proje.ct involves a joint program ef the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico with the goal ef restoring waterfowl popuJa.tions to level, of two de.cades 
ago. The primary focus for the pilot will be on Midwestern and Western 
flyways and four regional FWS offices. Spending in FY 1994 by the Federal 
Government, States, corportltions, and non-government entities could reach $100 
million. 

JUSTICE 

OJllce oj Debt C.Uection MlUIIlgfmtnt; NationwitI. C.ntraIll114k FaciIily 
This pilot proje.cl primarily involves the establishment and operation ef a facility 
to receive, process, track, and provide automated litigative support for delinquent 
debt colle.ction activities. (The National Performance Review found thst $47 
billion in nontal< delinquent debt is owed to the Federal Government.) A ' 
prototype of the facility was rested in 7 U.S. Attorney districts; by the end of 
FY 1996, the 1ustice Depol'1lllen! plans to imp!emem the automated Jitigadve 
support in over SO U.S. Attorney districts and in 6 Depol'1lllenllitigating 
divisiOn!. The facility will operate under contract with annual Fedeml resources 
of $7 million and 7 FTEs. 

Fed.roI BIU'UJU oj Prisons; ProgrtJlll Revi.w Division 
This pilot involves the assessment of Bureau of Prison opertltions in 14 functional 
areas to determine program strengths and weaknesses and performance. Annual 
spending is about $3 million and 85 FTEs would be covered by the pilot. 
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Fukral Burea;a ofInvestigation; Organiz4d Crimt/Drug Progrwn 
This pilot project would focus on the disnlption and dismantling of the major 
international and domestic criminal organizations and regional groups which 
control significant segments of illegal activities in the United States. Annual 
funding amounts 10 about 5380 million; approximately 4400 agents and other 
FBI staff would be covered. 

Fukral Bur_ of Invtstigation; Prop.rty Proeurom.nt IIIUI Mtmagtm.nt 
The annual obligation of over $550 million in funds through contracts or small 
Fchase orders would be covered by this pilot project. Approximately 55 FTEs 
would be involved in the pilot. 

Federal Bu,,,,,, ofInv.stigation; NatiolJlJ! Nam. Ch..k Progrwn 
This pilot covers the processing of information from various FBI records on over 
2 million annual name check requests. Name check requests are made by other 
Federal agencies, friendly foreign countries, states, and local governments. 
Annual spending fOf this program is about $7.5 million, and 184 FTEs would be 
covered. 

Fed.ral Bur"", of Inv.stigation; DRUGFlRE Progrwn 
This pilot involves the development and deployment of. computerized {oreanns 
identification system to increase the solution flIte of serial, gang, and drug-related 
shootings. Particular emphasis is placed on having the system become 
operatinnal at state and local forensic IaboralOties. Federal and c:onlnctor FTEs 
are less than IS; annual spending is nearly $2.S million. 

LABOR 

EmpI~ym.nt Training Adminiutation; &OltDmic Disloc.atian IIIUI Warktr 
A4iwtm.nl A.ssistmu:. IIIUI Trtuf. A4iUrJmtnl AssiSlmll:. progrwns 
These programs selectively provide benefits and alJo,",'l!JlCes, training, and job 
search services 10 workers affected by economic dislocation or impuru. The . 
programs are 10 be supplanted by a comprebensive worker adjusttnent program 
with an annual funding level of $1.3 billion. These Federally funded programs 
are operated by States and substate gr1UlteeS whose staffs number in the 
thousands . 

OceupatiolJlJ! Sqfdy IIIUI Hl41th AdminirJration 
All of OSHA would be covered by this pilot project. OSHA activities focus on 
Ibe health and safety of workers and include regulation (standa.nl setting), 
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enforcement, litigation, and stati.tics. Assistance grants are provided to State~. 
The pilot covers 5300 million in annual spending and about 2300 FTEs. 

TRANSPORTATION 

UnUm Sttzt•• COIlSt Guard; Marilu Sqfet)', Security, (IIIJ/ Environm.rWzl 

Protection 

The protection of the public, the environment. and U.S. economic intcusts from 
adverse effects of maritime transportation incidents are the focus of this pilot 
project. Areas covered include requirements for design, construction, manning. 
and operation of eommerelal vessels, and directing response activiti ... to mitigate 
the damage arising from spills, dumping, and other incidents. Annual spending 
for the pilOt project is about $460 million; FTEs number over 3400. 

Fmera! Aviation Adminimrztion; Airway FaefJides 
This pilot covers the field engineering, installation, and maintenance of National 
Airspace System facilities and equipment used for alr traffic control and 
navigation. Annual spending for this pilot project function amounts to $2.3 
billion, and approximately 12,000 FrEs would be covered. 

Federal Highway Administration; Fm.ra! Lands Highway O'itmi::trtiOIl 
This pilot program would cover four primary business areas related ro highway 
or other transportation-related work on or ,erving Federal lands. The four areas 
are: (I) program administration and delivery; (2) transportation planning and 
engineering, technical and construction contract services; (3) technology 
development and application; and (4) training and career development. For this 
pUot, annual spending amounts to approximately 5500 million; Federal FrEs 
number 620. 

NaJionoJ Highway '/'rqfJie Sqfet)' Adminimrztion 

The entirety of NHTSA would be covered by the pilot project. The main 

functional areas covered include a regulatory program for mofM vehicle and 


. equipment safety; traffic safety development; gnants and technical assistance to 
States; consumer information; research and development; crash data collection 
and analysis; and enforcement of certain motor vehicle related requirements. 
NHTSA has nearly 700 FTEs and annual spending is just under $300 million. 
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Bunau 0/Engraving I1nI1 Prinling 
This pilot proje<:t would cover the entire bureau, and primarily involves the 
manufacture of currency and postage stamps. AtuuW spending exceeds $500 
million; the number of FTEs covered by the pilot are approximately 3000. 

U.S. Outo".. SI"";..; Office 0/ErlfoN:.m.nt 
Principal activities for the Office of Enforcement include investigation of 
suspected fraud, financlal, exPort, smuggling, and .other Customs violations. 
There arc over 150 domestic and overseas offices. AlInuaI apending for the pilot 
proje<:t actirities is approximately $550 million and 5000 FTEs would be 
involved. 

Uniled Suztes Mint 
All of the Mint's activities would be covered by the pilot project. The Mint 
manufactures and d.istributes circulating coins, manufactures and .ells 
commemorative and bullion coin to the public, and protects Treasury assets, 
including the U.S. gold reserves. Annual spending is about $SOO million 
(receipts and revenues amount to about $1 billion)·and the number of FTEs in 
this pilot would be 2300. 

11Il.f'IUI1 Reve1W4 S."";e. 
All IRS operations and activities would be covered by this pilot project, including 
cross-functional activities and products and services provided to taxpayers. The 
number of FTEs included in this pilot are approximately 116,000; annual 
spending is about $7.4 billion. 

Veterans B.nejiJ A.4minismmon; Loon Gutirr:u.ty Operations 
This pilot progi'am would cover assistanCe to veterans in: Jecuring VA bome loan 
benefits; retaining their borne when d.iffioulty is experienced in meeting financial 
obligations; and minimizing government loss under the guaranty. I,nnu.aI 
spending for this pilot project is nearly $SS million; about 2000 FIl's would be 
covered. I 

I 

IVet.nP1S SenejiJ tldminis1ralUin; N.w Yon R.gloNJ1 0Jjic. 
This pilot project covers improvements in the delivery of veterans benefits by the 
VA Regional Office in New York. Annu.aI spending is approximately $16 
million; the number of FTEs covered by the pilot is 360. 

http:I,nnu.aI
http:Gutirr:u.ty
http:ErlfoN:.m.nt
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NatioMl C.me!'" System 
This proposed pilot project focuses on the provision of burial service. and 
benefits 10 veterans, including maintenance and operation of cemeteries. Funding 
for this program amounts 10 about $68 million annually, and about 1200 F'l"E$ 
would be covered .. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Alahorization 0/ Strvi••Junaion 
The two pilot projects will cover: (I) the proceSsing of applications from private 
system••eelcing authority 10 operate bue and mobile stations to provide land 
mobile radio communications, and (2) and equipment authorization which 
approves marketing of radio transminers and electronic equipment in compliance 
with limits on'the emission of electromagnetic energy that could interfere with 
radiocommunication services. Over 80 F'l"E$ would be covered by this pilot. 

GE.'<ERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
• 

Public BuiltJings S.rvice; R.,u ESlIJIt A.ctMiies 
This pilot project covers the aequjsition, disposal, and ms.nagement of real estate. 
Annual spending (including reimbursable.) is about $5.8 billion; 9500 F'l"E$ 
would be covered by the pilot. . 

r1!/ormation Resources Manag.m.nt S.".; ••; Procunm.nt D/ micrtXompuler 
workstations 41lIf rtllzled SD/twI1J" 

This pilot project covers improvements in the procurement process, development 
of new procurement mechanisms, and greater use of off-the-shelf software. 
Federal purchases from the GSA schedule for this equipment amount to about 
$700 million annually. At GSA, 60 F'l"E$ would be covered by the pilot project. 

MERrr SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD 

Adjudit:41li>1I 41lIf Allernativ. Dispute R •• oluiion In App.11t1tt Clue. 
This pilot project covers alternative dispute resolution methods used in 
adjudicating Federal employee appeals involvin8 Federal merit system, and 
principles. Spending in this area is about $18.3 million annually. and covers 
approximately 200 FTEs. 
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NATIONAL ARCBlVLS AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION 

Feihrol R.cDrrU Center ProgiYzm 
This pilot project coven the provWon of slOrage and retrieval services for non­
currenl Federal agency records. The sys~ presently bouses 18.5 million cubic 
rccl of records at 15 facilities and rettieves 18 million files annually. Operational 
costs are approximalely $45 million and FTE.I number about 1200. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

Bigh P.1fo_. Computing curd Communit:l1lio1l Prof{Trl11l 

This pilol prOjecl coven five comp:mentS: introduction of new generation, 

scalable high performance computers; development of advanced software 

technologies and algorithms; development of. National Research and Education 

Network; basic research; and educational and tralning suppar!. In FY 1994, 

spending on this program will amounllO $282 million. 


Scie"",. curd TtchrwwD C.nters 
Suppan of 25 Science and TeChnology Centers will be covered by this pilol 
project. The centers conduct interdisciplinary research and interact with 
industry, nationallaboralOries, and other seclOrs. Within NSF, 10 FTEs would 
be covered by the pilot; annual spending is nearly $60 million. 

Ekaronic Proposals 
This pilot projecl involves the conduct of several projectS 10 develop and test 
processes and systems allowing for preparation, submission, and review of 
proposals electronically. The initial amount of spending is $800,000. 

EduCDJion curd Training Prof{Trl11l EvalwtiDn 
This pilot project involve. the program which evaluates the various Education 
and Human Resources Directorate programs. In 1994, 12 evaluations are 
planned. NSF FTEs covered by the pilOI number four; annual spending is about 
$7.5 million. 

Speci4liud ResUU'ch FIlCf.litie, 
The constrUction, operation, and phase-40wn of highly specialized, multi-user 
facilities for mathematics and the physical sciences would be covered by this 
pilot. Annual spending for these facilities is approximately $200 million. 

10 




RAILROAD REI'IREMENT BOARD 

Bureau ofSun:i.or B ....Jits; Survivor Cillims Processing 
This pilot project will rover improvements in making timely and ac<:u.rate 
payment of survivor benefits WIder the Railroad Retirement Act. Dtu:in8 fiscal 
year 1993,24,000 new applications were awarded or denied, and post­
adjudicative action was taken on 20,000 cWms. The number of FrEs covered 
by the pilot are 56; annual spending is $2.2 million. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

711. entirety of th. SmaIl Busiluss A4mi1listtrdioll would b. cD.mJ: by tht piIct 

project. 

The activities covered include: eConomic development (finance, investment, 

business outreach, and non-<:rcdit technic.al and financial as,islonc.; procurement 
assistAnce; minority small business and capital ownership development; internal 
SBA management and administration; general rounsel; advocacy; and the 
Office of the Inspe<:tot General. The pilOt covers annual operating expenses of 
over $430 million and over 3800 FrEs, 

TEN!\'ESSEE VALLEY AUIBORIlY 

Wat.r Managem.nJ 
This pilot project rover. operation of the river and reservoir system, Including 
navigation. flood risk reduction. waler quality. and waler resource activities. 
The organization responsible for waler management was restructured in 1993. 
Annual spending (Including both power revenues and ow opriadons) amounts to 
$72 million;' about 425 FrEs are rovered by the pilot project. 
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Attachment 

JrOXIIlATIOIIS OF PIt.O'l' PlIo.:TlIc:TS 

POR PEaPORXANCE 'LAIIS ARD PROGRAK PEaPORXANCE REPORTS 


1ll/IlEll '1'l!E GOVERliIIlIlI'l' PEaPORllAllCB AIm J.ESlTLTS ACT (QPlil.A) 


There is no specific foraat for an executive department or 
agency proposal for desiqnation a. a pilot project. The propos.l
should be brief, not aore than tvo or three pages in lenqth. 

The n~min.t1on request .hould be siqned by the head of the 
executive department or aqency. If a depart=ent or aqency is 
requesting that the desiqnation cover more than one function or 
operation, a separate proposal ahould be prepared for each 
function or operation. 

A proposal GhQuld cove,r the tol-lowinq areas. 

(1) The aqency component (B) , orqanization(s), or activities 
that would form the pilot project. 

(2) The approximate amount of FY 1994 spending and the 
number of FTEs that would be covered by the pilot. 

(3) Whether the agency currently has, or will have (not
later than FY 1996), a strategiC plan covering the pilot
project function or operation. The Act requires that pilot
agencies bave a strategiC plan for at least one year of the 
three-year pilot project period. 

(4) An outline of the type or nature ot the performance
90als that would be included in the performance plan(s) • 

. 
(5) A summary of the qeneral nature and extent of any 
current measurement of proqr~ performance tor the function 
or operation. Please indicate whether reportinq on this 
performance 18 included in an annual financial statement 
under the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990. 

,
(6) An indication whether, at the and of the pilot project
period, the eqency- could estimate the costa and benefits of 
2easur1nq performance and preparing the annual performance 
plans and program performanc6 reports. (Estimates of costs 
and benefit. are required for an OKS report to congress on 
the pilot projects.) 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT


• 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDG~ 

WASHINGTON:. O.c. ~ 
'''! 

March 3. 1994
THE DIRECTOR 

H-94-15 

,KEI!ORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF OEPARTllENTS ARt) AGENCIES DESIGNATED 
AS PILOT PROJECTS ONDER P.L. 103-62 

FROM: 	 Leon E~ Panetta 
Director 

SUBJEC~: 	 Submission of Performance Plans for Pilot projects
under P.L. 103-62, the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993 (GPRAl 

On January 31, 1994, 53 pilot projects tor performance plans
and p~ogram performance reports were desiqnated in, 21 departments 
and agencies. In my designation letters, I indicated that an 
interagency task group was working on additional information and 
quidance for use in preparing the perfor=ance plans, and the 
results of their effort would be provided to you. 

Based on the collaborative efforts of OKB staff and this 
interagency task group, two attachments to this memorandum have 
been prepared. Attachment 1 sets forth basic information on the 
seope, content, and general format of the performance plan.
Attachment 2 consists of questions which were raised reqardinq 
particular aspects of the performance plan as well as its review 
by bMB, and the answers to those questions . 

. ; Finally, I would like to underscore one point that :r made 
last year in testimony before Congressional committees on this 
legislation, and which i8 also a point emphasized in the 
committee reports on GPRA" We must avoid havit19' the: . 
implementation of this Act become a massive paperwork exercise t 

reple~e with voluminous documents which attempt to encompass
everything and anything. Please make your performance plans 
simple, concise, and infor.ative. A few good goals and , 
indicators capturing the eSSence of programs and their 
adminis~ration are much better than extensive displays with large 
numbers ot second- and third-order measures and which 'delve into 
operationalmlnutiae. 

If you have any questions on the pilot project performance, 
plans, please call Walter Groszyk at (202) 395-5670. 

Attachments 



lIttachment 1 

SUBKISSIOB OF PILOT PROJBCT 

PERFORKABCS PLASS POR Py 1994 


&ul:Imission Date 
so·that submission of the performanoe plan precedes the 

start of tha measurement period, the plan sbould be sent to OMB 
by March 31, 1994. 

Pla" 	Content . 
The contents of an annual performance plan are defined in' 

Section 4(b} of the Government Performance and Results Act. A 
.plan contains the fol.lowing elements! 

(1) one or more performance goals fer the program activity 

(ies) covered by the pilot project


(2) performance indicators that will be used in ~easurin9 
outputs and outcomes 

(3) a description of the ~eans to be used to verify and 
validate measured values 

(4) a brief description of the operational processes, 
skills f and technology, and the human, capital, information, or 
other resources required to meet the performance goals. 
(However, the description.may be omitted for any operational or 
resource factor that has not changed siqnificantly from fiscal 
year ~993 levels.)

