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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT '. 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. ~ . 

THE DIRECTOR September 14, 1995 

M-9S- 19 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMEh"l'S AND INDEPENDENT 
AGENC!ES 

FROM: ALICE:M. R!VLIN ' .~ 
Director ~-. 

SUBJECT: strategic Plans, Budget Formulation and Execution 

The issua~ce of strategic planning guidance signals both the 
beginning of government-wide implementation of the Government 
Per!ormance and Results Act (GPRA) and the start of several major 
initiatives to recast current budget and management processes. 
The guidance, which is being sent separately to your agency as a 
new Part 2 to OMS Circular A~111 provides details on the 
preparation and submission of agency strategic plans to OMS and 
Congress as required by GPRA. This memorandw~ outlines the 
forthcoming initiatives, and the role of strategic planning. 

$tratecric Plans There is no more important element in 
perforrnance~based management than strategic plans. These plans 
set the agency's strategic course, its overall programmatic and 
policy goals. and describe how these goals will be achieved. 

Development of a strategic plan should not be a stand·alone 
exercise. no~ should it 'reinvent the wheel'. To the extent 
practicable ,and appropriate, agencies should i~corporate policies 
and info~tion produced by other planning~related efforts~ 
Agencies are also expected to use strategic plans as a means for 
unifying various performance initiatives (e.g., performance 
agreements, customer service standards, and performance 
partnerships) into an integrated effort. 

Agencies should take care that a strategic plan is grounded 
in reality. The constraints placed on Federal budgetary 
resQurces'will undoubtedly be severe in the future. A plan based 
on speculative estimates of funding and staff will likely contain 
distcrtec: and unachievable goals. 
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Performance Information In an era of tight bUdgets and 
fewer personnel, every dollar counts more than ever. Agencieg 
must strive to do more programmatically while spending less. ,We 
must become as attentive to what programs seek to accomplish and 
actually achieve as we now are about the budget levels for these 
programs. 

ReElecting this shift to a wider focus are the recent OMS 
requests for more information about program performance. The 
initial effort during the FY 1996 budget process was followed by 
this Springig performance review of many key progr~~. Agency FY 
~997 budget requests will contain significantly greater amounts 
of useful performance inforw.ation, and help define both funding 
levels and projected program results. 

There will be calls for a further increase in performance 
information as part of the FY 1999 budget process. The FY 1998 
budget I)rocess will set the stage for ~he required government~ 
wide implementation of GPRA beginning with FY 1999. In this 
regard, agencies will be asked next year to provide o~m with 
selected parts of strategic plans I even if the plans are still in 
development_ The parts may include the mission statement, 
general goals and objectives, and a description of the " 
perfo=rnance measures to be used to achieve general goals. These 
parts will be used by OMS in developing the FY 1998 President's 
Budget, or may be featured in performance agreements between the 
President·and the agency head. This potential early use of 
strategic planning information underscores the need for agencies 
to stare preparing these plans as soon as possible. 

Circular A-ll OMS Circular No. A-l1 conveys the basic 
instruct,ions for preparing ~he President J s Budget. By issuing 
the strategic planning guidance as a new part of A~llt we are 
u~derscoring the importance of these plans in defining what we 
seek to accom~lish, and the means and resources to bring about 
these acco~plishreents_ 

Part 2 is the first step in a larger effort to link various 
GPRA requirements to the budget process. Subsequent guidance 
(which could be a part of Circular A~llJ or issued using other 
means) \I,-i11 cover the preparation and sUbmission of the annual 
performance plans and. annual program performance reports required 
by GPRA. as well as their relationship to the budget. 

~egratiQn Before develouing additional guidance, OMS is 
undertaking a comprehensive study of the feasibility of 
consolidating various planning and reporting requirernents l and 
more closely integrating these with budget formulation and 
execution. The plans and reports under study include those 
required by GPRA, the Chief Financial Officers Act, the 
Goverr~ent Management Reform Act, the Federal Managers f Financial 
I~te9rity Act f the Inspector General Act, the Federal Acquisition 
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Streamlining Act, and the Paperwork Reduction Act. The study
also covers various performance~related initiatives based on -. 
National Performance Review recommendations. such as performance 
a9reerne~ts 'and customer service standards. 

The study will focus on ways to integrate budget formulation 
and performance-specific initiatives; eliminate duplicative work; 
and obtain better and more useful information for decision­
making. As this study proceeds, OMS staff will be seeking agency 
ideas and views on the integration propos,ala. We look forward to 
a close collaboration as we develop an integration framework, that 
works and makes sense. 
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7iming and Structure of Summer Review 
The Summer Review will be conducted in July. The review 

will focus on the adequacy, relevance, and appropriateness Of the 
mission statement and the general goals and objectives, and 
consistency with the specifications for these plan elements as 
set out in Part 2 of Circular No. A.ll. Additionally, the 
general goals and objectives will be reviewed for how well these 
prospectively match to the performance goals that would be 
proposed for the annual perfo~ance plan. 

The Summer Review will feature joint discussions with the 
agency on plan content, and the schedule for plan completion and 
submission. For cross-cutting programs and functions, 
particula~ly where coordinacion issues may exist, discussions may 
simultane()usly involve several agencies. 

Following S~~r Review 1 agencies may quickly need to make 
appropriate changes to the plan, particularly to the general 
goals and objectives. These general goals and objectives serve 
as the foundation for the proposed performance goals and 
indicator!:> which will be the focus of the Fall Preview. 

B. Fall PrevieW on Perfor.mance Information 

Performance Goi3-1e and Indigtors in General 
G?RA requires agencies to submit annual perfocmance plans to 

OMB starting with the annual plan for FY 1999. ~he key feature 
of these plans are specific r measurable performance goals and 
indicators for FY 1999 fo~ an agency's major programs a~d 
activities. The first annual plan will be due to OMB in 
Septembe~ 1997 1 concurrent with transmittal of the agency FY 1999 
budget requests. OMS has not yet prepared specific guidance to 
the agencies on the preparation and submission of the FY 1999 
pl,ans. 

Pe~formsnce Goal InfOrmation to be Provided OMB 
Agencies will provide descriptions of the performance goals, 

and indicators the agency proposes to include in its performance 
plan 'for FY 1999. These descriptions should be sufficiently 
specific to allow for a determination to be made as to usefulness 
and'value in measuring program performance. 

Specific performance values, e.g., quantified target levels. 
for FY 1999 need not be provided as part of the description. In 
some instances, the performance goals may be milestone or 
schedule cates r or target levsls already set~ I~ thesse cases, 
the d related FYadequacytheir adequacy, whether the proposed 
goals and indicators sufficiuathe following parts of their 
strategic plan{s),# even if some or all of the material is in the 
draft or developmental stage: 

• The comprehensive mission statement 
• A description of the general goals and objectives 
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Attachment 

A~ 	 Summer Review on Performance 

~tegic Plans ip General 
GPRA requires agencies to s'Jbmit strategic plans to QMB and 

Congress by September 30, 1997. Part 2 to OMS Circular No. A·ll 
{September 14, 1995) provides guidance to the agencies on the 
preparation .and submission of these plans~ 

Strategic Plan Material t~L be Provided OMB 
Age~cies will p~vide the following parts of their stra~egic 

plan(s), even if some or all of the material is in the draft or 
developmental stage: 

• 	 The comprehensive mission statement 
• 	 A description of the general goals and objectives 
• 	 A description of the relationship between the general 

goals and objectives and the performance goals tha~ 
will be proposed for the annual performance plan. 

The material provided should encompass all the major 
functions and operations that the agency intends to cover in its 
strategic plan(s). 

Fo::: ,agencies that are proposing goals and objectives for 
cross-cutting programs or functions, these goals and objectives 
should be identified as well as a b=ief description of a~y 
coordination or consultation with other agencies that share a 
responsibility or role in the cross-cutting program or function. 

Agencies with plans that are further developed or nearly 
done, i.e .. the plan already includes other GPRA-required 
eleroents such as external factors E are encouraged to provide a 
copy of the plan will all completed parts* 

Agencies Lacking R~ested Material 
Agencies which have yet to define, even in a preliminary 

way, their mission statement or general goals and objectives, 
must·provide a date for completing a draft of these two,parts. 
These agencies must also describe the status of the their 
strategic planning effort and the overall schedule for completing 
their plan. 

Problems or Issues 
With the provided material, agenc!es may also describe any 

significant problems or issues they have encountered in the 
course of developing the plan. 

Due DaCe for Material 
The requested strategic plan information should be provided 

to your cognizant RMO branch {es) by COB June 7" 1996. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT'. 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

THE OIRECTOR 	 September 23. 1994 

M-94-32 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 TIlE HEADS OF DEPAR'l'MEN'I'S ANll AGENCIES DESIGNATED 
AS PILOT PROJECTSWLp.L. 103-6. 

FROM, 	 AU".. M.· Rivlin 

Acting Director 


SUBJECT, 	 Submission of FY.1995 Perfor.mance Plans for Pi~ot 
Projects under P.L. 103-62, the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 {GPRA} 

OVer the course of this year, OMB has designated 27 
departments and agencies as pilot projects for performance 
measurement~ These designations cover 71 individual pilot 
projects. As a pilot, each department and agency is to prepare a 
FY 1995 performance plan for the programs and activities covered 
by these designations. 

~o assist your staff in developing these plans, two 
attachments to this memorandum have been prepared. Attachment 1 
seta forth basic info~tion on the scope I content, and general 
for.mat of the performance plan. Attachment 2 consists of 
questions which were raised regarding particular aspects of the 
performance plan as well as its review by OMB, and the answers to 
those questions. For the most part, the attachments are similar 
to thoBe provided the agencies for use in developing the FY 1994 
p~ans. 

These a"ttacmnents complement material provided to the 
agencies, inoluding an overall assessment of the FY 1994 plans t a 
package of 'excerpted pages from ten exemplar plans, and 
individual critique. of the FY 1994 plan•• 

The pilot projects are helping lead the way as we increase 
our use of performance information in managing our programs 
better and allocating our resources wisely. I very much 
appreciate your agency#s participation in this phase of GPRA 
implementation, and the foundation it is building toward a more 
effe,l;:tive government .. 

If you have any questions on the pilot project performance 
plans, please call Walter Gro8zyk at (202) 395-6824 (or through 
an Internet message to groszyk W@al.eop.gov). 

Attachments 

mailto:W@al.eop.gov
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Official file irm. 10235) HR. Chron 
Deputy Director for Management {2i J. Arthuf 

HR: W GroSayk (C:\zeos\tmsmt15 9/13194l 



Attachment 1 

SUBMISSION OF PILOT PROJECT 

PERFORMANCE PLANS FOR FY 1995 


Submission Date 
So that submission of the performance plan precedes the 

start of the measurement period (FY 1995). the plan should be 
sent to OMS by September 30, 1994. 

Plan 	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 following elements: 

(1) one or more performance goals for the program activity 
(ies) covered by the pilot project 

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

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

(4) a brief description of the operational processes, 
skills, and technology, and the human r capital, information, or 
other resources required to meet the performance goals.
(However, the description may be omitted for any operational or 
resourc:e faotor that has not changed significantly from fiscal 
year ~99J or 1994 leve1s.) . 

(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 project. 

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 well a program or 
activity is doing in achieving its intended objectives. 

o 	 Include measur~s that will be useful to agency ~eads 
and other stakeholders in framin9 an assessment of what 
the program or activity is accomplishing. (For pilot
projects for which audited financial statements are 
also prepared, agencies should consider including in 
the plan performance measures from those statements. 
Agencies should also consider including any other 
publicly established standards of performance.) 



Time-period covere4 
The performance plan for fisca~ year 1995 covers a 12 month 

period beginning on October 1t 1994 and ending on september 30, 
1995. The measurement of actual performance compared to the 
target levels established in the performance qoals and indicators 
should generally coincide with this 12 month period. (See also 
question 3 in attachment 2 on lags in obtaining actual 
performance data.) 

Grouping o~ Goals, Xndicators, and Related Information 
To relate performance with spending t GPRA aligns the 

performance plans with the "Program by activities" listing 
appearing in the Program and Financing Schedules in the BUdget
Appendix. {Each listing usually contains from two to 10 or more 
specific projects or activities~) To make this alignment, the 
performance goals, perfo~ance indicators, and related 
descriptions or information should be grouped according to the 
relevant Program and Financinq Schedule(s) for that pilot 
projectw The relevant schedule(s) are those containing (either 
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 sev'eral 
schedules, and the goals and indicators should be grouped and 
matched to the appropriate schedule. (See also question 4 in 
attachment 2.) If a small-scale pilot project cannot be 
identified in a "Program by activities" listing because it is 
embedded within a more sizeable program, please identify the 
specific project or activity in the listing that covers the pilot
project. 

For each grouping of qoals and indicators, please provide 
the Appendix page number of the appropriate Program and Financing 
Schedule, as well as the Identification code which appears just 
above the "Pro9ram by activities" heading in the schedule. 
Please use the Budget Appendix for FY 1995. (Agencies believing
that tho Uprogram by activities" listing should be revised to 
display better the GPRA performance goals can request changes to 
these listings. See Section 11.6 (c) of OMS Circular A-1I.) For 
those pilot projects that are included in annual financial 
statements under tha Chisf Financial Officers Act, please provide 
the name of the reporting entity for which-the' statement is 
prepared. 

Bon-quaDti~iable Performance Goals 
Quantifiable measures are preferred because of their 

objective nature. However, if a performance 90a1 cannot be 
expressed in quantitative terms, GPRA allows OMS to authorize the 
agency to use an alternative, descriptive form of goal. GPRA 
defines one alternative form as containing separate descriptive 
statements of (1) a minimally effective program, and (2) a 
successful program vith sUfficient precision, and in such terms 



that allow for an accurate, independent determination of whether 
the program's performance met the criteria of the description.
Pilot project agencies may use this alternative form and include 
it in t.he FY 1995 performance plans, without advance OMS 
authorization. 

GPRA also permits an agency to propose its own alternative 
form. provided that this form also is a description stated with 
sUfficient precision and in such terms that would allow an 
accurate, independent determination to be made of whether the 
proqram/s performance met the criteria of the description. There 
is no advance OMS authorization for an individualized alternative 
form. Pilot project agencies proposing to use an individualized 
alternat.ive form should include this in the submitted plan. OHB 
authorization for the use of an individualized alternative form 
will be provided after its review of the submitted plan. 