(5) a description of the contribution (if any) made by non­
Federal parties (e.g., consultants or contractors) in the 
preparation of the plan~ 

The performance goals and indicators should establish target
levels of achievement for the programs and activities covered by 
the pilot projeet. 

'In choosing which goals and indicators to include in the 
plan, agencies should be guided by the following principles: 

o 	 Goals and indicators should primarily be those used by 
program manaqers to determine how a program or activity 
is doing, and whether it is achieving its intended 
objectives. (For pilot projects for which audited 
financial statements are also prepared, agencies should· 
consider including in the plan pe~formance measures 
from those statements. Agencies should also consider 
including any other publicly established standards of 
perfcrmance. I 

Include measures that will be useful to aqency heads 
and other stakeholders in framinq an assessment of what 
the program or activity is accomplishinq. 



-, 

~ia.-perio4 coverad 
The performance plan for fiscal year 1994 covers a six month 

period beginning on April 1, 1994 and endinq,on September 30, 
1994. The measurement of actual performance compared to the 
target levels established in tbe performance goals and indicators 
should generally coincide witb tbis six montb period. (See also 
question 3 in attachment 2.) 

Grouping of Goal., Indicatora, aa4aalat.4 Iaforaation 
To relate performance witb spending. GPRA aligns tbe 

performance plans witb tbe "Program by activities' listing 
appearing in tbe Program and Financing Schedules in tbe Budget 
Appendix. (Each listing usually contains from two to 10 or more 
specific projects or activities.) TO make tbis alignment, tbe­

, performance goals, performance indicators, and related 
·descriptions or information should be grouped acoording to the 

relevant Program and Financing Schedule(s) for that pilot

project. The relevant schedule(s) ere tbose containinq (eitber 

all or in part) the funding obligations for the individual 

programs and activities constituting the pilot project. 


Many large-scale pilot projects will likely span several 

schedules, and the goals and indicators should be grouped and 

matched to the appropriate schedule. (See also question 4 in' 

attachment 2.) It a small-scale pilot project cannot be 

identified .in this listing because it is imbe~ded within a more 

sizeable program, please identify the specific project or 

activity in the listing that covers the pilot project. , 


For each qroupinq of goals and indicators, please provide
the Appendix page number ot the appropriate Program and Financing
Schedule, es well as the Identification Code which appears just
above the "Program by activities· headinq in the schedule. 
Please use the Budqet Appendix for FY 1995, and those Program and 
Financing Schedules with a FY 1994 estimate column. (Programs 
proposed to be reorqanized in FY 1995 often have two program and 
financing schedules: a schedule for fiscal years 1993 and 1994, 
and a schedule for FY 1995 only.) For those pilot projects that 
are inclUded in annual financial statements under the Chief 
Fin~ncial Officers Act, please provide the name ot the reporting 
ent~ty for which the statement is prepared. 

NOD-quaDtifiable PerforaaDoe Goal., 
If a performance qoal cannot be expressed in quantitativQ 

terms, GPRA allows OMS to authorize the agency to use an 
alternative, descriptive form of qoal. Pilot project agencies 
may include such alternative forms in the FY 199. performance 
plans. without specific OKS authorization. ,OKS authorization of 
the use of alternative forms will begin with plans for FY 1995. 
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Btrateqio Plans 
GPRA requires a strateqic plan be used when preparing one or 

more of the performance plans during the pilot period. So that a 
notation can be made of which of the three annual pilot project 
plans satisfies this requirement, please indicate if a strategic 
plan was used tor the FY 1994 plan. (Agencies should note that 
the strategic plan used for this purpose need not meet all 
specifications for the strategic plans required under GPRA to be 
submitted to OMB by September 30, 1991* Also, the strategic plan
need only cover the pilot program or activity.) 
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Attachment 2 

Question. and Answer. aegar4inq. 

SCRKISSION OF PILOT PROJECT PERFORMANCB PLANS 


Q.1 	 Who shou14 sUbmit the aqency'. performance plan to OKa1 

A.l 	 The plan should be sUbmitted by the head of the agency.
However, at the agency/s discretion, a plan may be submitted 
by • senior official (one who is appointed by the President 
and Senate-confirmed) having direct responsibility for the 
programs and activities covered in the plan. 

Q.2 	 After OKS reviews tbe"7Y 1'" performanoe planat ahould 
agencies expect to reviae these FY 19" plans based OD this 
review? . 

A2. 	 No. There is little value to revising these plans mid-way
through the measurement period. Instead, OMS's review and 
critique of the FY 1994 plans will be provided to agencies 
for use in preparing the FY ~995 performance plans. (The 
present schedule would call for the FY 1995 plans to be sent 
to OMS in about six :months.) However, if it appears that 
measurement ot performanoe will be precluded because an FY 
1994 performance plan lacks any goals or indicators for 
accomplishing such, OMS may request the agency to revise and 
re-submit its FY 1994 plan. 

Q3. 	 KAy an agency include a performance qoal for which it will 
be unable to ~easure actual performance aqainst.that goal
4urinqthe April-September 199. time-perio4 and include such 
in the annual proqram performance report for FY 19941 

A3. Yes. There is often a substantial lag in obtaining actual 
performance data for a particular period. ' The conqressional 
committees, in its reports on this leqislation, recognized 

. this, and made allowances for such in the content of the 
annuC!;l program performance report. When a lag occurs, 
agencies should use the most current relevant data (evan if 
it is several years old), and indicate, in the program
performance report for FY 1994, approximately when the 
actual performance data for the April-september time-period 
will be available. 



g.4 

gs. 

AS. 

g6. 

A6. 

g7. 

A7. 

If a pilot project is f""ded ""dar ...veral "l'roqr........d 

:rilulnc::l..%lq Sche\!ules", U4 tho perfcrm.ance 90a1& au4 

indicators are ..inly relevant for only one of the.e 

schedul••, should the goals aDd indicators be arrayed 

against all·the s"hedule.? . 


No, this is not necessary. Agencies 'shouldqroup

performance goals and indicators against the schedule that 

is the main source of funding for the pilot project, and 

note only by Appendix page number and identification code 


'the other schedules that provide partial funding for the 
pilot project. Also, several agencies have indicated it may 
be difficult to align every goal and indicator to a specific 
'schedule. ' In such instances, these qoals ana indicators 
shQuld be separately grouped together in the plan and note 
made of the reason for doing,so. 

How should a generic or agency-wide perforaance goal he 

included in the.perforaance plan? 


If an Agency's performance plan contains a generic
performance goal (i.e., a goal applying to all proqrams and 
activities of an agency, and not just the pilot project),
the 90al should be cateqorized as such, and presented 
separately from the groupings of performance goals and 
indicators that are specific to the pilot project. 

Should the plan indicate anticipated changas in performance 
goals or measurement in the 7Y 1995 or 1'" plana? 

This is at the discretion of the agency. SecausB'the 
capacity to measure performance and set performance qoals
differs between·and within agenCies, the pilot project phase 
of GPRA was established to give agencies time for developing 
and improving this capacity. The quality and scope of the 
first performance plans will be uneven. An agency's self ­
appraisal of limitations in. its FY 1994 plan and an 
indication of how future performance plans will likely be . 
changed will assist OKS significantly in its review and ' 
critique of the FY 1994 plans. 

May an agency euheit a partially completed performance plan 
by March 31,. 1914' 

Yes, to a limited extent. The plan _itted by March 31, 
1994 must contain the performance goals and indicators that 
will I:>e measured during the April-Septeml:>er time-period. 
However, if tilDe constraints prevent an agency from 
including other plan elements (e.i., verification meane, 
description of operational processes or resources required 
to meet the goals), these may be sent as soon as practicable 
after March 31. The plan submitted on March 31 should iive 
the date when the non-included elements will be sent to OKS. 
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MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUllJECT: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFACE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. O,C. 20503 

APR 

FOR DEPUTY ASSOCIATE DIRECTORS 

RMO BRANCH CHIEFS 


~~ank Reeder 

"/ GPRA Pilot Project Performance Plans 

OMB has be'gun receiving FY 1994 performance plans froln the 
agencies designated as pilot projects for performance measurement 
under the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). This 
memorandum outlines our suggested approach for OMS's review of 
these plans. 

Bagkground
On January 31, 1994, the Director desiqnated 21 departments 

and agencies as pilot projects. A total of 53 individual pilot 
projects are included in the 21 agency designations. OMB 
Memorandum 94-15 (March 3) provided guidance and'information to 
the agencies regarding the submission and content of. the F¥ 1994 
performance plans. Except for HHS' Office of Child Support 
Enforcement pilot, which begins in 1995, all first round pilots 
are for fiscal years 1994-96. 

OMS Memorandum 94-11 (January 31) solicited a second round 
of pilot project nominations from the agencies. With most of the 
expected nominations now in-hand, we will soon begin clearance of 
letters from the Director to agency heads designating the second 
round pilots.· Nearly all second round pilots will cover only 
fiscal years 1995-96. However, several agencies have requested 
that their second round designation also cover FY 1994. 
Des~gnation letters for these several agencies are currently in 
OMS clearance. These agencies are already preparing FY 1994 
performance plans for the proposed pilots, and the plans should 
be sent to OMS immediately following the designation. 

Review of Annual Performance Plans 
The main objective in reviewing the FY 1994 plans is to. 

provide tile pilot project agencies with a critique of these 
plans, defining suggested changes and improvements. Agencies 
will use the critique in preparing their FY 1995 performance 
plans which are due to OMS in September 1994. To give agencies
sufficient lead time to reflect these changes, we ask that OHEla 
review and critique of the FY 1994 plans be completed by mid-May 
~994, and communicated to the agencies by that time. 

Attachment 1 sets forth a set of questionS that can serve as 
a useful 'template in your review of these plans. '(Most of the 



questions ware sent to you in January, so they may seem 
familiar.) The template is intended to be a guide, not a 
checklist; you are free to amend or add questions as needed. 
This template bas also been shared with the agencies to give them 
a prospective sense of the nature and scope of OMB's review. 

" 

This fir'st group' of pilot projects represents a learning 
experience for the agencies, and for OMB. The quality and value 
of these in.itial plans will be uneven. In some instances, this 
simply mirrl::>rs the varyinq levels of pilot agency sophistication 
and capacity in mea,surinq performance and preparing plans. 

While we hope no submitted plan is so fundamentally flawed 
that it shOIJld be rejected, we have given no guarantee that this 
will be the case. Aqencies have been told that if a performance
plan establishes no basis for measuring performance (i.e. r 'there 
are neither goals nor measures), then 'the plan will be rejected. 
If a plan is rejected, either the designation as a pilot will be 
withdrawn, or the agency will be asked to resubmit a FY 1994 
plan. 

The appropriate RMO branch should take the lead in 
'coordinating and communicating OMB comments and suggestions to 
the pilot p~oject agencies, particularly for the first set of 
questions in the template. We suggest, to the extent possible, 
that communication with the agencies be done informally. Please 
keep a notational record of your conclusions and suggestions so 
that these can be used in assessing needed changes in OMS 
Memorandum 94-15 for the FY 1995 plans.' An OMS Memorandum 
covering the submission of the FY 1995 plans will be prepared 
this June. 

Attachment 2 is.a listing of the GPRA principal point of 
contact for each designated pilot project agency. ' 

Further IpfQpnation: 
I.f you' have further questions, please call either Walter 

Groszyk at x56824 or Jonathan Breul at x5S670. 

C: 	 Director 

Deputy Director 

Program Associate Directors 

Sally Katzen 

Steve Kelman 

Barry Anderson 

Joe Minarik 

Hal Steinberg 

Barry Toiv 

Jodie Torkelson 

Performance Measures Work Group 




Attachment 1 

Inlroductjon _ _ . ­
Each designated pilot praject is to submit by Man;h 31, 1994, an annual perfarmance 

plan far FY 1994. The plan for FY 1994 will be a half-year plan, covering Aprillhrough 
September. The plan should contain specific, measurable perfarmance goals for this six 
manth period, against whieh the agency is wmeasure its actual perfarmance aod compare 

this to the goals. The pilotprojeet agencies' FY 1994 reports comparing the actual versu, 

planned performance are to be sent Io-OMB in Man;h 1995. 


When reviewing the performance plans, particular note should be made of OMB', 
:recurring instruction to the agencies that these plans be brief, concise, and simple. More 
than likely, correcting shortcoming' in the measures of performance included in a plan will 
produce substitute measures, not a bevy of additional ones. 

The GPRA implementation strategy emphasizes that the principal measures of 
. performance to be included in the plan are those that managers are usllg to determine how a 

program or activity is doing, and the effects or impacts thai are being produced. Not only is 
this sound management, but it also has the effect of reducing potential requests for significant 
investment in new or improved management information systems. There is often a 
reluctance 10 concede thai managerS are either not 'managing', or managing using measures 
thai are inadequate or inappropriate. 

In designating the pilots, the size of the pilot project was not a discriminating factor. 
Thus.. there are several small-scale pilot projects. These small-scale pilots are likely to 
become invisible, from a performance standpeint, when the agency-wide performance plans 
are developed starting with FY 1999. But, as a pilot, they can serve the agency as an early 
aod valuable test of how to meet future GPRA requirements which will be applied to the 
agency as a whole. The review aod critique of plans from small-scale pilots should 1;>e done 
in this context. 



The following general prindples should guide OMB's review of the plan: 

1.) Performance goals and meaBUres in the plan should primarily be those used 
by progrnm managers to determine how a program is doing, and whether it is 
achieving its intended objectives. 

2.) The progrnm manager is being held accountable for the performance being 
promised and reali%ed. Unless there is a willingness 10 share in that 
accountability, specific performance levels should not \>e imposed on the program 
manager. 

3.) Performance goals and measures should be useful 10 agency heads and other 
stakeholders (including OMB) in framing an assessment of what the program is 
accomplishing. . 

Review Scope 

For Resource Management Offices and DMsio1!S with OMB-Lead Func:tfonai 
Re.rJIQnsibiliry 

Specificauy, for each plan: 

Do the specific performance goals and measures correspond to the general 
goals and priorities for the program, and the responsibilities for managing 
and administering the program? 

A:J:e the goals and measures likely 10 tell a progrnm manager how well a 
program is doing? 

A:J:e the goals and measures likely to be useful and informative to the 
Congress, and other interested parties (Federal Government and outside)? 

Is it likely that the agency will actually be able to measure and report on its 
. perfonnance against the goals? 

Most performance goals should set quantitative targets or levels to be 
achieved, largely based on current experience rather than on guesses or 
"low ball" estimates. To what extent does it appear that the goals and 
measures are hased on current or past performance? Is there any indication 
that the targets substantially overstate or understate the likely level of actual 
performance? . 



Are the goals and measures consistent with the Budget and the 
Administration's program? 

Looking ahead to the non-pilot stage that begins with FY 1999 (in which 
OMB prepares.a government-wroe performance plan summarizing 
individual agency plans) - would there be obvious problems in 
summarizing a set of goals and measures similar to those in the pilot into 
the OMB-prepared govenunent-wide plan? 

Performance goals for specific activities or operations should generally 
align with the program and financing schedules in the Budget Appendix that 
fund these activities. Some agencies have indicated that such alignment bas 
not been easy. To what ."tent do the goals correspond to the appropriate 
program and financing schedule? 

Some of the pilot project agencies include measures of program 
perfonnance in the annual financial statements required by the Chief 
Financial Officers Act. To what exten.do the performance measures in the 
performance plan correspond to those being included in the annual financial 
smtement? ' , 

Generic Review waY the Plans (Members wthe Pufomumce Measures Work 
Gro1/Il mgy be asked to assist in this part Wthe reviml 

For each plan, and in the aggregate: 

Does the plan contain all the required elements? (These elements are listed 
under plan content in Attachment 1 to OMB Memorandum 94-15.) 

Does the plan actnally cover FY 1994, or do the goals really cover 
outyears? (This check is to assure that we have ten agencies with plans and 
goals covering FY 1994.) 

What general types of measures and goals are contained in the plan, 
particularly compared with other plans? 

From a presentation standpoint, is the plan informative and understandable? 

Based on any major shortcomings in the overall submission, did the agency 
appear to encounter substantial problems in developing the plan, and if 
these problems were not resolved~ i.e., they continue, is further discussion 
or assistance needed and appropriate? 

3 
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I, Ibe plan a possfble model lbet might be provided to oIber agencies? 

How much does Ibe plan reflect an agency'. maturity in, or capability for 
J)eIfonnance measurement, goal-setting, and reporting? 

. 
Does Ibe agency indicate whelber II Sb:aIegic plan was used wben preparing 
Ibe FY 1994 plan? 