Btrateqic 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 strateqic
plan was used for the FY 1995 plan. (Agencies should note that 
the strategic p1an used for this purpose need not meet all 
specifications for the strategic plans required under GPRA to be 
'submitted to OMS by September 30, 1997. Also l the strategic plan
need only cover the pilot program or activity.) 
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Attachment 2 

Questions and Answers Reqardinq 

SUBMISSION OF PI~CT PROJEC~ PERFORMANCE PLANS 


Q.1 	 Wb,Q Sbould submit the agency's performa.nce plan to C1HB? 

A.1 	 The plan should be submitted by the head of the agency. 
However, at the agency's discretion, a plan may be submitted 
by a senior official (one who 1s appointed by the President 
and senate-confirmed) having direct responsibility for the 
programs and activities covered in the plan. 

Q.2 	 After OMB reviews the FY 1995 performanoe plans, should 
aq'encies expect to revise these FY 1995 plans based on this 
review? 

A2. Requested revisions of the FY 1995 perform~nce plans will 
geilerally be confined to those plans where measurement of 
peJ:·!ormance appears to be infeasible because of the lack of 
sufficient goals or indicators for accomplishing such. In 
these cases l OMB may request the agency to revise and re­

. submit its FY 1995 plan~ (See also question 8 on 
'withdrawing pilot project designations.) Repeating a 
pr(Jcess begun with the FY 1994 plans, OkS will review and 
provide a critique, of the FY 1995 plans to agencies for use 
in preparing the FY 1996 performance plans. The present 
schedule calls for the FY 1996 plans to be sent to OMS in 
February 1995. As the FY 1996 plans are submitted some 
months before the start of the fiscal year l the more likely 
prospect is for revisions to be requested in the FY 1996 
plans. 

Q3. 	 Mayan agency inc1u4e a per~ormance qoa1 for which it will 
be unable to measure actual performance against tbat goal 
durinq the fiscal year 1995 time~period? 

Aj~ 	 Yes. There is often a sUbstantial lag in obtaining actual 
performance data for a particular period. The Congressional 
committeas t in its reports on this legislation, recognized 
this, and made allowances for such in the content of the 
annual program performance report. When a laq occurs, 
agencies should use the most current relevant data (even if 
-it is several years old), and indicate, in the proqra~ 
performance report for FY 1995, approximately when the 
actual performance data for the October 1994/September 1995 
time~period will be available. 

) 
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A4. 

gS. 

AS. 

06. 

AS. 

Q7. 

A7. 

If. a pilot project is fun4ed under several "program .nd 
I'inancinq Schedules", and the performance goals and 
in4icators are .ainly relevant tor only one of these 
schedules, should the qoals and in4icatora be arrayed 
against all the schedules? 

No, this, is not,necessary. Agencies should group
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 
tbe otber schedules that provide partial funding for tbe 
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 goals and indicators 
should be separately grouped together in the plan and note 
made of the reason for doing so. " 

How should a qenerie or aqency-wide performance qo&1 be 
inolude4 in the performance plan? 

If an aqency/s performance plan contains a generic
performance goal (i.e., a goal applying to all programs and 
activities of an agency, and not just the pilot project), 
the goal should be categorized as such, and presented,
separately from the groupings of performance goals and 
indicators that are specific to the pilot projeot. 

Should the plan indicate anticipated changes in performance 
qoals or measurement in the FY 1996 plans? 

This is at the discretion of the agency. Because the' 
capacity to measure performance and set performance goals 
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 
initial performance plans will be uneven. An agenoy's salf­
appraisal of limitations in its FY 1995 plan and an 
indioation of how the FY 1996 performanoe plan (or the FY 
1999 plan) will likely be ohanged,will assist OMB 
signifioantly in its review and critique of the FY 1995 
plans. 

Row should the performance plans address chanqes in 
performance expected to occur as • result of waivers of 
administrative requirements given as part of a manaqerial 
aocountability and flexibility pilot project? 

. 
This will be a matter of agency Choice. There is 
insufficient time between the SUbmission date for the FY 
1995 performance plans and the approval of waiver requests 
for the managerial flexibility pilots to require that the 
effeot(s) of these waivers be reflected in the FY 1995 
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plans. A performance measurement pilot project also 
intending to become a ~anaqerial flexibility pilot has three 
options for addressing the anticipated changes in 
performance: 

(1) include the expected changes in performance in the 
submitted FY 1995 performance plan. (This might be done by 
displaying the performance levels with and without a 
waiver~) 

(2) rely on the information provided in support of the 
waiver request as part of the managerial flexibility pilot 
project nomination. (OMB would subsequently append' this 
information to the performance plan.) 

(3) amend the FY 1995 performance plan at a future 
date to reflect the approved 'flexibility waivers. 

Qa. 	 Can the designation of a pilot project end before FY 19971 

AS. 	 Yes. While GPRA has no specific procedure to annul a 
desi~nation, the number of designated agencies substantially 
exceed the ten required by the statute. Thus, OMB will 
consider withdrawing the designation of a pilot project 
that: (a) is unable to meet the GPRA requirement that a 
strategic: plan be used in preparing the performance plan for 
at least one of the years of the pilot project; or, (b) is 
experiencing major difficulties in establishing and 
expressing performance goals in its plan, and is unlikely to 
overcome these difficulties in either its FY ~995 or FY 1996 
plans~ 

An aqency seeking to withdraw the desiqnation of a 
pilot project need not submit a performance plan for FY 1995 
for the pilot project. A withdrawal request should be sent 
to OMS by September 30, 1994. Agencies considering 
withdrawal should discuss this in advance with the cognizant 
OMB program division staff. OMB may also initiate 
dis~~ssions with an agency on a possible withdrawal based on 
its review of the FY 1994 and/or FY 1995 plans. 
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E.XECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFF1CE. OF MANAGE;MENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, 0 C, 2O:S03 

iHE DIRECTOR 	 October 20, 1994 

H-9S:"01 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 THE READS OF DEPAA'l'MENTS AND AGENCIES DESIGNATED 
·AS PILOT PROJECTS UNDER P.L. 103-62 

FROM, 	 Alice M. Rivlin ~ 

Director ~-- , 


SUBJECT: 	 Su.bll\ission of Nominations for Managerial 

Accountability and Flexibility Pilot Projects 

under the Government Performance and Resul t'g Act 


, The Government Performance and Results Act· of 1993 (P.L~ 
103-62) calls for the designation of at least five executive 

.departments and agencies as pilot projects for managerial 
accountability 	and flexibility. Under the Act, these pilot 
projecta must be seleoted from the set. of designated performance 
measurement pilot projects •. . 

, .These pilot projects involve waiving administrative 
requirements and controls to give managers greater flexibility 
and discretion wben managing in return for their greater 
accountability· for achieving program results and improving 
perfor.mance~ The waivers are for requirements and controls to 
which your agency is subject l and ~hat are prescribed by another 
Federal agenoy~ The concept of paralleling ~ore managerial 
flexibility with greater accountability is a key facet of GPRA, 
and can be critical to the s~ccessful impl~entation of this Act. 

This memorandum has four attachments containing information 
_on the submission of pilot -project nominations, and the 
designation 'process.· Attachment 1 oovers the contents of a 
nomination; Attacbment 2 desorib~ti the information that should be 
provided with each requested waiver; Attachment 3 outlio'es the 
review and approva.l of w¢:,·.~,nter·s; and Attaehmet!.t: 4 is a set. of 
.;!w~ll.Ulato~ questions a~cl Answers r'Jgarding .th.ue pilots'. 

Nomination Date' 

Nominations should be sent to OMB by ~ovember 16~ ~994. 


. . 
Information on 	Candidate Areas for Waivers 
Concurrent with this ~amorandum, your agency is being sent 

(under separate cover) information on requirements and controls 
that the four main est8J:!l.ishing agencies would consider waiving .. 
(These agencies are the Department of, the Treasury's Financial 
Nanagement Service, GSA, OMB, and OPM.) This information also 
identifies requirements that would not be waived'~ By providing 
this infQrmation, we hope that agencies will be better able to 



"target waivers they· could pursue, and minimi2e the time and 
effort spent 9n seeking waivers which are unlikely to be given. 

If you have any questions on the pilot projects for 
managerial accountability and flexibility, p~eaBe call Walter .. Groszyk at (202) 395-6824 (or through an Internet message to" 
groszyk_W@~l.aop.gov). . 

• 
Attachments 
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Attachment 1 

NOI!I:INATIOliIS OF PILOT PROJECTS , 
FOR !Il\NAGBRIAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND FLRYIBl:LITlt 

1lNDER THE GOVE1UiI!l!iIiT PSRFORMl\NCl! AND RESULTS ACT (GPRA) 

There is'no apecific format to be used in submitting a 
proposal requesting. designation as a managerial accountability' 
and flexibility pilot project~ The nomination request should be 
signed by,the head of the exeautfve department or agency. " 

A proposal should cover the following areas~ 

(1) An identification of the agency component{s), 
program(s) " or activities tna.t would form the pilot project, 
and, to which the waivel;"(a) would apply. These may be either 
the s~e component(s), program{s), or activities covered by 
the performanoe measurement pilot project, or B part of 
those oomponent(s), program(a}, and activities. (See 'also 
question,3 in Attachment 4.) 

(2) A list of all the requirements or controls from which 
the agency seeks a waiver ~. 

(3) An indication whether I at the end of the pilot project 
period, the agency could estimate, for the waivers received, 
the costs and benefits of these waivers, and their 
usefulness in improving program performance. (Estimates of 
coats, benefits, and usefulness are required for an OMS 
report to the President and Congre~~ OD the pilot projects.) 

(4) Whether the proposed managerial flexihility pilot 
project is for FY 1995 and 1996, or· for FY 1996 only. 

Appended to the proposal should be the deacription(s) of the 
requested waiver(s} as specified in Attachment 2 • 

• 
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Attachment.2 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED lilUV'ERS ASSOCiATED wrm 

HOKDlATl:ONS OF PILOT PROJECTS 


FOR _GERIAL ACC01lllTABILrrr AND l'LEXJ:BILITY 


For each waiver being requested, please provide' the 
following information. ' 

(1) A short description of the requirement or control that 
would be ~ived. Please identify the executive department 
or indep~ndent agen~y that established the requirement or 
control. and include a citation ,(if known) of the rule, 
directive. or other prescribing document~ 

(2) An identification of the agency component(s), 
progr~(9)# or activities to be covered by the waiver • 
. (Where- a waiver would be applied to more than one pilot 
project in an agency, the description should group together 
all pilot proje~tG being covered by·that ~aiver~) 

(3) A brief estimate of the expected effects on performance' 
resulting from the waiver6 Preferably, the effects should 
he defined quantitatively, although a narrative description 
will suffipe. At a m~nimum~ the waiver and its prospective 
effects should be "correlated with performance goal(s) or 
indicator{s} in the performance ,plan~ (See also question 12 

.in Attachment 4.) 

(4)' An indication of when, after a waiver is approved I it 
would,be operationally effective~ This period may be 
expressed as a calendar date or the time interval o,ccurring 
after waiver approval. 

(5) A summary of any recent disoussions regarding the 
proposed,waiver with the executive departmen~ or independent 
agency establLshing the requirement or oontrol. 

(6) If relevan~, a declaration that waiver approval would 
not: result in a unilateral waiving of te~8 or oonditions of 
any contract. a collective bargaining agreement, or other 
legal instrumen~ 'ih4t is in effect. 

(7) An indication of any significant. direct effect that a 
proposed waiver would have 'on requirements put in place to 
address or correct a ,material weakness related· to internal 
controls. 

(8) An indication of whethe~ the expect~d effects on 
performance from this waiver are contingent on the approva~ 
of other waivers~ 

1. 




Any material prepared in response to any additional 
information specified by an establishing agency with regard to 
waiver proposa*s sh~ld be attached~ 

Also, agencies may' wish to desc~ibe briefly any 'internally­
imposed requirements that are being waived in conjunetion with 
the proposed' pilot~ (See also question 12 in Attachment 4.),' 

\ 



Attachment 3 

The review ot agency'nominationa would be done 
concurrently with re~iew and appraval·of the proposed 
waivers. Designation of the pilQt project would be 
'accompanied by the approved waivers. (Waiver review and 
designation would be completed as expeditiously as possible. 
within six to eight weeks following submission of the ' 
no:minations. ) 

After receiving the nominations and waiver requests I 


OMS will send all proposed waivers to the establishing, , 

agency responsible for the requirements or controls from 

which waivers are being·sought. 


The establishing agency would simultaneously review all 
related waiver requests as a group. Following this review l 

the establishing agency would provide the requesting 
agencies and OMS with a list of those waivers it has 
endorsed (i.e., approved). ,This would allow the 
establishing agancy to consider whether to issue a blanket 
waiver t if appropriate and relevant, to all requesting pilot 
projects, or to grant waivars selectively (i.e., on their 
individual merits, or to create a control group, etc.). 
During this review period, the establishing agency and a 
requesting agency may negotiate ter.ms and conditions of any 

.waiver. 

?roposeq waivers of OMS-established requirements would 

be reviewed by OMB during tbe same period as other waivers 

are being reviewed by the other establishing agencies. 


To minimize the potential for an inequitable balance in 
wai",rer approvals among'requesting agencies, there will be 
informa~ coordination between the establishing agencies 
(including OMB)during the review period. 

As provided by the' Act, OMB must ultimately approve all 
waivers, including those of reqult:'ements established by 
other age:-.. ::i~s.' This appzo-v'al w~i.ild be conveyed '';0 the 
pilot project agency in the designation letter. (An . 
explanatory note: The-language 'in GPRA specifies-that when 
agencies other than OMS act favorably on a request for a 
waiver" they endorse the waiver.. OMB approves all wai'Vers, 
including those of ,its own requirements. OMB cannot approve 
any waiver that was not first endorsed by the establishing 
agency.) 
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Attachment 4 

Questions and Answers Regarding 

NOlII.NATl:ON OF PLLO'r PllO.:JECTS 


Fall MANAGBlUlUo ACC01lNTABILITY AND FLBl!:LBILJ:TY 


-
Q. 1. 	 Jihat requirements can be waived? 

A. 	1. GPRA provides for the waiver of administrative or 
prooedural requirements and controls established by 
another agency. ,(Self-imposed requirements and 
controls are not CQvered by the waiver process. See 
also question 12 on nominating pilot projects with 
self-imposed requirements ~.) 

GPRA·does not authorize the waiver of statutory 
requirements. .However, if an agency establishing the 
requirement haa authority (other than GPRA) to ~ive a 

"statutory requirement, then such a waiver may be 
requested and approved through the GPRA process. 
(Agencies -need not use the GPRA process to -apply for 
and reoeive such waivers. GPaA does provide for 
determinations on waiver reques'ts within a time 
certain, and the opportunity to combine different 
waivers and enhance their collective impact ·on 

·performance.) 