What, if anything. does the plan signify about Ibe agency's understanding of 
GPRA as well as its commilment and effort to meet GPRA requirements? 



Release of Plans 
Beginning with the performance plans for FY 1999, all agency plans axe required . 

1l) be sent to Congress and are to be available to the public. No siruilar requiremenll! 
exist regarding the pilot project perfonnaru:e plans for FY 94-96, as the pilot projecll! are 
intended to be • developmental process, emphasizing the identification of problems and 
shortcomings. As several questions have been raised on whether and to whom copies of 
the plans might be given, we suggest the foUowing groundrules be applied: 

1.) 	 Requests by parties outside the Executive homcb (except as noted in 2 and 
3 below) for a performance plan should be forwarded to the pilot project 
agency for response. 

2.) 	 If GAO requests a performance plan from OMB, it may he provided 
directly to them. (GAO has a statutory responsibility under GPRA to 
,,,view govemmenrwide implementation of the Act, including agency . 
progress and readiness.) 

3.) 	 Requests by authorizing or appropriating committees of the Congress for a 
p',rformance plan should he forwarded to the pilot project agency for' 
",.sponse. (As GPRA implementation status and issues is reviewed 
periodically ",ith staffs of the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee and 
the House Government Operations Committee, performance plans may he 
informally shared with these committee staff.) 

5 
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CONTACTS POR DBSI~TBD PILOT PROJECT AGBNCIES 
(21 "First Round" Departments and Agencies) 

Irwin T. (Ted) David 
Deputy Chief Financial Officer 
Roo," 143-W 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
14th and Independence, SW 
Washington, DC 20250 

Alan Balutis 
Director of Budget, Planninq 

and Organization
Department of Commerce 
14th and constitution 
Room HCHB 5820 
Washington, DC 20230 

Stephen Leeds 
Chief, Systems and Policies Division 
Room HeHB 5823 

Karen Alderman 
Office of the 000 Comptroller 
Management Systems -- BMD 
Room l.A658 
Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301 

Alan Ginsburg 
Director, Planning and Evaluation 

Service 
Room 3127 
Department of Education 
400 Maryland Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20202 

Archer Durham 
Assistant secretary for Human 

Resources & Administration 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Room 4A253 
Washington, OC 20585 
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MEMORANDUM FOR OMB STAFF' 

FROM: A~M;RiVlin'~ 
JOhnA.K~( 	 !. 

SUBJECT: Update on OMS-Wide Dialogue 

We were very pleased with the interest and input from staff across divisions in the 

OMB:wide Dialogue on Sept. 13 and 14. The recorders' notes reflect valuable insights about 

streamlining plans and perlonnance measurement and make clear the benefit of sharing' 

knowledge and experience acioss offices and divisions. 


. 	 " ' 

The length and depth of the nou;. require us to focus first on the FY 96 budget issues 

of common concern. Thus, attached please fled the materialS we distributed to you last week 

'refined to reflect our discussions. Many have suggested, and we agree, that these materials . 


. . _.. shouId be shared.with.the agencies ...c......_.... _.................._· .."____._.......__ ..__ ........ __....... .. 

. . 


In addition to changes in the materials, the following information is in response to 

mare general questions that have been raised. . 


Streamlining PIMs: I'roce3s hjghlie\lts 

.. 


l. 	 Discnssion with agencies: We will need a preliminary assessment of the streaffiIining . 

plans early in October.' In addition to RMOs' dialogues with their agencies, both of .' 

us are prepared to bring to the attention of Department and agency heads early in the· • 

process, as necessary, the' major concerns about streamlining plans: ,All of theSe . . 


, . conversations are meil!Jt to encourage the agencies to improve their plans and not as 
"micro-management" by OMB~ " ' 

," i 

2. 	 yp Meeting: .We will also review,treamlirung plans with the Vice President, who ..... 

continues to be concerned about the quality of the agency restructurings. . 


. 3. 	 I'assback and preseDtationsto PrujjIent: Assessments of the streamlining plans for' .-, -,' 


every major agency will be included in every passback and in everY preseniation to 

the President. . ' 


, 
..:\ 

, : '" ' ­



• 

. ' 

. . 	 , . " \ 

Streamlining Plans;· Standard~of review 

o 	 . Overall FfE limits must be met: q~m has no authority to issue "waivers" ,to the 
law. In addition, while the President's Management Council (PMC) provides agency. 
input to OMB, it ,does not issue FTE guidance and PMC cOnverSations snould not be, - . 
viewed'as changing OMB guidance. (The PMC has been of great assistance to . 
agencies in meeting OMB guidance through discussion Qf shared concems; best. . 
practices, and other implementation issues.) . . ... '. . .' 

, " ,- ': ;,': ' , -. 
o 	 'Qualitative review: 'The overall FTE guidance must be met, but 'lhis;'reVlew' nlust'be 

more than a numbers exercise. We are not only concerned with the' FIE ceilingS but 
with the quality, scope, and nature.of ail agency's restructuring efforts. The 
Instructions give more detail. 

o 	 Level playing. field: All things being equal, we will try to give "credit" to those 
agencies that have submitted high quality plans. There are no sUlplus FTEs, 
bowever, for special treatment for such legitimate 'concerns as,stion~term, on&time 
initiatives. 

o 	 Small agenc;es: RMOs shall exereise their discr~tion in revi.wing plans of small 
agencies which may raise different issues. A small~agency summary_should be . 
provided to the Director by each RMO. As with other resou= allocations, any 
adjustments ultimately muSi be within the overall allocation to the RMO. 

Pe.rformance 

.... " ................... <) ...".", .CQnte.rf6i FY96"oerformance' infQlinatioQ; .. With"very" constrained' resources;·it":· ..· .......""...."... .. 

beenmes more important than ever that the government run efficienUy. This requires 
that we focus more attention on the performance of government programs. In our 
discussions with the agencies, at Director's RevieW, in meetings with,the Piesident, 
and in the presentation of the budget to the public, we need to highlight this foCus on 
performance; We also need to make it clear that this is the start of along..term . 
process. 

o 	 Interrelating perfQrIDance initiatiw: The goa! of perfOImance measurement, '.: . 
streamlining, GPRA pilots. annual financial statements, customer service standards, , 
and other initiatives is for an agency to present a clearer picture of what it believes 
are its goals, 'the links between these goals and how it spends its money and organizes 
its personnel, and if and how it accomplishes those goals. OMB.is continuing to . 
integrate its consideration of these initiatives and should encourage agencies to do. the 
'so as 	well:' '. 

o Frovide existing informatiog! F~ important prog~ms. and ~ignificant issues,'we ~e 
seeking as much existing performance information as possible without 'generating . 

: , 	 . , . . , 

.2 . 	 ..' . 

, $ ~. 
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.,._,,--_.------_ .... ~..--.---~--...... -'----.. ...-..-.--~,~--.~' 	 . ". """~ 

. .. 	 . . .. ......;,.\;,;.»:t;:,{:~t;I}].;tf:~ 

needlesS or unproductive work by the agencieS or OMB examiners..Tlie ·attached;··· '; '\ 
materiaJs ask you to include a seCtion in each Director's Review isSue paper ,:' ,'," 
discussing (a) what is known and what is not known about program performance in . ..... ;. 
the context of the program's goals; (b) the WlSOns if little is known about program. ... ' . 
. performance, and (c) what additiorial performance information would be useful and 
reasonable to expect. . 	 . . 

o 	 Use in presentations; Passbacks to the agencies and materials prepared for' the . 
President will comment on the usefulness of performance information for d~isions.on ... .
the agency's budget requesi and will include OMB', expectations for additioilal . :.. '.. 
performance information for FY 1997. In addition, the FY 1996 budgei will present 
to the public discussions of the use of performance information in budget. : . 
decisionmaking. 	 ,". 

Beyond tbe FY96 Budget Season 

Many serious, longer-term issues and interesting themes were raised in these se5:Sions 
and will serve as the hasis for continuing discussions among ourselves and with the agencies:' 
Several immediate steps will be taken. -' " . 

I. 	 We would like you to complete in tlie next few <Jay, the attached evaluation fonn; 
adding pages as necessary, to help decide how to continue the dialogue early next 
year. The recorders' notes also will be made available to all staff shortly. 

2: 	 These materials will be distributed to agency heads, the PMC, the CPO Council, and 
the IGs. We encourage you to share them with your agency counterparts directly . 

. .... ... - ........ Extra ·copies will lie available in Rm. 9026. .. - ........ ----..-...-- ...........•..............~ 

3. 	 We also intend to 'take up the many suggestions for wot:king more closely with the , .­
agencies on both performance measurement and streamlining following the budget 

.. season. For example. it makes a,lot of sense to establish interagency working groups 
. for particular types of programs or for cross·cutting issues. Both of us believe that 

we can also work effectively with the President's Management Council and other. 
interagency bodies on these issues. 	 . 

Attachments 

" ; 
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Streamlining Plans and Performance Information in the 
EY 1996 Budaet Process •• Feedback 

.1. How would you rate your dialogue breakout session overall? 

Outstanding 5 4 2 1 Poor 

Comments: 

,2, How relevant was the dialogue to your position? 

Very relevant 5 4 3 2 1 . 

Comments: 

Not relevant at all 

3. How relevant wen) the materials to your position? 

Very relevant 5 4 3 2 1 

Comments; 

Not relevant at all 

4, 	 Should this tYpe of session be repeated in the future -- post-budget season? 

Yes No 

Comments: 

5. General comments or suggestions, inCluding topics for future consideration, 

Return to Teri Ellison, rpom 9026, NE08 by Thursday, Sept, 29. 



.. . . ,. 
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AGENCY STREAMLINING PLAN ASSESSMENTS " ' 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Review of the streamlining 'plans is an impnrtallt elem'ent 'of the FY 1996 
budget process: Not only must we meet the overall 272;900 FfE employment' 
limitation re<Iuiroo under the Federal Workforce Resirocturing Act, ~ must . 
ensure that the streamlining plans are serious, sound, and make sense 'w: 
programmati~ly, ' " . , 

FfEs should be treated the same way other resources are treated in the budget. 
process. \Ve need to know whether an" agency is meeting the ·guidaflcc"t and 
m it is meeting ill. guidance. The NPR goals (e.g., 50% headquarters ' 
function,reduction) should'be treated as rebuttable presumptions, I.e., if the 
agency is not meeting those targets, it should provide a compelling argument"" 
about what it is doing instead to streamline .n.ru1 improve program performance.,"" 

Assessments of major agenci~s' streamlining pJans will be included in every 
presentation to the President and in every passback. The Director also expects 
to discuss streamlining plans with the Vice President during the budget 
process. 

The assessment, should include a rating of the plan from one of the following 
categories, based on the agency's performance a(corning to the attached 
checklisC --~,,---~---- ---"-.----".--."-------:-~-.--"-- - ---,~"'" 

F«IIX gCWlIallle -- Meets FfE planning guidance and NPR"goals in lin~ with 
with programmatic objectives. Plan supplies re<Iuested data and is timely and 
achievable. " ' . 

Acceptgble with expianatiw( ,,- Meets FrE guidance, doeS not" nieet specific 
NPR goals but has compelling rationale. All other aspects of the pI,,!, ' 
acceptable .. The plan represents a good faith streamlining effort. 

NW/s modifft:mjon - Meets m guidance. but one or more"aspects of the 
plan need modification or ex.pansion, For example, a plan needs modification 
if it has not budgeted for necessary investments in information technology or ' 
training, despite meeting the FrE guidance: ",,, : ,: ':',,' 

Needs subslantial revision - Does not meet FrE guidance and' mayor may not 
fail" on other criteria: ' ' " 
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STREAMLINING REVIEW CHECKLIST 

This checklist of critical factors should be considered in reviewing agency : ' 

streamlining p~an.s and preparing the summary assessment and other discussion for Director's 

RevjeY.'. " 


DOES THE PLAN MAKE SENSE PROGRAMMATICALLY? 

a. 	 Mission ;rod goals; To what extent does the plan reflect a focus on the agency's 

missions and goals and its strategic plan? Specifically. does it seek 10 make the 

~gency more effective arid responsive'to its. customers? Does the restru~ring plan . 

integrate proposals to meet GPRA requirements, enter into performance agreementS,. 

increase financial accountability. leverage information technology I and undertake ' 

other manage,ment improvement initiatives? . 


b. 	 Milior policy issues; What is the impact of the plan on major budget Or policy issues? 

Are. the President's priorities effectively staffed? 


c. 	 Impact on agency perform;roce; How is the rcalignment of FfEs likely to affect 
. program performance? Does the plan seek budgetary savings, improved customer 

service, and increased agency efficiency and productivity? Does the plan document 
how the agency will continue to operate its programs during and after streamlining 
without a loss in program quality? Does the plan provide for performance 

--, "-~----measurement'and 'program'-evaluation?' - ...-.. --..:...----~..-.----,,;-.-~-----.-.."..--~ .~-:--
. 	 . . 

DOES THE PLAN MEET ITE GUIDANCE? 

d. 	 Overall FIE: Is the plan consistent with the FIE levels in the April 2! guidance? If 

not, does tne ageney have. compelling rationale? 


e. 	 S=ting out new injtiatives: Does Ihe plan show additions for approved 

Presidential investments and initiatives .separateJy from reductions as a result of. 

restructuring or·other actions·(as opposed 10 a 'net" number)? Are new polky.' 


. 	initiatives for FY96 and .out·years also separately identified? Does the agency propose 
to redeploy ·staff within the agency 10 meet need for increases due. to policy. . 
initiatives? ' ' , 

f. 	 Staff vs, line FIE: .Does the agency meet the NPR goa! of. 50% reduction in ·..headquarters fu~ctions' (including ;UperviSOfS, personnel .spooia1ists, budget specialists, 

5 	 ,., , 

: . 

,,'
· ,'. J 

.,' 



: " ','/' -; :. 	 . 

i". 	 " .:;.~. """"". 
,', ,', 

, . ". 	 . ,'"
"': :. -,',' 	 "J 

acquisition specialists; and accountants and auditors)? If not, does the pi"; j~Sti~ the 
number of staff devoted to headquarters functions vs: line operations, with an . 
emphasis on meeting goals and delivering superior customer service? Is the impact of ' . 
procurement reform reflecled in the plan? Does the plan change the location of the 
w0rkforce? , ' 

g .. 	 ),.;'yers and senior managers: Does the plan adequately increase the span of control' 
for supervisors? . Does the phin 'adequately address the reduction of senior,I';v.! :. 
employees (OS/OM 14, 15, SES, and equivalent) mandated by EO 128391 .. 

HOW SOUND IS TIlE .PLAN? . 

h. 	 Commitment: DoeS the plan demonstrate that the entire agency is engaged in a 
serious restructuring effort with commitment from the top and participation " 
throughout? What steps is the agency taking to maintain or improve employee morale 
~d the quality of the work environment? What steps is the agency taking to ensure, 
accountability for results, particularly enabling the necessary culture change? What 
does the plan say about the role, of financial mlUlagement and/orinspeclOr general? 

1. 	 Previously identified defi~iencies: Has the agency addressed deficiencies identified in 
comments transmitted by OMB in July in response to tne agency's June's submission? . 
If not, what deficienc~es remain and why? ' 

J. 	 Agency assumptions: Docs the plan describe any assumptions, or obstacles 10 
irnplerrfentitiori, -tnat~~usf De-considered -iii"evhluating'- the 'pian? --l\.re-legisil;ltive --~------- -:-.-_...­
impediments identified and addressed? What are tne costs and projected savings from 
logistical considerations, e.g .• relocation, office space, and support ,services? Does 
the agency have a credible approach for funding implementation costs and for 

realizing projected savings? Can agencies fund all their FTEs given FY 95 " 

appropriations action? 


k 	 M!'Chanisms for change; What tools (e:g., buyouts, early outs; outplacements) is the' 
agency employing in its streamlining effort? Does the age~cy propose an appropriate 
plan for training redeployed employees? .Does the plan use out-sourcing, cootrllCting- . 

- OUl, or cross-servicing1 Is the agency proposi~g reenginee~ng of processes,' .", 
consolidatio~ of ~tivities. elimination of low priority work, and other oppOt:tunities 
for improvement? Are FY95 buyouts'an issue for.FY96 budget? . .. . 	 . 

I, 	 InfQ!JJ1aliQn and other IllCh!l(ilQgy investments: ~s the plan Capitalize "" 
information technology, an important tool in restruCturing and downsizing? Howdoes 
the plan tie requests for technology enhancements 10 program· andmission'speeific 
needs? ,., . 
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STREAMLINING PLANS: NPR TARGET POPULATIONS 
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RESOURCES FOR OMB EXAMIl'IERS 

I. 	 RMO colleagues are the principal source of analysis and expertise. 

2. 	 BRD continually monitors government.wide FrE. 
'," 	 . ' .. , 

3. 	 OMB's "Streamlining Workgroup," consisting of RMO ~pieseniatives, BRD,·· . 
. OFFM, and the DDM's office, can help 'develop consistent analytic ..' '. 
apprOaches. . ' . 