Regulations promulgated under the rulemaking'provisions 
of the Administrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C~ 553) may 
not be waived without appropriate notice and comment, 
unless the rule already provides authority for such 
waivers. 

While waivers could allow shifting of funds between 
certain budget object classes within an appropriation 
or fund aqcount, transfer of funds budgeted for certain 
object classes are n,ot authorized. This proscription 
covers subclassification 13 {benefits for former 
personnel) I 33 (investments and loans), 41 (grants, 
subsidies. and contributions), 42 (insuranoe claims and 
indemnities) ¥ 43 Unterest and divi~."!uds),· and 44 
(refunds). (Object classes pota~tially ~over~d ~l ~ 

· waiver are: 26 (contraotual servioes, inoluding travel 
and transportation, GSA rental payments, 
communicat1ons, utilities, and miscellaneous charges) 
and subclassifications 11 {personnel compensation), 12 
(personnel benefits). 31 (equipment), and 32 (land and 

· struotures) (Agencies should note that GPRA conveysa 

no authority to remove restrictions imposed by Cong~ess 
in authori2ation or appropriation acts regarding 
transfer"of funds between and within accounts.) 
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Q. 2. May a waiver be authorized for ~am-rslated 
"requirements? 

, ' 

. A. 2 ~ Now Waivers cover requirements and controls pertaining 
to the internal allocation and use of resouroeS and-the 
acb:Uinistration and management of programs and 
activities. Distinguishing between program .and 
administrative requirements is not always simple or 
easy, b·ut,· generally, waivers should not directly 
affect individuals or entities outside the Federal 
Government. For example, ·waivers dO-.not cover benefit 
amounts t e-ligibllity qualifications for Federal 
assistance, grant distribution for.mulas, engineering or 
scientific specifications, et'c. 

Q. 3. MJat lim:/. ts are p1.aced OD agency e1.igibili ty to be 
designated as managerial accountabIlity aad flexibility 
pilot projects? 

A. 3. Only agencies designated as pilot projects for 
performance measurement (1-. e. ¥ performance pJ.ans and 
program performance reports) may be designated as pilot 
projects for managerial accountability and flexibility . 

. Performance meaeuramant pilots are not required to 
request designation as a managerial acoountability and 
flexibility pilot. 

The nomination cannot be expanded or extended to 
enoompass progr~sz activities, or organizations not 
included. in a performanoe measurement pilot project 
designation. (Agencies may propose e managerial 
flexibility pilot on a smaller scale than the 
performance measurement pilot.) 

Q. 4. lfay an agency~ 'over t:lme# cbange the waiver period or 
sh.:Lft: the waiver between programs, components, or 
activjtjes? 

A. 4. Yes.' The waiver.perio~ will usually be for two years: 
FY 1995 and 1996. A lesser period maybe provided if 
the requesting agency in its nomination specifically 
sought. such* or if tho a~~ncy establishing the 
requirement imposed a shorter period. Agencies 
planning on selectively shifting waive"rs from one 
organizational component to another during the waiver 
period, or assessing the effect of waivers through an 
on-off mode, should indicate the intention to do so in 
their nomination proposal. 
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Q. 	 5. WHI th.. establishing agency provide the requesting 

agency with an: explanst:.iOl'l for any waiver that is zao't 

'endorsed or apProved? ' 
. ." 

A. S. 	 Yes. A brief written explanation wi~l be provided. 

Q•. 6. 	 Jfay aD eBtab~ishiDg agency or OHB set tenas and 

conditious aD a waiver it endorses or ap~s? 


A • 	 Yes; it may. 

Q. 	 7. Will "dvers end with the COD.cIusiOD. of the pilot 

projects on September 3D, 1996? 


A. 	7. Waivers that are having a positive effect on program 
performanoe coUld be continued adminiatratively into FY 
1997 and 1998. Any continuation would depend on a' 
future (circa 1.996) reView and re-approval of the 

·waivers. 

Q. 	 B. Botr snould agezzcies idezztf£y statuto.ry requirements for 
w.h.ic.b future waiver au~rit:y should he sought? . 

A. 	 S .. Agencies are encouraged, over the course of the pilot 
period# to identify statutory requirements for which 
waiver authority could be sought in future legislation. 

Q. 	 9. Will agencies be able to submit additional requests for 
waivers aLter the initial ~om!DatiOD proc~Ss? 

A. 	 9. This is very likely. but a final determination on 
whether to accept and act on waiver requests received 
following the designation of the pilot project agencies 
will made in the "Fall of 1994, at the end of the 
d~signation process~ (See also queation,12.) 

. Q. 10. I.n :J. ts review and approval of waivers, can OHB Qverrule 
a decisio~ by an establishing agency not to endorse, 
'·i~e~, authorise, a waiver? " 

A. 	10. No. GPRA conveys nO in"dependoent authoJ;ity to 0M:a to 
rescind. modify, or suspend requirements imposed on 
other agencias by the establishing agency under its own 
author1ties; , 

Q. 	 11. How will agencies report on the usefulness of 

managerial £lexlbiljey wajYers? 


A. 	 ll. The annual progr~ performance reports prepared and 
submitted by the performance measurement pilot projeots 
will include, as required by Gl?RA. ill desoription of the 
use of waivers and an assessment of the effectiveness 

http:statuto.ry


• '0.. •.' .' 
, ' .... 

of waivers in achieving perfor.mance goals~ The initial 
'program performance report' (for FY 1995) is to be' 
submitted to OMS hy March 31, 1996 • 

., 

Q. 	 ~2: May an agency submit a pilot project nomf""t.1on' 
. containing waivers of self-imposed requiremeDts~ but 
, Wtlic1l requests no _ivers of requirements' established 
- by other agenc~es1 . 

. A .. 12. 	 Yes .. provide,d that the nomination indfcates th8.t a 
waiver of a requirement(s)" established by'another 
agency will be sought at a future date* The nomination 
should list and briefly describe the agency"s self ­
imposed requirements that are being waived as part of 
the proposed pilot project. (The waiver of any self­
imposed requirements is not subject to review or 
approval under GPRA.) 

As many of the reqUirements or'controls affecting 
managers and staff are set "by the agency itself .. 
agencies are strongly encouraged to combine wa1~ers of 
agency-imposed requirements with those of requirements 
established by other agencies~ This combination of 
waivers can enhance the scope of the managerial 
flexibility provided and the extent of tbe effects on 
progr~ performance. 

Agencies may include an assessment of the costs, 
benefits .. and usefulness of any waivers. of self-imposed 
requirements in the progr~ performance ~eports that 
will be prepared and submitted by the pilot projects. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT• 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

March 3, 1995 
. . 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUI1VE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: Ali,ce M. R.ivlin KR-
DiIector , ' 

SUBJECT: Spring Review on Program Performance 

In preparing the FY 1996 Budget, OMS asked for incn:.ased program performance 
information as part of the ongoing effort throughout government to define programmatic goals, 
measure bow well those goals an: being achieved, and assess program effectiveness. Clearly, 
the public bas a right to Imow as much as possible about the ",suIts oblained for the resources 
invested. 

This year agencies should develop and include signifiC31ltly greater amounts of 
performan"" information for key programs in their FY 1997 budget requests to OMS. To 

, increase the time we have to work together to identify useful performance information, we plan , 
to conduct a Spring Review on Program Performance to discuss what is known aboutth. actUal 
performance of key programs, what is no! known, and what performance information is needed 
and C31I reasonably be Cltpect<d to be available for the FY 1997 budget and appropriation 
processes. 

The Spring Review will build upon Phase U of the National Pcrformance Review (NPR). 
Under Phase U, each agency i. being asked to identify its basic Federal mission, its long-term 
objectives, arid ,the major program. necessary to achieve those objective•.. Working 'togeUter' 
during the Spring Review, OMS and the agencies will consider relevant performance 
information for each agency" key program', including inform.tion obtained whe", available 
and appropriate from (a) the program', data system, (b) evaluation studies, (c) Government 
Performance and Results AC1 (GPRA) performance plans and program performance reports. (d) 
CUStomer service sundards, (e) performance IIleasWU in annual financial statements, (I) 

, programs to be included in performance partnerships, and (g) agency performance agn:ernents. 

, As a result ofSpring Review; we. CltpeC1 to produce (a) an asseSsment of performance 
information in key program azeas, (b) agreement between OMS and each agency about the 
$peclfic performance information ,to be provided for key programs with the FY 1997 budget 
submiuion. and (c) identification or actions that would improve performance in key·progtal1l 
at12S. 



The attachments which follow txplain the Spring Review OIl Progrnm Performance in 
greator detail. They also suggest how the Review n:lates 10 Phase n. agency Performance, 
Agreements, the GPRA, and "performance pannerships·. The collective objective of th.... and 
other performance initiatives should be for each agency to present a clear picture of its goals, 
the links between these goal. and how it spends its money and o'llanizes its personnel, and the 
ex!<llt 10 which it accomplishes its goals. ' 
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. Attachment A 
SPIUNG REVIEW ON PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 

As NPR Phase n roneludes in March, OMB will undertake. Spring Review on 

Program Performance focused on bow to build more and bCtter petfonnance information into 

the FY 1997 budget decision-making process_ This attachment sets forth the structure and 

liming of the ",view. Attachment B describes how the Spring Review ",late, to several 

other performance initiatives. Attachment C identifies the information 10 be developed 

jointly by OMB and the agencies 10 begin a spring dialogue on performance. (OMB', 

Resource Management Offices will contru:t the major agencies which need 10 prepare' this 


. e<hibit). Attachment D is an e.ample of a completed e<hibit. Attaehment E is a 'Primer on 
. Performan~ Measurement." 

The foliowing outline describes our current plans for the ",view: 

I. 	 Purpose ­

• Determine what is known about tpe acrua.1 performance of imponant programs, 
what is not known, and what petformance information OMB and the Congress 
need and can reasonably ••pect to get for FY 1997 budget and appnspriations 
processes.. 

2. 	 Focus -­

• 	 "Key" program areas for the FY 1997 budget and appropriations processes. 
("Key' programs will be determined jointly by the agency and OMB in 
March.) 

3. 	 Relationship with Phase D of Reinvendng Government ­

• 	 Build on each agency's Phase D decisions and identification of its basic 
Federal mission. its long-term objectives, and key programs. 

·4; Inputs-

Agency and OMB assessment of petformance information in key program ..• 
aneas: 

What performance information is now available. 

What petformance information will be available for the FY 1997 

budget submission to OMB in September. and for the 1997 

appropriations process, 




• 	 Agencies oulline goals, commitments and performanCe m....ures to be included 
in FY 1996 Performance Agreements COIlSistaII with FY 1996 budget proposal 
and the decisions made in NPR Phase n. 

• 	 FY 1996 GPRA performance plans for pilot projects submitted to OMB by 
April 14. 

S. 	 Products ­

o 	 Guidance to individual agencies aboul the kinds of performance information to 
be included in the annual budget proeess. 

• 	 Agreement between OMB and the agency on the specific program performance 
information to be provided for key programs with their FY 1997 budget 
submission. 

• 	 Identification of actions that would improve performance in key program 
areas. 

• 	 SecondarY products: 

• increased understanding about how the various performance­
related 	initiatives such as performance agreements, customer 
.,,,-vice .tandards, implementation of GPRA, performance· 
measures in financial statements, etc., can aU be tied together; 

• interaction among agencies to explore performance measures 
that are consistent for comparable activities; , 

• development of incentive st:r'Uetures to encourage improved 
performance; and 

• 	 identification of topics for geneta! guidance which could be addressed 
in Circular A-II. 

6. 	 Timing ­

January-

late March: National Performance Review Phase n.
• 

February: • OMB develops guidance on Spring Review. 
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, March: RMO, agree with agencies on the key program at"", (including.' groups of related programs willi the same objective) to be' 
eXamined. ' 

• 	 Perforinance rcpCIrts for FY 1994 submitted for GPRA pilot 
projects. 

April: 	 Agencies produce inputs identified in item 4 to begin Spring• 
Review. 

!ate April-
early May: • 	 RMO discussions with departments and agencies. 

May: •• 	 Director', reviews for an major agencies with Director and 
Deputies. Reviews for all oilier agencies will be completed at 
the RMO Jevel. 

May-

September: Follow-up with agencies by RMO staff and Director, as 


appropriate. 


September: • 	 Agencies submit: 

• 	 FY 1997 budget with performance information 
iden~fied earlier,

• 	 FY 1996 Performance Agreements, and 

• 	 Preliminary set of GPRA performance measures 
(related toFy J999 performance pia.1S). 

October-
December 	 PTesident and agency heads sign FY J996 Performance• 

Agreements. 

January • 	 President's Budget completed. 
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Allaehment B 
OTHER PERFORMANCE lNITIATIVES 

A number of efforts aJe underway that aJe related to the effort to improve - _ 

government performance, As the initiatives =Jemte and their dimensions grow, it is 

important to begin viewing these as pan of a cohe!l!tlt, mutually supportive framework. 


-' . 
National Perfonnanc¢ Rexiew Phase n 

_1"he second phase of the National Performance Review l'hase D is directed toward 
determi.rling what the Fedml Government should do. Agencies will be looking for 
opportunities to restructure, consolidate, terminate or devolve functions that are not directly 
related to their primary mission and their key progtam objectives. To make these 
determinations, each agency should strive !O define its agency missions and long-term 
objectives together with key programs needed to achieve these objectives. This information 
will be important for the OMB Spring Review on Pregtam Perfo~ee. 

&JfQrmance Agreements 

A significant National Performance Review recommendation was that ~eh major 
agency should sign a Performance Agreement with the President, including the goals for each 
agency and specifiC commitments, accomparued by measurable performance indicators and 
measures of progne5': The nature of those commitments depends upon the resources made 
available as part of the budget and appropriations processes. 

Performance agreements will center increasingly on the achieve~t of m.jor policy 
and program objectives, and are thus directly related to the development and use of 
performance measures. As part of the spring review, the agencies will be asked to outline 

- - the goals, commitments and performance measures to be included in their Perfonnan"" 
Agreements for FY 1996, based on the resources provided in the President's budget and the 
decisions made in Phase D of the National Performance Review. After an agency's 
appropriation is passed by the Congress !IUs year, the agency's Performance Agreement can 
be .djusted accordingly and subriUtted to OMB for final review as part of the FY 1997 
budget submission in September. The President and the agency head would then sign,the 
approved agreement as close to the StIn of the fiseaJ year-., possi~le. 

In subsequent years, part of the OMS review of an-agency', budget submission will 

- be the mults achieved under previous years' Performance Agreements. 