. 
!llli£>. B~nrs;$e(1tI!tiY~ DivjfjOtl . II!!!m! I!l!= 

. 
DDM Iooathan Breul (Chair) 10235 556W 
H Ai Se.ferian VA/P 1236 55017 
HR Lisa FairhaU HID 8236 57765 
NSIA Lauren Habet NSD 10009 53781 

Gene Devine NSD 10007 5:l66/i . 
lobn Burnim lAD 10002 $4710 

Nl<ES Neil Shapiro NT< 6026 55894 . 
• Memphis Norman ES 8002 53709 

00 Mike Crowley HTF 9236 51091 
BRD Lisa'Johnson BReD 6226 S3172 
DO . Bill Halter 348 53842 
ODM MMpret Yao 260, 56937 
OfFM Hal Steinberg 6025 . 54S34 

RESOURCES FOR AGENCIES TO ASSIST THEIR STREAMLINING EFFORTS 

I. 	 National Perfonnance Review (NPR) developed many of Ille streamlining goals' 
and remains actively involved in training and monitoring agencies. 

2. 	 The Federal Quality [nstitute and olllers are available to provide training, 

consulting ,services and other types of teChnical assistance.: 


'3. 	 The agency conlaClS identified in the President's Management Council (PMC) . 
"Best Practices" report have been asked to provide information and counsel to 
other agencies as requested.. 

SUPPORTi:'IG MATERIALS 
,....", ".

Attachments 

Appendix 1: BDR 94·104, 'Streamlining;" July 18, 1994., 
Appendix 2: . OMB Memorandum 94·29, "Streamlining Plans." Aug. 19,.1994•. 
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(includes ~vision.of the April 21;: 1994, streaffilini~g guidanCe), 
.. 

Appendix 3: Information Paper on 'Review of SESAllocation.: Sept. 8, 1994.. 
Appendix 4: Kelman Memo, 'Procurement WorkforCe and Streamlining Plans: 

Sept. 23,1994 ',.' 

Agency Documents (Pr~vio~sly provided to each branch for reference,). . 
o Department of nan.portatiori streamlining plan excerpt•. 
o PMC Streamlining Sub-group'. 'Best Prnctices, '. . . , 

. - ~', 
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, " , ' ' '", ' APPENDIX I., ,'" "(,?: 

.:' "'-"; . " ":"", 
EXE'CUTIVE OFFICE OF.iHE PRESIDENT' , "',:" " : . .:'.!: ....:,. :;,': :' ",c:'. 

OFFICe OF MANAGEMENT ANO aUOGE~ . , 
'WA.S"INOTON 0 C 2050~ 

", 

'. 

, July IS, 1994 

BUDGE! DATA REQUEST NO, 94- 104 
" 

" , 

TO: PROGRAM ASSOClATl! DIRBCTORS , " .' ", " 

DEPUTY DIRBCTOR FOR MANAGEMENT ,\ 

'PROGRAM DEPUTY ASSOCIATl! DIRBCTORS 
'ASSISTANT DIRBCTOR FOR LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE ' 
DEPUTY CONTROUER, OFFICE,oF FBDERAL FINANCIAL , 

MANAGEMENT 

RichardP, Emery, Jr,' ,... Krr\_,FROM: 
Deputy Assistant Dim:tor for , 

Budget Review and ConceplS 

SUBJECT: Stn:an!lining 

Due Date: C.O.B., Friday, July 22, 1994 

Mfected Divisjons: All 

Contacts: Questions may be add.t=ed to RMO repfesentalive{s) 00 !he StrWnlining ,
... ' ._..... ---,WorlCgiOUp:-A1 Sefenan'(H and P);-usaPiiiIW1 (HR);' Neil"SbapiiO·(NR);Meiiijlbii"----- ,--­

Norman (ES), Lauren Haber (NSD), John Burnim (lAD), Cora Beebe (GG), MikI: Crowley 
(GG), and Lisa Johnsoo (BRCD), ' 

Purpose: To develop a consistent assessment of agencies' updated "u~mljni.g plans. This 
exercise will provide a snapshot SUnmlary of wbai is' contained in the streamlining plans for, 
use in the meetings of !he President's Management Council. More thorough analysis of !he 
plans may be necessary when ageney budget IIIbmissions are received. " 

Baekm,urul: The April 21, 1994 planning guidsDee ",q..ires departmem. aruI agencies with 
more than 100 Fl:E 10 prep;ire an updated streamlining plan, The plans serve a dual putpose. 
One purpose is to ensure compliance with !he Federal Workforee Restructuring At:t of 1994, 
which places in law a n:duction of 272,900 positions by setting limitallons on Bxec:utive' 
Branch employment for FY 1994 through FY 1999. The ,At:t requires OMB to mohltor', 
compliance with !he ceilings, and 10 impose a GovertmiCnt·wide hiring freci:c in !he event" , 
that !he limitations are 001 met. The At:t does 001 impose ageney-by-ageney ceilings. Our 

, goal is to see that, within !he stalUtory limitations, agency Fl:E levels are aligned ,with 
, program requirements and anticipated funding levels. " . 

1·1 

-' .;'. 
" 
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A =ond, equally important; purpose i, to plan how each department and agency will ..' .' .'i.:, 

meet the Pre'sident' s guidance to restructure the workforce and irpprove cus~omer service. . .. , " . 
Reducing the size of the workforce is 'not an end in itself,. but results from systems and :,' ,', 
management change, recommended by the National Perfunruince Review (NPR) to make' ". 
OrgJIniUltion' and operations more effective and responsive to their customers, . .' 

., 	 '. . •• ,>, , ,i" 

Attachment A describes .orne of the issues examiners sbould consider wben reviewing , 
. agency plans. . . .. .. 

Actions ReJjujred: Using ihe fo~ at Altachinent B, prepare and provide (iii bardcopy and •... , :' 
WordPerfect file) 10 ]ODaM Breul (rm. 10235, xSS670) a, brief summary of the RMO's .: . 
ass.........t of the streamlining plan far each agency with more than 100 Fl'B. An elecltUnic· . 
format of Attachment B will be provided. 'Ibc summary .should include:. . 

1. 	 Fl'B Allocation. Identify the Fl'B levels in the April 21, 1994 guida.nce 2nd . 
the agency plan, the diffe'renee (+ or .), and, if applicable, the "'tionale why 
there is • difference. 

2. 	 . Ii~~ fWures of the Dlan. Briefly describe the key fealUres of the pu.;·(3.S 
bullet points). 

3. 	 Sensitive isSllcs: Identify any sensitive program or management issues which 
wanant policy officials' attention, ineluding any potential Py 1996 budges 
issues and \hose likely 10 be conmlry to Coogressional views... . 

4. 	 Leejslatjve impediments. Identify any known legislative impediments 10 ­
. ,···the ... 	 . . -- .....-~.-..........- stream '.,og (CIte law or pcndlDg _00).-------·-----·-.. ·-.. --· ..···.. 


s. 	 Deficiencics of Ibe plan. II the plan is inoomplell: or inadequate. spell out the 
principal deficiencies. .. 

6. 	 Next stqls. Indicate your recommendations for next steps, including, for 
example, wbcther the plan should be mumed 10 the agency for .... submissioo. 
or what additional data should be requested from tlie agency.' 

In addition. provide a copy of eaeh agency's off"'" space plan (or, if none was 
submitted, • negative n:port) to Steve Swain (xS6989) or Donna Rivelli (XSS8SS) in thIi 
Federal Services Brancb, Room !Klilt 

Anachments 
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. . '. . , . . A~chme~t A. . ' '. 

REVIEW OF AGENCY STREAMLINING 'PLANS. 	 .. 

Examiners shoul;; keeP 'Severai important points in mind when revieWing' agency '.' 
streamlinlng plans: . . . . 

, ~,.. 
Bact. plan should.be ..sei~ on a case-bY-<:ase basis;, • '..' ", ... 
FIE levels are not an end in themselves; rather they must be aligned with .' .... 
program ,",!ui.n:mellts and anticipated fundilig leVels; . . ' : 
The April 21 'preliminary" FIE levels were not proportional; but rather 
mlectt:d OMS'. judgment of Presidential priorities; . .'. 
The NPR did not specify exactly how FIEs are to be cut; and· 
Agoncies should explore ~ opportllnity for streamlinillg. 

In reviewing the'FY 1996-1999 FIE levels, examiners should consider the following 
questions: 

(a) Is the plan consistent with the April 21 FIE planning guidance? " 
.' (b) If not, why nOI? Does the agency make the case for special treatment?· 

(el 	 If yes, is the plan feasible? How will the departmenl fulfill its mission, 
Presidential objcctives and maintain/improve customer service? 

In assessing the agency's proposed restructuring, examiners sbould 'consider the 
following questions: 

(a) How does the plan change the compositlon, skill·mix and location of the 
workforce' 2 

(b) 	 How and when will the streamlining actions occur'l 
(0) 	 Does the plan focus on the right areas? 
(d) 	 How does the plan ~; . 

span of control? 
organindonal layers? . ' . 
NPR targeted positions, such as beadquarIers staff. sUperVisors, . 
personnel specialists. budget xpccialists, acquisition specialistS,and:· 
accountanis and auditors? . ' 

, " . .'. 

1 The plan should Contain a !able' (Allachment C to the April 21 pIannini :>'. . r 

guidance) which displaY' FIEs, by major program; for flJCill yean 1996-1999.­
. 	 .'," .' " , ,~ , . , The plan should contain • table (Allachment Dto the Apru21pl.m.ing :... '. ' 

. guidance) which provides supporting deW! about the spccifu: changes; ye:ir-by: 
y~. . 

.. 
, ~'~~, 

. -, . r~ .", 	 . " ': >- ': ,»:,:)::,~, 
, 
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(e) 	 .D~s the plan seek' to ch~ge administrative suppe,"structure, and 'functions: '. . ',.. 
other than those covered by the NPR wgered. positions (other overhead . . ~ .'. 
operations, such as public affairS)? Does it consider out~sourcing, Contracting-
out or cross·servicing? Is there any indication that the agency is aware that .:., 
Section 5(g) of tile Federal Workforce Restructuring Act requires thaI any' . 
iilerease in eontracting-out as a result of the buyouts or the FTE reduction be . 
supponed by cost compariSOlls thaI show that it is cost effective10 do so? . . 

(I) 	 Does the plan describe any important assumptions, obstacles 10 implementation, ' 
1Il!d impact (boIh positive and negiti.c) on agency'pedonn.ru.:?" . .' . . . . " , 

(g) 	 . How does the plan address the redudion of ..mar level employ.... (GS/GM' " . 
14, 15, SBS, and equivalClU) mandated in B.O. 12839'1': . . . . 

(h) 	 Wbat does the plan say about the usc of managcmCIU pnl¢esacs iInd resOurces 
.. in acbiI:ving • more streamlined and dfective opcratioD1 In parueuiar, does it 

,say anything about the role of financial management or the agency inspector 
cra11 .gcn 	 . 

(i) 	 In youi' judgment, does the plan represent the best the agency can do in 
streamlining? 

,.' , 

.. 

• 	 B,O. '12839 requires that 1056 of the ~ cOme from the Senior 
i!=1ltive.Servicc, GS·15 and .G~.14Ievcls orcquivalenls•...' . --' 
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DEPARThfENT OF XXXXX 


Streamlining Assessment 


.' 

1. 	 J:J]; Allocation 

Planning Guidance 

Streamlining Plan 

Rationale: 

2. 	 Ka features of the plan; 

. Sensitive issue$;~.m~_... --'" 

4. 	 Legislative impedimems: 

5. 	 J;lefjderu:i~sor Ihe plan: 
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THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR August 19, 1994 
M-94-29 , . , 

'MEMORANDUM FOR TIiB HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS, AND MAJOR ~GENClES,' ' , 

FRO~'=:D=~~' .". 
Strearnlining Plans 

, The V"'" President ~tly reitClllted'the great interest of the Admini'traJia~ in the 
development of streamlining plans and the importance of efforts to improve them. Review of 
the streamlining plan. will be an extremely important clement of the budget process. . . : .. , . .' , . 

Many' of you already have had disCussions with OMB staff' about your June 30 
streamlining plans and the FY 1996 budget, and this dialogue with all agencies will continue.· 
As you know, your FY 1996 budget request is due on September 9 and must. include as much 
Streamlining information as possible. It is especially important that your budget request contain . 
the 'full details of your plans for FY 1996 with the milestones of actions to meet the oVerall 
workforce rcsttueturing and FTE targets in OMB', April 21. 1994, planning guidance (a~cd).. . . 

To reinforce these efforts, the President's Management Council (pMc) recommitted itself' 
10 the goal of restIuclllring the government and will be cspeciaily active in working with OMB

'.",......-:---.- "w hClpiiijfiigenatsimproii. 'llieii'p!iiiiS jji'accc,diiii'CiWith"'me"Ajiril 21-gUidaiiCC;'" '!'hiPMC""' 
has committcd its agencies 10 submit cOmplete, improved streamlining plans 10 OMB nollatl:r 
than October 3. These complete plans will focus greater attention on restnJcturiJig of the ageney 
organization.and work processes and will reflect the imPortance, of related redumions in the . 
number of supervisors, headquarters, and .uppott staff, as recommended by the NatinoaJ 
Performance Review (NPR). (The NPR's overall goals include a doubling of the span ofcontrol 
of SUPCMSOrs from 1:7 10 1:1S over the next live yean and • decrease of SOlO of those 
performing headquarters functions.) , . 

In :response 10 the PMC's request, OMB has further rcfmed the headquarters def1llitions· 
. in Attachment D of the April 21 guidance. (Revision a!laClted.) Those agencies that cannot 
mOe! the NPR goals in this area should address this matter in their plans. Within the context . . 
of the April 21 FTE guidance, each ageney should display the FTE redumiens it. will take as a 
result of restnJcturing separ.itely from any additions due 10 new. Presiden1iaJ investments. The. 
plans also will describe the relationship of the' ageney's reslrUeIlIring 10 other Administration . 

. priorities. including improved customer service. 

Attachment 
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EXECUTIVE OFF'li:~ OF THE ~R~SID~NT·;.',<~ ' ••.. , " .ii:,
: OFFICE OF' MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGO" . .-;, ; -.. . -,:"" c' . , . ~ ;":';'~ 

, . 	 ., .. . ,'. 

WASHINGTON. p.c.. :I!Q!:OJ. 

,.,,,...Ol.', April 21,' 1994 	 .. '. 

, . , .. ' 

, . 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMIiNTs A.ND AGENCIES . 	 . . 

," 
, ' 

nOM: 	 Leon E. Panelta 

Dlrcctor 


. SUB1ECT: FY 1996 Budget Planning Guidonce 

As agencies begin planning far the FY 1996 Budget, we face ,the difficult task of 

developinE • budget that Jeflects the Pmldenl's priorities within the constraints of the Iwd 

freeze mandated by the Budget Enfareemenl Act and the reduetions in employment mandated 

by the Fedml Workforce l!emuCiuring Act. Consilient with the sehedule for preparing the 

President's FY '1996 Budget distributed l.ut month, preliminary planning guidance for the .. 

FY 1996 Budget for your agtncy is atw:hed. ' ' 


. 
The basis for the guidance I> the 

, 

OUI)'W numbers o:onlllincd in the President's FY 
.. '1995 Budget,"adjuS!Oi! un~flect Congrwion.r..ction III" some AdminiSlllllion proposals and"'"-''' '''-, 

the allocation of cenain allowances. II should be noted IlW the guidance doeS IlOt reneet 
additional teduction. in the di=tion.,)'caps pending before the budget o:onf=ce. . 	 '. ", 

The allacllment o:onlllins: 

• 	 disen:tionary budget authorily and oll!lay lcvel$ for your agency £Or 

FYs 1996 - 1999; 


• 	 . aggJegate 
" 

FTE guidance IevaIs for FYs 1996-1999 IlW are CCIUistent wid! the ' 
Government·wide FIE ,1evaIs eNblished by the :FcdCllll,World'DJOi; 
hstructurin& Act; and" . . . ..' . ' . ..• .' 

• 	 the approved levd of buyouts permllled for FY 1994. 

, ," 

2-2., . 	 .,,' 
. - ~ " ...... " . , 	 . . -' 

, .', 

• " . 
, , 



," ~,-"~'~'" " '- , , ..'. . . '. . 

. , . ' 
" : 

Agencies are expected to prepare FY 1996 Budget requests for discretionary budgci ." 
authenly and outlays and I'I'E employment thaI do nOI exceed the levels speclfied in Ibis, ' ;', 
gUidance. In addition, yo. should submlllO OMS by June 30lh updated strcamlining plaris ," 

. IlIaI describe how your agency will meet the specified FI'.£ levw, Wtruetions on how II) . 

prepare these suea.mlining plans are a!laChed. " , 
.' ,..,

: RevisCd gui~= may be issued III July to ",neet further Congressionai.action and .; ,,'. .: '. 

other factors. In IlIat case, agencies will be II.Iked to,adjust their budget nquests .'. . ..... 

a.ccordingly. Guidaru:e on the fundin& of mandatory pro&mmS may also be pmvided at •. 

later date. .', . . , 

. As noted en the FY 1996 Budget prepantion sebedule, initial bUdget submissions are 
. due 100MB on Seplember 9, 1994. Agency plans for FY 1995 buyouts should also be 

IIlInsmllted on IlIaI dale. ' 

.. 1lcnow IlIat these guidanoe lel'ds are very light. Nevertheless, llcnow IlIat by 

working logether we can formul.Ie • budget IlIaI maximizes funding for the President's 

priorily initiatives within the limited ",souroes available. . 


Attachments 

.2-3. . 

http:formul.Ie


. ,~ . . 
" .,.'" -:' . , -' .'" , 

:' ' .;: .. . 
• I .. 

, ,,", J •STREAMUNING PLANS' , ' " " .. ., " 

.' ;. 

'.' In his September 11. 1993 memruandum. the President directed each ag;m~ 10 .. ," 
prepare a streamlining plan 'illa! would show how it would restructure ilS work fora: in order . 
10 achieve the work force reductions recommended by the National Perfonnance Review• 

. The Federal Workplace Restructuring Act of 1994 places the reduction iil Jaw by selling '. 
ceilings on Executive Branch einployment for FY 19941hroug!i FY 1999. The.lOtal FY '.: . . 
1999 reduction is 272.900. The A", requires OMB 10 m.onitor com.pllanCe with the ce.iIiiigs•.... i . 

.and 10 impose II Oovernm.ent·wide biring fre= in the event that the ceilings are nOt .met: .. ' ..... ' .' 
,', " '," r ,,:, 

. The Act d~ not impose ~ ceilings. Our goal is..e that, wilhIn the.' 
. statutory ceilings. agency FTE 1evels are aligned with program rcquimnents ami anticlpated . 

funding levels. On average, acbievingthe 272.900 reduction by FY 1999 means a tiuth='. '. 
government.wide reduction of 8 percent from the level in the FY 1995 Budgei:However, '. 
Ihil reduction will not be applied uniformly 10 each agency•. 

, ' , " 

Accordingly, and consistent with FY 1996-1999 planning guidance. each department 
2nd ~ency with me", than 100 FTE should pn:p= an updated saeamlining plan thai meets 
she PlCsident's guidance to ",StructUIC the work fOICe and improve customer service. Your 
plan should be submitted to OMB by June 30. 1994: Specific guidance on the contents of 
!be plans follows in Atw:hments A.' D. . 

Reducing the size of the work force by 272.900 is not ~ end in itself. but fcsuits 
from systems and management cbanges =mmended by the National Perfonna.noe Review 
10 make organi:<ations and operations more effective and rcsponsive to 1hcir customers. Wt 

--jn OMlllook forward IOworl:ing wilhyou and lIurmemborsoflhePresident·s·MalIlIj:emenr--·····__· 
CoundIIO aebieve the President', goals. : .' .' ,:. . 

AtIa(:hm.ents 

. . .', 

. 
. . i' ,> 
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.' .." • " < 

•. ,I 

." 
'. j"i 

'h. " .','_ ;. 'i.. '.:: 



'-! . 
. . ' . 	 .' .' .. , . .­

' .. 
. ~"" 

GUIDANCE FOR PLANS 
• , 'j 

Plans should describe, with narrative detaiJand ,uppotring tables', cbanges iii the . 
. . structure and operations of the depanment or agency.. Plans should include steps.being taken ' , 

to create lean structures, l'Cduce layers of bureaucracy, flatten hierarchy, stimulate bigh ' 
performanCe practices and empoWer employees to serve customers with OOe mult being: ,,' \. :., 

fiscal saving. Plans should also reflect actions to change the composition and skill mix, of the '. 
'work fore.. including numbers of headquarters staff, ,changes in field s!nictures, cle1aycring. 
and reduetlons in numbers of NPR rarget populations. ,. ",. ':', ' . 

. ' 

Streamlining plans should: , 

1. 	 :Be Consistent with priorities in the FY 1995 Budgetand FY 1996-1999 planning 
guidance, . . 

2. 	 Be integrated ..,th 1996 Budge! su~missions, 

3. Explore m.o: opportunity for streamlining. including simpliftcation oiadmhiistratlve 
. processes, and elimination of cenain prognims. Auachmenl B contains a,listing of' 

possible streamlining actions we would urge you to consider, , ' 

.,.• -'~"-"-"'4;' -'-PffijecflWisiicwOl'l(fOii:C leveJ,;"Plcaseshow; in tlte formaliUustrated in--,.... ,n"'"---'7''' 

. Attachment C. by year and major program, how you would allocate FJ:E. through FY 
1999, 

'. 	 -. 
5. 	 Include supporting data. in the format illustrated in Auachmeni D. SO rcIiC.Ct 'actions 

which change the eomposition and skill mix of the work force and can be wed to 
measure progress soward the President's stIcamlining goals, . 

6. 	 Provide dewls ... ganling both how and when sttwnlining'~ons wID 'occur ,". 
. . " 	 . f 

. 	 .' . 

.7. 	 ~e:'be any imP':'nanl assumplions, obstacles SO impl.m.nlalion • .ru; imPact (both 
POSItive and neganve) on agency pcrformanoe. , ," '; .... . ....:... '.' 

1. 	 , , 
,' ..2·S 	 , " , ' 

, ' ". 
, ".: 

, ,I. ,'" ~ .::.... 
.' :::: , .:. 
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'POssmLE STREAML1N1NG ACTIONS'· '. .' 

. To Illink about streamlining in the broadest termS. the questions' below suggest toOls 
and opportunities which may be useful. Many lend themselves to. C<lll!binatio~ .willl each . 
olhci-; olllers.can be applied independently. 

OVeraIl- . 	 ; 

Cbam!CI of Ibe pJ~. Is Ille streamlining plan c:haracIcri.ud by: ' 1. .. 	 . . 

(a) 	 Delegation of authority? ; 
(b) 	 Decentralization? . 
(c) 	 Empowennent 'of empioyees to make decisions? .. . . 
(d). 	 M..:hanisms to hold managers and employees responsible for results and 

accountable for !heir pcrlormance? . 

Mission nnd functions ­

2. 	 .Federal role. Does th. plan address the roles ofFederal. Statennd local g~~mcnt'I . 
Has the agency attempted ID nHl.rme which level of government should have 
mponsihility for service delivery') . 

3. Mission redefinition. Can savings be made through redefinition of Ibe mission of !be . 
- ..... . ..... - organization and =eturing of !be program?' Arc thel\\ cpportuiUti§ for saVings.--......- .•­

from inter-agency CCC!J"'llItion and re-alignments? . 

4. 	 Low·mjaDlY functions. Does the plan c:onsider eliminating opeI1ltions which cannot 
be roadily tied ID agency mission or service delivery') 

.!, 

SIBmng levels ­

.5. Sp;m of c:ontml. Does the plan cilnsider alternatives 10 I\PJl1'Dximately double !be' 
present span of c:ontrol? . . . .'; . ;. . :. 

. . - . , . 
6. 	 Attrition IlIltl: .Oi""" COday's attrition rates for the agency, mthti amlJnp!ionsin 

the plan reasonable? . 
".,' _. '"'" ,-' ..,. 

. ' . ' ., . . ' /", 

. ; 7.; 	 HiDn; hem. Does the plan ~ agencies to ~ one persOn mr.,v"')' tbiec.. 
four, eu:. which leave Ibe agency? ..... . .":'" .. 	 ., . 

'., . 
, ,'" . 

.. ; ­

.. 


http:c:haracIcri.ud


. 	 . ' 
, ., 


. . . 
 ,. ' . 
~ 

" " 

Organizational restructuring - ' . 	 . 
s. 	 fjeld IlrnctU~. 'Can Ihe field Sl!\lctu,," be redesigned by elit;'io;ting layers or" , ' 

consolidating locations? The ""UU~lUriog of USDA to creale a ;a;'" Sezvice 

, 
. 
" 

1 

Agency and consolidate field offices IS lIle best current example. ' . . -	 . 
, . 

II. 	 RCKilml. area and djMe! oIDci:,. Can regional, mao or district olli= be ,
"cd? 	 , .. ','c.hmrnaL 	 .'" . 

" 	 . , ."., , , " . 	 . .' , 

Vertjcal layerin,. 'can layers oroversight be reduced, using significanUy fewer ' , 10. 
people and noticeably fewer organ!:ational layers? Are lIlere sinlations where 1Ilen. , , 
arc IWO (or more) political appointees S1lIdced within a hlm.n:by? Dclaycring ntight " , 
include sYstematically mnooing redundant layers, excessive c:ontmls and bottleneeb ' 
in horb headquaru:rs and field orpnizations. An example would be to eliminate 
program assiSlan\ =wy positions !Ilatlaycr bureau chiefs., , , 

11. 	 ConsolidatioD. Are 1Ilen. opportuniiies for organizalioNI consolidation Qf like or 
similar functions? Consolidation should be considered where headquanm, regional 
Wld district offi... perform the same funedons. For example. the Sccretmy of HUD 
has announced plans to change all of its regional offi... into field ofilCeS din:etly 
Sl:!Ving the Slates and melropolillln areas where !Iley arc located. This stmuoIinin,g 
effort simullllneously reduces. level of review Wld gets more HUD cmployc= cloSer 
lO'their customers. ' . ' .:..' . 

Management Improvements ~ ,u_. "' ___' __"___ ___._.______ _______, __ ___________,______:__ ...::, ______.. ____.~.,_.~ ~_~ 	 ~, ~_" 

12. 	 Mierornlnmmen!. Poes the plan address VlayS lOR!!uce UMeCessaiy ~!l'Ols and 
micromanagemeot which now generate "R!! lape" and hamper efficiency in !Ile ;,' 
Federal Governmen!? ' 

13. 	 De]'n!jon and decenU1ljzalion. Can _U1l Wnagemeni operations be delegated 10 
subordinate agencies/offi...?, 

14. 	 UnnecessarX dUllljcatiOQ. How has the agency scrubbed its funCti";'. and ~vities 10 " , 
e1intinate unncccssa!)' duplication? 

­. 	 ' 

" 

Thi: six federal agencies with the largest IOtiIl number of field offices or _ 
installations are: USDA - 16,982; mIS· 5.000; Justice· 2,342; 1'n:>isu:y ­ ,
2,250; Interior· 1,700; and Dar - 1,800. -,' " " 

, " '2~! :' , . " 

" -' ,':,' . . " .: ~ , ' " .","' . ," 
- '« , 	

-' 

',. - " 
, ' ,,', 

." ' 	 . ' '" ,: ';':l'~;: 

I 
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; . ' 

.. 

R...ngineering ..:. . 
; ," 

IS. 	 CllMlge cy'!l'ent Q!!!IrlltjoDS. Can the agency completel~ redesign ,:,,~dc. P=S:S 11>. . 
simplify metbod, used 10 deliver quality customer servtces? POSSl~lhUes here melude 
situations wheTelevel' of management (or process steps) pose Slgruficanl bottlenedt . 
.in delivering service w customers; . . . . . , 

16. 	 lomas'" flexjbili!),: Can sWT be teduced by providing subOrdinate rrianagmWun . .... 
the flexibility 10 develop altornative approaches II> pcrfonning their I)lissions? :..... 

17. 	 In!ernal·simpljfieatjon. Docs the plan propose specific measures tDeJiminate or . 
simplify the internal administtalive processes? . .': '. 

18. 	 Intexml IUulaljODS. D~ the' plan take inw aecount the elimlnat;on of lIot less thB!I 
50 percent of the agenefs internal managemenl regulations that penain 10 its 
orpniz2tion, management or personnel matters. 

• • 
19. 	 Stnior-level DOSitjOOS. D.ocs the plan contemplate senior-level job mtruClurings 1$. 

current jncumb~ts retire1 . ' 

Technology ..: 

20. 	 lnformat;OD teehnoIQ£Y. Does the plan capitalize on illfonnation technology? 
Changes in technology historieally drive shifts in struClul1! and power, and the· . 

... .-..... -~-.-.. - ... information I1!volution is no diffetent.·----· ·-·~-···--··--·~--··---c·--·-··-·---·-···-·~·-

ElTects ­

21. 	 Benefits. Does the plan seek 10 realize cost savings, improve the quality of 
(iovernment services, and raise the morale and productivity of Ibe department of 
agency? 

22. 	 PegpJ~. How does Ibe plan deal with the emploYees who will be lefl1 Does the pian .; 
provide for a means II> .... U2nSition for workers, whether they choose II> Slay with, 
the government, 11!til1!, or move II> Ibe privab!.seetor?How does it address their 
morale? How does it deal with possible increaJed worldoads? . 

",' 

, 

2-8 	 '.. , , 
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Attachment C ' , : I 

DEPARTMENT OF XXXXXX i 
I 

Fl'E PROFILE. FY 1993 10 FY 1999 I 
i,!, 

,FY9J FY I FY FY FY FY FY , , aa... 	 , I i 19940 I I99S· 1996 1997 1998 1999 
i 
~ 

Program A I, 
:t" .. j 
, '. !

ProCramB 	 \' ·1 
: '. ' 

" ~rlmp: '. 	
". "':-j 

" to 
I """ram D.." 

TOTALS I 
.j 

, 	 I 
, 	 I 

Agency FIll profiles ,hotIld ",0",,1 Ihe work forte level' lhe agene1 plans to achieve. Agencies should define the stub, " I 
" ' , ' for Iblslable In ways thal,bat Illustrate thelr plans and '1"' effect on priorities and programs. -, " . ..' .c, 

(. IlgureS In the Ptesldenl'l Py 1995 Budget)'i 
-'." 

" , I 	 .·~i. '[
'" .,,,',~;:. -:; "'" 

. '. :;,~,. <:,;':., 
..' ­

\ 
-; : 

, " 

,. 
; 
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DEPARTMENT OF XXXXXX .! 

FTE and S~EAMlIN1NG • FY 1993 to FY 1999 , 
, 

c· FY93' FY . FY FY FY FY FY 
. Base 1994' 1995' 1996 1997 1998 1999 

1 • 

I 
I 

FTEs 

Supervisors 	 ,.'.,.,. )..
Supervisory Ratio 	 n 

lJ' •11> IHes~quartel1l s!aff . ! " " ."
0 

N PerSonnel specisns!s I 	 . i i , ; 	 ; '~ .... , 	
~ 

1 
~ o . Budget speclens!s . 	 < ....... 
II> 

Acqulsl!ion specialists , , . '"-
Accountants & Auditors 	 ." c 

. '"c: " " ' . 	 In '." I 
ft .~ 1. Organlzsllonallayers 
... "C" I1 '" ',:.':' I ... ~" . 

..... II 	 "'. . 
\0 ........ ," 


., ," . 	 .t. -..:·,'.::c~-" 
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I 
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(Ilelri;nid Illig. 19ii9941 
l)"nnlllon9; 

Supervisors: Employees, Including any SES, Idenlified as a supervisor or man~ger In "PM feller 296-46 (Oct 26,1993J and' 
reported in CPDF codes I, 2, or 3. ' " ! 	 ' , ,

" I ' ' , ' 
, ,I, , , ' i,, Personnel Speclallsls: Employees Ihal perfonn personnel functions. such as slaffl1lg. clas.lflC8llOn. posHion management. or ;labor relations. NPR eounledpeople in the 200 ser~s (excepl204 and 205). " ' , ',' " 

,Budget Speclallsls: Employees thai perfonn bUd~1 ftJnclions. such'a. program or budgei development, review, or analysis, ",PR " 

,, counled people In !he 560 and 561 series. I, 	 ' : " ,'", ,', " ' ,", ; " , 
AecOllnl!nlll and Audllo",: Employees thai perfo;'" accounting and audmng funcllons,'InCtudlng rl1l8ncial and management ,.',' 
audas. NPR counted people In !he 500 sertes excep1512, 526, 545, 560. 561, 570, 592, end 593,,' 	 .' ',.., 

I 	 ' " , 
AcqulsllionSpeclallat .. ; 'Employaes In IIcqulsHIon !,"d procurement ftJnc!ions. NPR COUIl,ted employees in the following 'series: "", ; , 
1101,1t02,1103,1105,II06,1150,endI910. i . " ',' , ,,' 

, ,'i , ' 
, He.dgtiamll Staff: Anyone who worl<s In the foUo)vIng funelions or organizations (NOTE: this Is a funclional definition, Some ' 
peg w!to'WO!k In Washington are not In headquarters end some htlidguarters omaniza\lO!]! are nolln Washington, For instance,

I '" 
~, , regional or dislrid offices are usually headquarters ~anizations,J: 	 ", 
~, . . I 	 . . 