!:1QYemment Pe!fQlllI= and Results Ael 

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of1993 establl,hedpilot 
projects beginning in 1994. Pt:iformance plans for_FY 1996, the concluding year of the 
performance measurement pUot phase under GPRA, are due to OMB by April 14; 1995: 
Program performance reports for FY 1994 are due to OMB by March 31, 1995. These dates 
will allow in"'gration of these plans ~d reports, Where appropriate, -into the genmJ 



assessment of agency performance measurement activities during the Spring Review. More 
detailed guidance regarding the P"'P"f"tion and submission of these plans and n:portS is 
being forwarded sepantely. 

The ClPRA also requires agencies to prepare an annual performance plan starting with . 
the FY 1999 budget request. Experien<;.e with the agency performance measurement pilot 
projects so far indicates !hal an early S1art at defining and describing the performance 
measures in these plans will be critical to meeting this requirement. Thus, agencies are . 
asked to begin defining a preliminary set of performance measures expected to be included in 
this.annual performance plan, and to submit the description of these measures with their FY 
1997 budget requests. 'This initial scl of measures should cover • significant portion of the 
agency" programs andlor spending. OMB', Resource Management Offices Slaff will wOrk 
with each agency to identify particular programs or organizational components to be included 
in the initial set. We will S1art this process during the spring since we re<:ognize and expect 
that tlie performance information being provided for the FY 1997 budget and the 
performance measures being proposed for the FY 1999 annual performance plan will often 
be the same, or nearly so. 

Agencies should note that the prelimina,y definitions 10 be used for the FY 1999 

perfonnan"" plan need not include the specific wget or quantitative levels of performance 

(i.e., numerical values) to be achieved in FY 1999. Preliminary perform ..ce measures for 


. the remainder of the agency's programs or budget will be sent to OMS with the FY 1998 
budget request. Agreement On the measures now will allow the ageney to obtain acrual 
performance data over 1995·97 to establish baseline values from which to develop FY 1999 
performance target levels as required by the Cll'RA statute. 

PerfQOIJ~CC Partnerships 

.The Administration has proposed si>; performance partnerships with States and 

loc:aJities in the FY 1996 Budget. Other performance partnerships are 10 be developed in 

NPR Phase D. The.proposals will _solida", funding suiams, eliminate overlapping 

authorities, create funding incentives that reward desirable results, and reduce 

micromanagement and wasteful paperwork. They will also begin to focus programs on 

outromes and outpUts, treating them lIS the basic measures of .uccess. The approach is 

intended to empower States and communities to make their own decisions about how to 

address their needs, and to hold them appropriately aocountable for results. 


o 	 OutcQmu:The pe:formance partnerships would focus on outpUts arid .outcomes (n:al 
resUlts) 12ther than detailed assessment of the inputs and processes used by States and 
loc:aJities. The emplwis on results will mean, for example, focusing on whether air 
and water are getting e1eaner (not the exiStence of State environmentai regulations) or 
Whether educational goals are being achieved (not the level of school expenditures). 
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o 	 PeifonMna ince1f1ives: Some portion of the funding may be "at risk" based on 
actual performance. Additional funding or some fraction of C\lITOnt funding (e.g., 10 
percent) could be wed by an agency as an incentive for States and localities that meet 
or ....ceed target..:! improvements. Incentives could take other forms, too. For 
example, high-performing States and localities could be rewarded with additional 
flexibility or mlueed matching requirements. Similarly, disincentives ,could include 
mlueed flexibility (such as a requirement to shift funds inlo practice, successfully 
used by high performing States or localities) or requirements for additional 
commitments of State or local resources. . 

o 	 Simplificorion and consolidation: By mlucing Federal regUlation of inputs and 
consolidating funding stream" program' can be designed by States and localities to 
better match their individual needs. Many procedural and ~rting requirements 
should be eliminated or simplified,and significanl Innovation =uraged, 

o 	 Shifting decision-making: Front-line local·leve! providers would tend to have greater 
flexibility and find greater incentives for undertaking iMovative activities that boost 
results and reduce costs. As pan of their pert:ormance plan. recipient juiisdictions 
eculd have flexibility to sel local benchmarks thaI are consistent with ,national 
program goals. 

o 	 Improved (lCcoUlUabiliry: The Federal agency and the State or local grantee will 
develop, communicate, and monilor measurable program goals and ~rt progress 
toward achieving them, Recipients could be ",warded for aehieving ambitious, rather 
than readily attainable, benchmarks, At the same time, the", may be protections for 
States- and localities (or cases where outccme.s arc not achieved despite the use of 
bes[~practices. 

P<rjo,."lIl11ct "",,,-,ur... : Implementation of performance parmer,hips will require at 
least some agroom...t on national goals - including issues of particular Federal· ' 
inte",,1 - and performance measufOS. A range of models of the performance 
measurement proec$S are possible. The performance indicators might be developed 
by the Federal agency in consultation withgiantees, or the grantees might propose 
indicators, or there could be a:n.ain coro indicators that are required by the Federal 
Governmenl which are supplemented with indicators proposed by the grantees. II is 
expected that the performa..,. measuromenl'proec$S and indicators will evolve over 
time, as ageneies and grantees develop greater experience with thi, approach. 
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AtW:hment C 

l!ELA'I10NSHIP OF KEY PERFORMANCE OB]EC'I'lVES A."ID BUDGETS 
DEPARTMENT OF ' 
KEY PROGRAM ________ 

1. 	 Program and POlicy Objectives:' 

Outline the major long·term objectives for the program. 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

2.' Performance measures that will be used in the FY 1997 budget process to assess 
, progress in achieving the objectives: ' 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D 

3. 	 Summary of current program resOurces: 1 

hQgrams FY 1996 budge! estimates 

EX 1996 ,FY 1997 


JlA.. Outlays l\A... Ou!lays 


Sub·program • 

Sub-program· 


• 	 (Disaggregau: by subprogram or project if applicable, Budget estimates in 
millions of doUars) 

4. 	 Using the o"teem. of NPR Phase.D as a base, discuss briefly: 

a. 	 What might be done ID improve'the performance of the program? ' 

b:I maD)"CIJ;e$, the prozruo" bud,¢( accour:u(,} ~ not finance·..u of dte t'eSO\tt'Ce$ required to 
a.ebievc ptOlfUIl ttsulu, GcacraUy. u • mattM of polity. proenm COltS 40uld i.Deludc: ..21 uJarit$ 
and C1~. suppon eerviees (c.,_, coo:rputer.lcall. ruw::,,:w, w;,). fixed 1$$C1S. iov~toria, " 
I'UpPtiC$, re.titcc benefits, clutJ<Up eoN. le,.1 cl&ims. and $0 (orib, Responses to Question S. below 
lobou1d tddres.s propm costs that are Dot pre$mU)' tneh.ded mthe bud~ esti.t::D.ates, ltld any special 
difficulties associated with • miSmlltch betwcco,loals usd resources. 
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b. 	 Are there laws or administrative controls that are obstacles to improved 
performance? Brietly describe the major impediments. 