- 1 	 • ','. ". 

• 	 , Management Headquarters end Heedguarterj Support Functions, Those funellons and the direct support integral 10 tlieir ,; c', 
pert'ormance that are Involved In themanagement of programs and/or operations or a department or fts components" 

- ~ '. I . • 	 '.
I " , 

Management Headquarters and H!l!dguarters Support Activities, Organizations where more than 25%' of the work of the, , ; • 
organization Is Involved In managemant or direcl support ftJnc!lons. " ' ' ;"', : 

"! ",.,',,,,; ',:: ,":: 
'. ManaiJamenl Refers 10 exercising oversight, direction, or control of subordinate organizations or unUs through: (1 J, ", 'c,, "', ,::~; 

, 
, 

developing or issuing policy guidance; 121 ravl~1ng or evaluating 'prc:gram pert'onnance; (3) allocating anddislribuling,. ': ,':" 
resources; or,14] conducIlng mid- or long-nIn~e planning, programmmg, Dr budgeting. " ' "', ' , 'J ;;~:",;{~':>'; 

. • - ,. t '. 	 , '; ._ '. .', '-:,: "71'.",.. .: 	 ",: ........ ;",.,,:,' 

" • DIrQC\ Support. Refers to pr()fesslonal, telhtlcel, administrative, or logistical support thaI Is performed in, or supplied IO;:B,::;';;;j 

management headquarters and is essenUal t~ its operation. Dlr~ct support includes both staff support (such ,as providing ";:';}'j 
, policy or program analysis or formulating polldes, plans. and programs lor a management headquarters) and operating','(Je! 

; ,support (such as secretarial, editorial, or infofinatlon technology services). Olrechupport,does nollnduda specific products',;;,:,i 
: '- , ' , or lechnlcal or operating services that are proylded ~n II departmenl-wlde or component-wide basIs (such as payroll ::;r;~:8'1;i~i 

, , ,'servlcas)oroperatlngsupportpnovldedbyaliostunnloalitenanlorganlzaUons.'," "', ""i',","",~,>;,:,n 

,E \,;..:. " . .,: " , ..,. . ." ,. I " 	 ',; .. ' '.< >::>[;A;i},~~01~~.1 
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Sept. 7, 1994 , , 'APPENDIX 3,'
' 

REVIEW OF SES ALLOCAll0NS . · '" ' 

Background - 5 U.S.C. 3133 requires agencies to review their seni')r level positions needs 
biannually and to submit., written request to ,the Office,of Personnel Management (OPM) for' 
a specific number of Senior Executive Service (SES) positions, ,OPM, in consultation with , ; 
OMB, is to review the agencies' requests for SES positions and authorize a specific number 
of SES positions for each ageney for a two-year period. OPM regulations have expanded 
this process to include the allocation of two other groups of SES-Ievel positions: ilo~-' .. 
managerial senior-level positions (SL) and high-level non-managerial ~i,ntifie and 
professional positions (ST), . . . 

, , 
. " . 

During the 1993 allocation process. because of the then-ongoing National PerfO!:mance 
Review, budget uncertainty, EO 12839 reduction of IOO,OOOwith 10% from the GS-14 and 
above ranks. etc., most agencies found it impossible to forecast their specific ex:ecutive~level 
needs, In September 1993, OPM with OMB's concurrence decided to postpone issuing 
allocations for 1995 with the expectation that agency streamlining planning would identify 
positions (or abolishment or restructuring, With only limited exCeptions, thishas not proven 
out: OPM reports that most agencies have asked to remain .tatu. quo at their 1994 levels. 

AlIQ\1alion. for EY 1995 -- Before the end of September,OPM expects to consult with OMB 
On its recommendations for SES/SUST allocations for FY 1995.' AgenCies submitted their 
requests for specific numbers of these positions during the Summer. As in the past, ~ch 

.. - ..... " RMO will be asked to review OPM's recommended levels for their assigned agencies;·seek-· ....··_­
, additional information if needed from OPM's Executive Resources staff, and either concur, 

with or suggest and justify an.alternative to OPM's recommended level. riecisions are 
usually provided to Ihe agencies in early October. The Personnel, Postal, EXOP Bnmch 
coordinates this activity and may be able to provide additional information to aid in the 
review. . 

Impact of Streamlining Plans on SES Allocations - Restructuring the workforce in order to 
. achieve .the ITE reductions recommended by the NPR may involve any number of actions 
that would reduce an agency's requirements for senior·level positions. Delaye;'ing', 
elimination or consolidation of regional or other field structures, de1egation of central 

, management operations, streamlining of administiative processes in persOnnel, procurement~ 
budget and accounting have the potential for workforce reductions at the 'most senior levels,' . -, .~ 

., 
I ' 

· " 
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, 

~ "," , 
. :(:. 

""" - " 

, ' " , <, \;
',; , , , 



" 

• 

, OFFICE OF FEOER,lJ. 

PROCUREMENT POLICY 

, 

.' ' ­

September 23, 1994 
,

" ' 

, ". 

" ' 
" 

, , 

,'MEMORJ\l\"D1lM FOR SENIOR AGENCY PROCUREMENT EXECUTIVES 
, UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION REFORM, 

FROM, 	 Steven Kelman, I/' 
Admi,nistra~or J ~ 

SUBJEC~', The ·Procurement Workforce and St~eamlining Plans 

As agencies work on streamlining plans involving the 11Q2 
and 1105 workforce, I wanted to take an opportunity to . 
communicate my suggestions about how these efforts should 
proceed~ , 

The ability to downsize based on procurement reform,. and the 
NPR delayering philsophy means that agencies should be looking 
aggressively at downsizing opportunities in two areas: 

(1) 	 Arnone those doing small purcbases. The 
elimination of restrictions on purchases 
under $2500 and the spread of the purchase, 
card w;.11,3tlJg!'l._many_ purchases under_,$25 0Q-t,o'·-····-~----·· -:'._. ­

.-.... - •• _.,,__•• __• __u _____ 'bedel~egqted to program offices. The rollout . : . . 
of electronic commerce for purchases under . 
$100 1 000 over the next few years will, based' 
on results of electronic commerce . 
experiments; improve small purchase 
productivity by at least sot. The increase 
in, the simplified acquisition threshold to 
$100,000 in the procurement reform 
legislation will simplify somew~at pur~hase5 
in th~ $25-100,000 range. ,,'. 

(2), 	 Among supervisory. oversight. and nolicy', 
staff, The philosophy of the NPR emphasizes 
delayering excessive levels 6f supervision, 
increasi,ng Bupervisory spans of control;' and 

.. reducing t~e number of poeitions inv-olved ·in,;;. 
,.headquarte:r:s oversig~~/policy .functions., '. 

" , 
. :'.Efficiences' ~ay be possible as well ,in' t~rm~ of the '1102 ", 

workforce buying supplies and" services over $100 100"0.: However. , , 
if .your Elgency is one where there have been problems with 
insufficient resources going into contract ad~inistration, you - :< ., 

., '"",may decide to redirect some positions into contract " ':. " 
~ 	 "" . " .. . " , 

" 

'.. , ... , 
"." 	 " , 

." " 

. ": ... 
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, ...' ".•• '·<.····>;:;~;;\;~1 

administration, while making reductions elsewheie~" . _,., 

I would'urge procurement .organi2ation~. to ?o"an analysis of 

positions devoted to small purchases, and 'to supe~i!5iory" . " 

oversight, and policy positions', and to develop overall 

downsizing targets based primarily on aggressive downsizing in 

those two areas., The standard of review is not intended 'to be 

arbitrary~ but rather will focus on' how thoughtful" creative I and 


,thorough ~gencfes. have been in streaml.ining areas such 'as' ' 
pr~curement. ' < -. ... 

,h __ ._._.,~ _ '''_'_~__ ~'__A~M'_'. ,_ ,~ 
.___ 4'_ •. ~ ._._,,__ •.._.._____ ,._ • _____ __ ......___..._. ______ 
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DEPARTMENT OF XXXXXXXXXXX 	 .,
FY 1996 DIRECTOR'S REVIEW 
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GUIDANCE ON INCLUSION OF PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 

, , IN DIRECTOR'S REVIEW ISSUE PAPERS 


DIRECTOR'S REVIEW 

Each Director's Review issue paper will have a section discussing Performance 

information. . . ' 


I , Describe what is known andlor isn't known about the performance of the . 
programs affected by the issue being, raised, including: 

Program goals 
Program inputs: $, FTEs, other resources used 
Program outputs: program activities/services provided 
Program outcomes: results achieved 
Program im~acti: what difference the program makes 

The description may indicate that the level or qoality of performance 
information may differ between"outputs, outcomes. and impacts., 

, 
If little or nothing is'known about program performance, the reasons for this 
should be discussed. 

2. Describe the use and impact of the avrulable performance information in the 
RMO formulation of recommendations for the issue. 

3. Describe additional performanoe information that wpold be useful Or 
,appropriate in future assessments of the program, and what can reasonably be 
. expected to be .vrulable in the formulation of the FY 1997 budget. Discuss whether 
the agency agrees with OMB's expectations for this additional in,fonnation, or if it is 
recommended .that the Director discuss this is~ue with the Cabinet Secretary or agency 
head. 

" 

11 . ',' . 
,
'. 

. , " 



... 
SOURCES AND USES OF PERFORMANCE INFi.:lRMATION 

IN TIlE IT 1996 BUDGET PROCESS AND FUTURE YEARS 


, ,. 
Performance information has been used in budget reviews for many y~s. However, 

FY 96 mark, the beginning of an increased role for performance information in funding and . 
,other program decisions. OMS ,is developing a framework for organizing various . 
performance~related initiatives to facilitate OMB's use of performanCe information in the 
budget decision'making process, and to encourage its'development and use by Ih~ agencies 
for both budget and managerial purposes. The following discussion describes what 
examiners should e.peet •• and what is expeeted of them .. in using performance' . 
ioformation. 

I. 	 PERFORMANCE INFOR."1ATIO:>i AS PART OF THE IT 1996 BUDGET. 
SUBMISSIONS . 

I. 	 REQUESTS MADE OF AGENCfES FOR FY 1996 PERFORMANCE 
INFORMATION 

• 	 Circular A·II contains sections on performance (see Appendix 2) and formal 
supponfor requesting performance information. 

• 	 August 5, 1994, memo from Acting Director to heads of agencies (see
Appendix 5) . . 

...•. : ...... , .... _ .... ····2 ....... GENERAL"GUIDANCE ON USING PERFORMANCE 'INFORMATION'~~"""""'c-

• 	 Agencies should be providing performance information where avaIlable. 
Circular A·ll establishes basis for requesting more information if desired. 

Examiners should refrain from asking agencies to develop supplemental . 
information unless it is needed to suppon major FY 96 budget decision·· 
niaking. At the same time, the long-term goal of having all significant· 
activities supponed by performance inform.tion should be reinforced,' . 
and agencies should be working to expand peiformance information'in 
future budget submissions. ". 

• 	 . Performance'infonnation will be included in the diScussion of issues wherever 
appropriate (e.g. issues related to changes in prog~ funding levels)•. For.. 
Direct?r's Review issues. an assessment of performance in(orrn~tio:n is to be '. 
included. . 	 .. 

• OMS swi should collab~;'te with agency staff to ensure that available and . .. 	 relevant performance information 
I 
is included in the 

.' 
issue discussion: For 

. , . 

.. 
' .. 12 

", '. ,. 
, .. . . :'. 

, , ' 	 " , 
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Director's Review issues, staff should reach out to agencies for additlomu '" .\' .- ;' , . 
information as needed. . . , .' 

"~' :"/. .,', 

• 	 DeCisions made at the RMOleveI may also lie discussed at Director's Review. 
Divisions should be prepared to address the use of performance information in 
making RMO decisions. . . 

. 	'" 

Passbacks to the agencies and materials' prepariod for the President will• 
describe the aVaIlability and usefulness of performance information for 	 .. "_

decisions on the agency's FY 1996 budget request and will include OMB', 
expectations for additional performance information for FY 1997." . '. .. 	 . , 

• The budget will include discussions of the use of performance infof1llaii~n in 
budget decisionmaking and in program management. The puiposes of the 
various performance Initiatives under way are: (1) to provide the Director~ the 
President, the Congress, and the public a clearer picture of agency goals, how 
the agency spends its money, and the extent to which the agency accomplishes 
its goals, and (2) to encourage increased returns for each tax dollar spent, 

• Performance measures should be included in all new programs, 

II, OTHER POTENTIAL SOURCES OF PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 

1. ' GPRA PILOT PROJECTS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

•. : ...... _ ..........--.... ..c..........."' ......:-. Plans'contain 'performance goa1s'and ·rileisureHorFYI994:9S;' ..·A'fiw......-·...... , 
may contain FY 1996 performance goals. . .. 

However, pilots were not sequenced to be part of budget process 
in FY 1996, 
They can be useful when ..sessing agencies' ability to select 
meaningful performance measures and to collect valid 

, information. 
Some pilot projects may overlap with budget issues, especially where 
an entire ageney component (or a large program) is a pilot ..: . 
As lessons are learned from GPRA pilots, the lessons should be folded 
into budget review process. . . . " . ' . . . 	 . . 

2, 	 AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

Statements are not prepared for budget process; i.~;, ihe statements: . 
.. 	 report on past performance.... ., .' . 

While. the stitein.n\S present retrospective data, they do contain' .. '" ." 
numerous measures of program performance ihat should be considered·. 	 . . 

, -~. , 
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in the budget review process, and ~n fonning any ~essment of an " "'~( 

agency'scapabilities to provide performance information, : 

Not all programs or agencies are covered by currently available 

statements•. 


}, 	 CUSTOMER SERVICE STANDARDS 

The NPR has reeently compiled and published a desCription of 
customer service standards, wh.ich are an important, 'meas~re of ... 

. performance, 

Ill. 	 USING'PERFORMANCE Th'TIlRMATION AFI'ER TIlE FY 1996 BUDGET 
PROCESS 

L After completing the FY 1996 Budget: ' 
Followthrough on language in FY 1996 pas.back on future performance 
information for Director'S issues.' . 

2. 	 De:velop a framework for integrating and sequenci~g various performance­
related initiatives over the long-term. 

GPRA, expansion of CFOs Act, relevant NPR activities 

}, To prepare for the GPRA·required annual performance plans (due September 
1997): 

Include instructions in allowance letters on preliminary definition and . .. 
,..~.~	description"of performance' 'goals'and' measure's'to 'be"subtnitted"'a!ong-'--" - .._-:­

with FY 1997 budget request. ' " 
Begin developing parameters for performance information to be 
presented, and description. of programs to be covered. 

4, E.tablish and coordinate interagency groups for ex.mining particular aspects of 

performance, with the purpose of providing information or assistance to . 


,agencies in these areas. '. ' .. ' .', ' , 
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APPENDIX I 

RESOURCES 

OMB 	RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO OMB STAFF 

I, 	 All' parts of OMB are involved witb performance measures and'information in the", 
agencies. For example! agency strategic p!ans may articulate the nature arui.'scope" of 
future legislative proposals. increased managerial flexibility suggests fewer rules and 
controls, and projec:tions of program activity may be based on economi~ ~r social . 
forecasts.,' ' 

, 2. 	 An OMB Performance Measures Work Group assists in the development and 
coordination of Perform~ce measurement policies and guidance. 

3. 	 Members of the DDIM staff have experience in 'performancemeasurement. Policy 
and informational materials related to performance are prepared regularly. '(See 
Appendix 2) . 

4. 	 OFFM reCeives and coordinates the review of annual financial statements for fnal!Y. 
agencies and major programs. 

Actual 	financial and program performance data for FY 92-93 and often earlier 
are available. Statements for FY 1994 due this Winter. 

Statements prepared by agency's Chief Financial Officer with data provided by 
program officials. 

5. 	 The performance plans from iIle 71 designated perform"';ce measurement piiot ' 
projects under GPRA are a source of performance goals and indicators. (Some 
agencies are also running Ifinternal pilots" in parallel to the desigoated pilots without 
being required to ,ubmit plan, to OMB.) " " , 

, 	 , . 
The 71 projects cover parts of all departments and most major agencies. 

, Performance goal, prepared for FY 94·95; FY 94 plans of varying quality; 
FY 95 plans due September 30, 1994. 

"GPRA performance plans are to include a description ofthe'means being used 
"to verify and validate reported perfarmauce data., "'"' . ',' 

Plans prepared by ~arious.agency staff or program offiCes~ . 
, 	 , 

'. 
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6. Budget Structure Maps of departments and major agencies weie prepared for the .' 
Budgeting f9r Accountability Task Force..These are available -­ in print or . 
electronically·· from Justine Rodriguez" Office ofEconornie' PolicY.: ' 

Each agency "map" is organized by budget subfunction; organization, and 
budget account ­ in that sequence. ' ' . , 

All of the measure; of output included in the 1995 Budget, in the CFO 
'reports, or in the 'Bureau of Labor S,tatistics Federal output and productivitY 
measures are "listed. under 'the relevant budget account: .' ., 

, 

Each acc~unt also shows 1993 outlays gross and net of offsetting colleCtions 
from the public and from 'other agencies. and fTEs gross and net of 
reimbursement.' " 

7. Agency budget justifications to Congress are often a good sou~ of performance 
measures. 

8.' OFFM and the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Bo';"d are developing 
requirements and Standards for: 

Cost accounting systems to alJocate and cumulate' costs by activity or. unit to 
make program comparisons easier; . 

The characteristics of program performance indicators to be included in the 
audited financial statements: .. " ••."____.___"" .... "_.___.____~.M______ ____.. _ .•,____• _,. _____._.__.______" _. ___..._._ ..• __ .._~ ..... _"~ __~·_"'.~ . 	 , 

9. 	 OMB reviews agency evaluations and information COlleCtion requests through the 
OIRA paPerwork review process. . 

OIRA 	can provide information on the adequacy of information collection and 
information systems; 

OlRA 	can also provide assessments of agenties' historical ability to collect 
performance measu~ement data from external sources !including the public);, 

I • • • 

.' The Information Collection Budget, which OlRA maintains and publishes each 
year, can identify some performance data agencies intend to collect in the" 
future; and' ' , 

Agency justifications for investments in information systems should be based 
on benefit-cost evaluations that rely on syStematic measures of mission ' 
performance, including the: (aJ effectiveness of program deliVery, (b). 	 .. " 

1·2 
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• 

efficiency of p"';gram administration, 'and (c) reduction of burden i";poserl on' ' 
the public. ' ' 

, -.­
lO. 	 Economic Policy has provided output measures .one<! by agency, function, 'and 

budget account to all RMOs. " . 

EP staff can assist in preparing input, output.,outcome, and impaCt measures 
for' a number of cross--cutting areas. '"." .. . 	 " ­, 

EP staff can also assist in benefit-cost analysis. 

EXTERNAL RESOURCES A V AILABLE TO AGEl,\CY AND OMB STAFF 

1. 	 interagency groups on'GPRA implementation have been established and meet 
periodically. ' ' 

2. 	 . The General Accounting Office is dedicating a rather significant number of staff to ., 
monitoring of and assisting agencies in GPRA implementation. GAO has prepOred a 
draft 113 page handbook for evaluating GPRA pilot programs with many. sarnple 

, questions that could be asked ,related to performance.. 

3. 	 The Federal Quality Institute is assisting agencies with vision statements~ strategic 
goal setting, and quaiit), improvement measures. ' 

"'4:"" 'OPM 'is' require,rto develop' and conduci training programs instrategic planning'and -'-" .... _, 
performance measurement. This training is complemented by agency training courses 

The National Academy of Public Administration and Brookings (among others), are 
conducting on-going assessments of GPRA implementation, and/or providing 
assistance to agencies in performance measurement. and holding discussion forums. 

6. Sundry contractors and consultints are assisting agencies in various facets of GPRA 
implementation, ­

Through 'the Department of Commerce, OMB operates an' electronic buUetin boaid " 
which serves as a clearinghouse on GPRA guidance and performance measure'ment· ,_ 
information for the agencies and the public, (Modem access by dialing703·321-8020. 
or Telnet to PEDWORLD.GOV Library of files for GPRA is titled "RESULTS".r 

." ' 	 . . 
8. 	 Perfo;mance information is often. a significant feature of program eval~ations, 

revie;.vs, assessments, and repo~, prepared by contractors, grantees, and' other entities 
outside the agency.", 	 ' 

.- -,"' 

. , ' ­

http:revie;.vs
http:PEDWORLD.GOV


."'.' 	 .' " ' 
'. . 
, ., ... , 

,~". ' ... . 
" ' ," ".. 

'.. -', 	 ­
9. 	 The Bureau of Labor Statistics has reported Federal output by type and.labor . 

. productivity for about' two-thirds of civilian employees since 1967: . . . 
." , 

10. 	 Circular A-130 (section 8(b)(1) contains requirements for agencies to evaluate 
investments in information technology based on systematic measures of mission, 
perfonnance. 
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APPENDIX 2 

BmLlOGRAPHY OF SELECTED GtrlDANCEMATERiALS 

, '. 	 ' 
1. 	 Circular A~ 11 'I contains requirements for: 

More performance data for key programs (Section 12.3(h) . 
'. . 

Additional performance information in hudget justifieationsand Budget'. 
Appendix narrative (seetions 15.1, 15.2, and' 34.1). "': . '. 

.' 	 . 

Budgeting for" acooun'tability through hetter identification of allocated .' 
overhead and salary and expense cost information (sections 15.2 and .. 

34.3) . 

Implementation of customer service plans and standards (seetion 12.3 

(ill 


2. 	 OMB Memorandum 94-26, FY 1996 Budget planning Guidance and 'Use of 
P<:rformance Information in tile FY 1996 Budget Process 

3. 	 OMB Memorandum 94-2, Nomination of Performance Measurement Pilot Projects 

3a. Memorandum from Phil Lader to Agencies on Nomination of PiIot Projects 
(October 13, i993) . 

.. . ....... -...... _-"4:._... OMB Memorandum:94~ll, Designation of Performance Measurement Pilot Projecti-·_--:·_·_:­

. 5. OMB Memorandum94-15, Submission of FY 1994 Performance Plans 

6. 	 Package of Excerpted Pages from 10 Exemplar FY 1994 Perforni'ance Plans 
(distributed July 30, 1994) 

7. 	 Memorandum from Deputy Director for Management to' Chi.;c Financial Officers on 
Financial StatementS and Performance Measures (February 5, 1992) . . 	 . 


8. 	 Report on Common Measures for Use in Preparing Agency Financial Statel1lC!lts (July 
13, 1992) . :., 

. 9. 	 Data base of program performance measures (kept hy OFFM) being considered by 
agencies for inclusion in tIleir audited financial statements. : (These preliminary listS 
were subject to only a limited review by OMB; tIlere's no certainty that anyone . 
measure is relevan't or useful, but these are some examples oftypes of measures.) . 

'. , 	 " ' , , " 
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IT 96 IN CONTEXT: INCREASING EMPHASIS AND EXPANSION . 

OF PERFOR.I\fANCE Il\'1TIATIVES IN OUT~YEARS 


A." . PcrfQrmanc~!ni!ia!iYts Related to the fY 1926 Budget Review . 

1. GPM Pilot Projects for Performance Measurement. (See also Appendix I) . 

2. Annual Financial statements (CFOs Act) (See also Appendix: I)' ' .. 
. .. 

Stal£ments contain both financial ""d program perfonnance measures 
and will be expanded in the future to cover all programs in all 
.qepartments and nine of the major agencies. 

Annual financial statements provide for audit of performance data. 
through review of underlying data base, and in future years to . 
independent testing of reporting data. 

3. Customer Service StandardS (EO 12839 requirements) 

Agency standards published September 20, 1994. 

Standards often being prepared by agency quality improvement or 
. personnel ~ffices 

Limited number of agreements already signed between President and 
agency head. Performance·related content varies as to relevance to FY 
1996 budget priorities. . 

. 
Several agencies are already cascading agreements to lower tiers of 
senior officials. . .. 

Agreements largely 'de~eloped by Secretarial staff offices •. 

5.. : Streamlining 

Impro~e service delivery while reducing FfEs and 'costs. 

Streamlining plans prepared..by Chief Operating Officers 

" 
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B. GPRA IlJlPleme;:>tation Summary 

1. 	 Now ihrough FY96: PerformanCe meisurement pilot project phase, inCluding 
managerial flexibility pilots. 

2. 	 Now through FY97: Agency performance measurement to establish baSelines < 
and trend data so that measurable performance goals (targets) are included in« < 

< i the FY 1999 performance plan. 

3, 	 Now through FY97: Development of strategic plans with nus,;,;,; statenient~, < 
program and policy goals, key external <factors likely to affect performance, 

. 	 '. ." " 

4. 	 For FY 97: Initial instructions for lists of performance goals may be convey~ 
in February 1995 allowance letters, followed by more detailed instruetions in « 
Circular A-II in luly , 

, 5. 'wiih FY 97 budget iequest: draft performance goals (measures) covering a 
significant percentage of an agency's totai program' funds 

6, 	 With FY 98 budget request: draft performance goals (measures) covering all 
of an agency's program funds < 

7, 	 With FY 99 budget request: agencies submit annual performance plans; , 
second year of performance budgeting pilots, with performance budgeting as 
an alternative presentation in the President's budget 

•. !. 
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AppENDIX 4. 
" ,~ 

. '. 
PRIMER ON PERFORMANCE MEASui!.:li.MENT 

This "primer", defines' several performance measurement tems, outlines ar~ or 
functions 'Yhere performance measurement may be difficult, and provides ~xamples of different 
types of perfonnance measureS. . 

: .... '. . . 

1. .Definition 0/ Terms 	 . ." ..' 
No standard definitions currently exist. In this primer, the definitions of output and 

-outcome measures are those set out in GPRA. 'Input measures and .imPact measures are not 
defined in GPRA...As GPRA is directed at establishing performance goals and targets, the 
definitions are prospective in nature. Variations or divis.ions of these definitions can be found 
in other Federa1 programs as Well as non·Federal measurement taxonomies. For example. a 
measurement effort which retrospectively reports on performance might define «input" as 
resources consumed. rather than resources available. The nomenclature of measures cannot be 
rigidly applied; one agency's output measure (e.g., products produced) could be another 
agency's input measure (e.g., products received), . 

OUTCOME .lI1EASl1l!Il 

GPRA Definition: An assessment of the results of a program compared to its intended 
. purpose. 

Charaden.stics 	 , 
• Outcome measurement cannot be done untiJ the results expected from a program, or 

-- , .... , ..- ..----.--- --·~..2Ittivity-have'"·iieeir~' first ~~defined:-'--As'-such;-an -'outcome-is'~a~slatemenr of-·basic··-···· 

. expectations, often grounded in a statute, directive, or· other document. (In GPRA. the . 
required strategic plan would be a primary means of defining or identifying expected' 
outcomes.) 

• 	 Outcome measurement also cannot be done until a' program (of fixed duration) is . 
completed, or until a program (which is continuing indefinitely) has reached a point of 
maturity or steady state operations. ' 

, • 	 Whilethe preferred 'measure. outcomes are often not suscep~ble to ann'u~ measurement.· 
(For example, . an outcome goal setting a target of by 2005, collecting 94 percent of all 
income taxes ~nuany owed cannot be measur¢. as an outcomet until that year.), Also," ' 
managers are more likely to primarily manage again,st outputs rather th~ 'outcomes. 

.. . bWtrr MEASlJR!l 

GPRA I)elinilion: 	 A tabulation, calculation, or reCording ~f activity or eff~n that can be 
expressed'in a quar:titative.or qualitative manner. .. ' . 

.. ' 

.. ,. 
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Characteristics: ' . _. . . !', ' '. .. 
. • The GPRA definition of output measure is very broad, covering all performance 

measures except input, outcome or impact measures.. Thus it ~vers output, per 5e, 

as well as other measures. .,_ , 
Strictly defined, output is the goods and services produced by .. program or . 
organization and provided to the public or to other programs or organizations. 
Other measures include process measures (e.g., paperflow, eonsultation),' . 
attribute measures' (e.g., timeliness, accuracy, cus~omer satisfaction), and " . , . 
measures of efficiency o~ effectiveness. . '.' .. . 
Output may be measured either as the total quantity of a good pr service'· ! .• ' 

.	produced, or may be limited to those goods or services with certain attributes. 
(e.g., 'number of timely and accurate benefit payments). . . . . 	 . 

• 	 Some outP~t measures are developed and used independent of any outcome measure. 

• 	 All outputs can be measured anmtally or more frequently. The number of output 
measures will generally exceed the number of outcome measures. .' , 

J. 

. ' . 


In GPRA, both outeome and oUlput measures are set out as performance goals or 
performance indicators. . 

GPRA define, a petjormance goal as a target level of performance expressed . 
as a·tangible. measurable objective, against which actual perfonn~ce can be 
compared, including a goal expressed as a quantitative standard, value, or rate. 
e.g., A goal might be stated as "Improve maternal and child health on tribal 

reservations to meet 95 pereent of the national standards for healthy 
mothers and children by 1998". (Note that this goal would rely on 

.... - ......~-···· ..--'·-·-·--..·:--performance indicators (see below) to be measured-effectlvely.t-·------···--:--·­

GPRA defines a petjormance indicator as a particular. value ot characteristic 
used 10 measure output or outeome. 
e.g., Indicators for the maiemal and child health goal above might include 

. 	morbidity ard mortality rates for this population cohort, median mfant· .. 
birth weights, percentages of tribal children receiving full immunization' 
shot series, frequency of pediatric checkups, etc: . 

Performance goals that are self-measuring do not require separate indicators.. 
·.e.g., 'A performance goal stating that the FAA would staff300 airport . 

control towers on a 24 hour basis in FY 1996. . ... . 
, . , 

, , 
IMPACT MEASI!R1\ .. . 


- ", 

DennUion: These are measures of the direct or indifect effects or consequences resulting' 

from aChieving program I\oal•. An example of an impact is t1ii,eomparison of 
actual program outcomes with estimates of the outcOmes that would have ' 
occurred in the absence of the program. . . 

, 	" 
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Characteristics: ,". , .. "/ ", : ',:! 
. • Measuring program impact often is done by comparing program'outcomes ';;th estimateS, . : .. ", 

of the outcomes that would have occurred in the. abs<;nce of the program.' ,t 
One example 	of measuring'direct impact is to compare the outcome for a' 
randomly assigned group receiving a service with the outcome for a randomly 
assigned group not receiving the, service. . 	 •I 

,.' . If the impacts are central to the purpose of a program; these effects may be stated or 
" '. 

included in the outcome measure itSelf. . " .' , " ' 

Impacts can be indirect, and some impacts are often factored inio cost-b~nefit':; 
3nalyses. An outcome goal might be to complete construction of a large dam; 
the impact of the completed dam might be reduced incidence of damaging floods, 
additional acreage converted to agricultural use. and increased storage of clean 
v.:ater supplies. etc. 

• 	 The measurement of impa<:t is generally done through special comparison·type studies, 
and not simply by using data regularly collected through program information systems.· 

IN.!.:r MEASlIRi; 

Definition: 	 Measures of what an agency or manager has available to carry out the program 
or activity: i.e., achievr; an outcome or output. These can include: employees 
(PTE), funding, equipment or facilities. s.upplies on hand, goods or services 
received. work processes or rules. When calculating efficiency, input is defined 
as the resources used. 

-' ~ . - - - --- "-:-~Characteristics:-~-·~"--"--"-,~*--~-·':--"-:-·-------··~, -~----.------:..".~-" 

• 	 Inputs used to produce particular outputs may be identified through cost accounting. ' In 
a less detailed correlation, significant Input costs .can be associated with outputs.by 
charging them to the appropriate program budget """ount. 

• 	 Often, a physical or human resouree base (e.g.• land acreage, square footage of owned 
buildings. number of enrollees) at the start of the measurement period is characterized 
asaninpuL, . _ " 

Changes to the resource base (e.g., purchase of additional land) or actions Iaken 
with respect t~ th'e re~~rce base (e.g" modernize x 'sq~~ footage, convert y 
enrollees to a different plan) are classified as outputs or ou.toomes. ,.. .. 

'AN EXAMPLE Of OtlfCOME, OUTPW, IMPACT. AND INPuT MEASQBES Ell! A HYPOTHJjT!CtJ, 

Pl'"". ERADICATION PROGRAM; .i 

Outcome: 	 Completely eradicate tropical spastic paraparesis (w~ich is' a real disease' 
transmitted by human-to-~ultlaIl contact) by 2005 

," . " 
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. Outputs: 	 I.) , Confine incidence in 1996 to only three countrieS in South America, and 
no more than 5,000 reported'cases.· (Some wouid cl1araCterize'this step toward, 

' 

eradication as an intermediate outcome.)' '" "'-, 
2.) Complete vaccination against this retrovirus in 84 percent of the:Western 
hemispheric population by December 1995.. ' , .. 

Inputs: 	 L)·. 17 million doses of vaccine 
2.)' 150 health professionals . . 
3.). 530 million in FY 1996 appropriations , . 

" . .. 	 Impact:. Eliminate a disease tllat·affects·J in every 1,000 people living in infested",eas, J • 

••which is progressively and completing disabling, and with annual treatment costs • 
of $1,600 per case. . '. .',,'. " ,... '. '. . 	 ' . 

. AN·Ex~"p!.E OF OWCOME,'OlITPUT, IMPACT, AND II'!'UT MEASlliES FOR A JOB TMlN1NQ 
PIWGRA~~ 

Outcome: . 40 percent of welfare recipients receiving job training are' employed three months 
after receiving job training. " ' , 

Oulput: Annually provide job' training and job search assistance to I million welfare: 
recipients within two months of their initial receipt of we1fare assistance. 

Input: 	 $300 million in appropriations ' . 
Impact; . 	 Job training increases the employment rate of welfare recipients from 30 percent 

(the employment level of comparable welfare recipients who did not receive job 
training) to 40 percent (llle employment rate of those welfare recipients who did 
receive job training). 

· 


. FuNCTIONAL AR~. Some types of programs or activities are particularly difficult to 
measure. 

• Basic Research, because often: 
likely outcomes are not calculable (can't be quantified) in adVartce; 
knowledge gained is not always of immediate value or application 
'results are more serendipitous than predictable; 
there is a high percentage of negative determination~ o~ findings; . 
the' unknown cannot be measured. 
(Applied resW'ch, appiied technology, or the "D" in R&D is more readily 
measurable because it usually is directed toward a specific gnal or end.) 

. '.' - -,.~ 
-Foreign Affairs, eSpeCialiy for outcomes, to the extent that: . "c ., , . 

llle leaders and electorate of other n.tiOlis properly.act in their own national 
interest, which may differ from those of the United States (e.g., Free Territory 
of Memel does not agree ~ith US'policy goal of reducing US annual trade deficit 

.with Memel to $1 billion); . 
, .'" 

. '. .' 

'c . .. .' 
." :~ . . . 

; .. 
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• 	 Policy Advice, 'becauSe often: , 
it is difficult to calculate the quality or value of the advice; :, ~ , ' '.' 
advice consists. of presenting competing views by different parties with different , 
per~tives; , :" 
policy 'advice may be at odds with the practicalities of political advice. 

• 	 Block Grants, to the extent that: 
funds are not targeted to particular programs or purposes; . 
the recipient has great latitude or choice in how the money win be spent; 
there is nttle reporting on what the funds were used for or what was 
accomplished. 

Ily TVPE Of MEASURE. Some measures are harder to measure than others. . Some of the 
difficulties include: 

• For outcome, output, and impact measures 
Direct Federal ll<:Countability is lessened because non,Federal parties (Olh'er than 

those. under a procurement contract) are responsible for the administrntion or 

operation of the progrnm. 

The magnitude andlor intrusiveness of performance repOrting burden. 


, <' -~ •• -- --",..' - ,.- ~ -------··The~-natfire "~and 'e-ite-nCof -petformance'-va1jdation-or~'veiificatioh reqUireS-- i--- --, ..,.-:­
, substantial effort. 

Individual accountability or responsibility i. diffuse. 

• 	 For outcome measures 

Timetable or dates for achievement may be spotidic. 

Achievement often lag. by several years or more after the funds are spent. . 

Results frequenUy are not immediately evident, and can be determined only' 

through a formal program evaluation. ',. 

Accomptislunent is interrupted because of intervening factors. changes in 

priorities, etc. . ,",' ~> ~ 


Changing basepoints can impede achievement (e.g .. recalcUlation of eligible 

benefiCiaries). . ", 
 r 

: Achievement depends on a major change in public behavior: 
, The outcOme is for a cross-agency program' Of policy. and assigning,. relative ' 

contributions or responsibilities to individual.agencies 'is a complex undertaking. 
. . . . . '.o'..... ;, ., 
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For output measures . . , _ , 	 ' ':, : ,,/. ,it• 
Equi!l-appearing outputs are. not always equal (e.g., the' time and cost of " 
overhauling one type of jet engine can be very different from another type Ofjot . 
engine): ',' , .. , _', _ 
It may be difficult to weight outputs to i1low different (but similar appearing) . 
outputs to be combined in a larger aggregate. . . '. . 
Many efficiency and effectiveness measures depend on agencies having cost . 
accounting'syst~s and capability'to allocate an~ cumul~tecosts on a unit ~as~s. :" :,", 

" 	 ," '.- .".:"" 

• 

. .'. ..' , , ...... 


For impact measures i' .... 


Iinpacts are often difficult to measure.. 	 .. 
A large number of ather variables or factors contribute to or affect the impact, 
and 'which can be difficult to sep!lrnte out when determining causality. 
Federal 	 funding or Federal program efforts are of secondary or even more 
marginal significance to the achieved outcome. . . 
Determining the impact can be very expensive,' and not commensurate with the 
value received from a policy or political standpoint. 
Holding a manager accountable for impacts can be a formidable challenge. 

• 	 For input measures , 
The measurement itself should not be complicated, but the aiignment of inputs. 
with outputs can be difficult. . 

Ill. 	 Emphasized Measures in GPRA 
A., GPRA emphasttes the use and reporting of perfonnance measures that It'lanagers use to 

.""" -". ··-··----manage:---There"arc""sevehll'·lUso"nffor"this"einphasis:--.. ~-.-.~'..----.--.-.--'-.--'-..-. ­

• OPRA 	increases the accountability of managers for producing results. 

. • 	 Underscoring that these measures are central to an agency's capacity and 
approach for administering programs and conducting operations. and, because of 
this, the amount of additional resources to develop and improve performance 
measurement and reporting systems should be rather limited. " , 

The conundrum is that agencies requesting large ;,mounts of additional 
.resources would be conceding either that their progrnms were'not being 
managed, or \Y-ere being managed using" an 'inap-prop'riate or poor,'set of 
measures. . '. 

B. 	 As output n:teasures are more readily and easily developed than outcome meas~res, more' 
of these are expected initially in the OPRA-required performiIDce 'plan~, but'.genCics·· ". 
should move toward increasing the riumber and quality of outcom.e ~easutes" '. ' " .. 

" 
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.. . IV. Selected Expmples"of Various Typesof Perfonnanee Measures:' .' ," .. 

PI"".e N.Q:lt; For the purpose of these examples;, 	 , , , ' 
• Some of the outcome measures are much more narrowly defined than would otherwise 

. be appropriate or expected.' .: 	 . 
• Some of the outcome measures are not inherently measurable, and would require use of 

. supplementary performance indicators to set specific performance targets and deteimine 
whether these 'were achieved. _. ',.',. _ " 

• 	 Some measures include several aspects of performance. Italics are used to feature the 
. particular characteristic of that example. . 

• Many of the ~amples of output measures Me process or attribute ~easures. . . 

Workload (Not otherwise categorized) 
QUIPut. . Annually inspect 3200 graln eleviltars, , 
Qu!~ome: ' Through periodic grain elevator inspection, reduce the incidence of grain 

dust explosions resulting in catastrophic loss or fatalities to zero. '. 
Production 

Qulpul: Manufacture and deliver 35,000 rounds of armor'piercing 120mm 
projectiles shells in FY 19n 

Outcome: Produce st/Oicielll120 mm armor'piercingprojectiles'to achieve a 60 day 
combat use supply level by 1999 for all Army and Marine Corps tank 
battalions. 

Transuctions ' 
QYIPU!: Process 3.75 million payment vouchers in FY 1995, 
Outcgme; Ensure that 99,25 percent of paymelll vouchers are paid within 30 days 

of receipt, 

.,----. ~-·~ ..··-·--Rec·6rdS~·-·--~ 


Qutput: 	 Update earnings records for 45 million employee contributors to Social . 
Security Trust Fund. . 

Outcome: 	 Ensure that all earnings records are posied:and current within 60 days of 
the end of the previous quarter, 

Utilization rates 
Qvmut: 	 Operate all tactical fighter aircraft simulator training facilities at nor less 

rhan 85 percent ofrated capaciry. ' " . . ., 
Qmeonie: 	 Ensure tnatall active duty !Actieal fighter aircraft pilots are fully quaJified 

having received a minimum of32hQurs ofsimulator training and flown 
400 hours in the previous 12 months:' , 

frequency rates 
QutpUt; 	 Issue 90 day national temperauire and precipitation forecasts every six 

weeks,,' ' 
Qutcome: . 	 Pi'Oyide users of meteorological foreCasts .with advance in/olmtUfon 

SUfficiently updated to be usejill for agricultural, utility, and tIansportation, 
planning'. . 

.. 
>, ... ' 
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TimelineSs 
, Response times, 

Output: Adjudicative decision on all claim disallowances will tJ,e made 
within 120 days of appeal hearings, , ' ' 

Qutcome; 'Provide every claimant with timely dispositive 'detel1tlilUllion' on ' 
claims filed, " , 

Adherence toscbedule , , ' . ,": , " 
QytpUl; Operme 95' percent of all passenger trains "Oithln 10 minutes oj " 

scheduled arrival limes: ,,' " ," ',:', .':'" ' , . 
Outcome: Provide rail passengers with reliable arid piedictable ttain servict'., , ' " 

Out-or-service conditions . .. " ,. . 
Qutput; All CorpS of,Engin!:er locks on river basin x shall be operationol during 

, m least 22 ojevery consec¥tlve 24 hours. 
Qutcome: 'Ensure no significant delays in traffic transiting through river basin x.. 

Defect rates 
QUll1Yt: Not more than 1.25 percent of 120 mm armorpiercing projectiles shall be 

rejected as dejecrive. ' 
Outoom~ No annor-plercing ammunition projecriles fired in combat shall jail to 

explode on impact. " " 
Mean Failure rates 

Output;. Premarore space S~uttle main engine shutdown shalllWt occur more than' 
once In every 200 flight cycles, 

OIJtCOI11.C: Space Shultle shall be maintained and operated so that 99.95percent ojall 
flights safely reach orbit. ' ' 

Accuracy , 
'QUlllul: The position of300,(}(J() navigational buoys shall be checked monthly,

,q-: ..,,QUtcome:,u-Alliritvli"iliional buoys shall be maintained withiiiTme{e/'iojthe chaiiir 
position, 

Inventory fill 
Oytpu': SlOre a minimum of 3.5 million barrels of pelroleum slllCk.' ; 

Qutcome: , Petroleum srocks shall be maintained at a level sufficient to provide a 60 , 


day supply at normal daily drawdown, . ' : " , 

Complaints 


Qutpul: Not more than 2.5 percenr of individuals seeking information will 

, subsequently re-request the same information because the initial response 
was WlSmisjactory" , ' '. 
99 percent of all requests for information will be satisfactorily handled, 
with tile initial response. ' . ' ".. ' 

Customer Satisfaction Levels (Output and outcome measures may often be indistinguishable,) 

OilIIlUI: In 1998, at least 75 percent of in,rlividuals receiving a service will ra.te the 


service delivery as good to excellent. ' ""q" " , " .' ','. , 


QlllCQrne: •At leasl 90 percent of recipients will ra.te thl! service del/very ,as good III 

, excellent. ' ' , . ' , , 

, 
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Efficiency 
Qulpu!: Annua1 transaction Costs/pr.qduction· costs/delivery of service costs 

, ' 
, ." projected on a per unit basis. Produce 35,000 rourdsofarmor-piercing 

ammunilion m a COSI of$17. 75 per round., " ~. .. , ' ,", ' 
!)otcome: ' (Not commonly measured as an outcome.) ',.'" 

Milestone and activity seIledules . . ',' , 
O\l!jlUt:' Complete 85 percem of required jlighl-worthiness lesting for' 2-2000 

, bomber by Jul] 30.1999,,' " , , " 
Qytcome: ' The Z-2000 bomber will be flight-certified and opermio1Ul1 by Dece1nber 

, ' , ,- ,'" ' , ' ,
J 2()()() . " , '. ,.., . 

Design Specifications' • ' ' , 
Qulput: Imaging cameras 00 Generation X observational satellite will have 

resolution of0.1 arc second. 
Outcome: Generation X observational satellite will successfully map· 100 percent 

terrain of six Jovian moons to a resolution of ·100 meters, 
. Stat'us of conditions .. 

Qutput:, 'In 1995. repair and maimain 1.400 pavement miles, of Federally-owned 
highways ui a wing of "good", 
By 2000, 35 percent ofall Federally-oWned highway pavement miles shall ' 
be T(Jled as being in good condil/on, 

Percentage coverage' 
QUlj!Ut: Provide doses of VIlCCine ro 27,000 pre-school children living on tribal 

reservations. 
Outcome: 100 percem of children living on tribal reservations will be fol/y 

immunized before beginning school. 
Effectiveness ' 

--, ,-"---:._ ... -QiijpuC---' NOlmorti'ihan 7, ()()() iii:piiiieiiii iii'iniliiiiiY ho'piliilswill'be-reai:Imitted;' -.~..-
post discharge. for further treatment of the same diagnosed illness at the . 
time of initial admission. ., . . . 

Outcome: Initial trelUment will be therapeutically successful for 85 percent of all ' 
hospital admissions. 

. ,'. , . 

., 
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MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE HEADS OF'EXEcUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: 	 Alice M. Rivlin• .o- . ,. " ,
Acting Director ~~ . . • 

, . 
SUBJECT: 	 FY 1996 Budget Planning Guidance and the Use of Performance Infonmuion 

in the FY 1996 Budget Process 

Planning Guidance 

In his memorandum of April 21st providing preliminary planning guidance for the 
FY 1996 Budget for your agency, Leon Panella Slllted that revised guidance may be issued to 
reflect further COngressional action and other factors. After reviewing the statUs of ' 
Congressional action on FY 1995 appropriations to date, we bave decided that the April 

- .- .. _.' ..... plann'ng guidance will not be revised.-The flnal oUtcome of· the FY. 1995·appropriation. bills-· .. _..- .... 
is stiI: too uncertain to forecast accurately the impact of these bills on the FY 1996 guidance ' 
level.)., " 

. • As a result, agencies should submit by September 9th, FY 1996 Budget requests for . 
discretionary budget authority and FTE employment that do not exceed thelevcls specifled in 
the April 21st guidance. AgenCy plans for FY 1995 buyouts should also be submitted on 
September 9th. As COngress completes action on the Fy 1995 appropriations bills, we will . 
work with y~u to ensUre that your submissions and our analysis of them .accurately reflect . 
Congressional action. . 	 . . 

. ,. 	 . 
. We expeet rapid COngressional action on the pending Crime Bill. As you .know. the, . 

Crime Bill contain. funding for a ."Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund."' While most of. . 
this.funding will be designated for .Depanrnent of Justice programs, some will also be . . . 

. designated for programs iri other depattmenu. YOut FY 1996 Budget requests shOuld clearly . 
indicate requested funding from this source; however, only programs authorized in the Crime ". 

Bill wit! be considered for funding from the Crime Fund. ...• ,-. 
" , . . ',' ", ". 	 ' 
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We are committed to fo'rmulating a budget ~at funds,the Presiden:'s priorities.' To do-~f:- ':,~::::~,. 

'so while,remaining within the Budget Enforcement A,Ct discretionary spending limitS win ", ,~ 
require extta effon. I look forward to working with you on'this task. " ' ' "'/:4 

pefrormanCe Infornlation 
" " . 

:' .
OMS ~tly revis.id Circular A-ll. which provides guidance toagencie, on their '" 

submissions far Ille FY 1996 Budget. This year's A·ll gives ,special empham to the goal of 
, increasing ihe use of information on program performance, or what p~grams are aCtually ,::-''-' 
achieving. Although performance measurement is not anew subject for the government's' "". 
budget and prograin analysts, we at OMS will be giving it much more a!lennon than in the, 
past in pa!t because of the following: , . 

• 	 The Government Performance and Results Act requires expanded u.se at 
performance measurement information. Specifically, strategic planning and 
performance wgeting is required from all agencies by FY 1999. 

, 	 . 
• 	 The tough resource constraints in the Budget EJlforcement Act. and the urgent. 

need to reduce the budget deficit to increase national savings while ­
simultaneously increasing public investment, puts • premium on finding , 
effective government programs and improving Ot terminating programs Iliat are " 
ineffective. - , 

For this year's review of agency budget requests, I am ilistructing OMS analysts to 
use performance information to inform or influence decisions whenever possible. With '.' . 

. ,regard.s to one particular.A~lI requiremenl,Jhal agencies identify.performance,goals,a ... L~,,,__.,;,,__,_ 
indicators that are useful in making decisions for key programs, I believe it is imponant, 
enough to ~t ameeting between OMS staff and agency budget offIcers. OMB staff will ' 
set up tllis meeting soon 10 discuss this and other topics, related to performance infonnation . 
for the FY 1996 budget., ; 

, Effective government is imponant to all Americans, and especially imponani to this 
Administration. Building on the st:irt that is rna9c this year, futuTe budgets will give ' 
increasing attention to program performance measurement. With yoOr participation and . 
encouragement, the use of program performance measurement can help us get more out of " , 
~ program donar., " , , . . . ' .,.','.' ' 

" .' .~!\ . 
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