5. 	 Use of program and financial dam and iriformation: 

a. 	 Review the use of financial (budget and a=unting) data, evaluation studies, 
Inspector Genernl n:pons, and other information on performance of the 
program. . ' 

Ii. 	 Who prepares the datlI and.information? bit timely IIlld :accurate? .How 
might it be improved? 

c. 	 Is financial dam available that compares all program costs with the objeCtives 
and performance measures that have been estabtisbedl What cbanges in 
budget or a=unting stnICtU!e would be helpful? 
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A_hmeotD· 

RFLATIONSBll' OF KEY PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES A..'I,'D BUDGETS 

DEl'AR'IMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


FHA INSURANCE PROGRAM 


1. 	 Program and POlicy Objectives: 

· A. Develop affordable housing. 

ll. S;gmficanUy in= homeo"",r:rship oppdrtunities for families. 

C. 	 Expand stateilocaJ and public/private partnerships IQ further homeovmershlp . 

and affordable housing opportunities. 

2. 	 I'enormanee measures that will be used in the FY 1997 budget process IQ assess 
progress in achieving the objectives: 

Outcomes 

Single family mortgage 	 • Low-income buyers . 
guarantee: commitments 	 • Number of first-time buyers 

• Refinancings 	 • Number of low-income first-time buyers· 
• New units 	 • Estimated interest savings to buyers 

• Default rate . .. 
· Single·family HUD-owned . • Percent of fC?recJosure amount 


properties sold received 

• Units 	 • Number of units' sold to community 
• Percent of inventory 	 groups 

Increase in owner.occupied 
rehab loan productiOn 

'!' Units· 

· Multi-family mortgage 	 • Default rate 
~tee commitments 	 • 

• Doll>n 
• Units 

Partnership agreements for 
risk-sharing rental hOusing 
• Federal dollars 	 • Non-federal dollars leveraged 
• Units 



NOTE: The fcllow1Dg Is a HYP01HE'IlCAL example. and Is not a draft 5UbmissicD by 
the Department. ' 

3. Summary of cum:nt program resources: 

FY 1926 budge! estimates 
n 1926 , n 1991 

.lib... Qlltlays '. ~ Outlays 

Single-family 309 263 309 283 
insurance 

Multi-family 386 348 386 364 
insurance 

Total 69S 611 695 647 

4. Using the outcome of NPR Phase nas a base, discuss briefly: 

a. Wha: !night be done to improve the perfonnance of the program? 

HUn proposes to reinvent FHA as a wholly-owned government corporation 
that would use public·private partnerships and market mechanisms to achieve 
public purposes and achieve significant savings and efficiencies, reducing the 
number of staff required while in=ing the number of Americans assiSted. 

h. Laws or administrative controls that are obstacles to improved performance ' 

The legislation being proposed for a new FedC1'l!1 Housing Corporation (FHC) 
would provide greater flexibility in hiring and perscnnel policies; would speed 
procurement rules and POl<Jltially clarity the relationship of credit reform 
legislation and !)'piC<ll financial institutions safety and soundness standards. 

S. Use of program and financial datl and information: 
, . 

Summaries of repons by the National Academy for Public Administration, Price 
Waternouse' and the lnspeclO! General ,are attached. 

In general, thcserepo!U point cut the need ft1t program ellmiruition and a 
simplification in the program structure of the Dc:paruncnt. The Dc:paruncnt's FY 1994 
Consolidated Financial Stltement cantlin, both program and financial performance 
information, . 

D-2 



. The improv<d health of the Single Fainily program is shown by an in""""" in the 

. capilalization IlltiO of !he Mutual Mongage InSUIllnce Fund frnm c.8S% in FY 1990 to 


1.44% in FY 1993. More disturbing information is contained in the financial slatenien! 
regarding the $11.9 billion n:seNe on insu=ce of $43.5 billion (FY92) and $10.3 billion in 
reserve on inSUIllnce of $43.9 billion (FY93) (General and Special .Risk Insurance Funds)... . 

This reserve indicates that !he change, proposed in legislation are needed to deal with 
ahigh level of potential defaults. 

. ,-' 
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Anachment E 
PRIMER ON PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

(Revised February 28. 19951 

This 'primer' defines several perfonnance measurement wms. outliries areas or 
functions wpm performance measurement may be difficult, and provides examples of 
different type,s of performance measures. . 

I. 	 Definition of Tenn. 
No standard definitions currently exist. In this primer, the definitions of output aM 

OUl«>me measures are those set oul in GPRA. Inpul measures and impaci measures are nol 
defined in·CPRA. As CPRA is directed lit establishing performance goals and targets, the 
definitions are prospective in nalUre. Variations or .divisions of these definitions can be. 
found in other Federal programs as wen as non-Feder.!l measurement tuonomi... For 
example, II measurement effon which retrospectively reporu on performance might define 
"'input" as resources consumed I rather than resources available. The nomenclature of 
measures cannot be rigidly applied; one agency's output measure (e.g., products produced) 
C<luld be another agency's input measure (e.g., pnoducts received). 

Ql.!1CQM,'£ MLASllllE . 
CPRA o.rmition: An assessment of the results of II program C<lmpared to i,:, intended 

pulJlOse. 
Characteristics: 
• 	 Outcome measurement cannot be done until the results expected from a program or 

activity have been first defined. As such, < an outcome is a statement of basic 
elpectations. often grounded in a statute, directive, or other document. (In GPAA, 
the required sttategic plan would be a primary means of defining or identifying 
.expected outcomes.) 

• 	 Outcome measurement also cannot be done until a program (of futed duration) is 
completed. or until a program (which is continuing indefinitely) has rw:hed • point 
of maturity or steady state operations. 

• 	 While the preferred measure, outcomes are often not susceptible to annual 
measurement. (For example. an outcome goal setting • urget of by 2005, C<lUet:ting 
94 pereenl of aU income tIJIes annuaUy owed cannot be measured, as an outcome, 
until that year.) Also, managm are more likely to primarily manage againS! outputs 
rather than outcomes. 

The measurement of incremental progress toward. specific outcome goal is 
sometimes referred to ....n intermediate outcome. (Using the example above, 
a target of collcc:ting 88 perooint of !lUes owed in 2002 might be eharacterized 
os an intermedial< outcome.) 



0Um:lr M.W\llIE 
GPRA Deflllltion: A tlbulation, calculation, or recording of activity or effort that can be 

expressed in • quantitative or qU2litative manner. 
Characteristics: 
.' The GPRA definition of output measure is very broad, covering all performance' 

measures except input, outcOme or impact measures. Thus, it covers output, per se, 
. . as well as other measUres. 

Strictly defined. output is the good. and services produced by a program Or 
organization and provided 10 the public or to other programs or organization •. 
Other measures include process measures (e.g.,'paperflow, consultation), 
attribute measures (e.g., tilneliness, """"'lOy, customer satisfaction), and 
measures of efficiency or effectiveness. 
Output may be measured either as the totlll quantity of a good or service 
produced, or may be limited to those good. Or service. with certain attribute, 
(e.g., number of timely and accurate benefit payments); 

• 	 Some output measures are developed and used independent of any outcome measure, 

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

• 	 In GPRA, both outcome ~d output measures are set out as perfonnance goals or 
performance indicators. . 

GPRA den.es a performanu goal as a target level of performance ..pressed 
as a tangible, measurable objective, again.t which actual performance can be 
compared, including a goal expressed as a quantitative standard, value, or rate. 
e.g" A goal mig~t be stated as "Improve maternal and child health o. tribal 

reservations to m",t 9S percent of the national standard. for healthy , 
mathen and children by 1995". (!'late that this goal would rely on 
performanee indicators (see below) to be measured effectively.) 

GPRA defines a performance imliCI1U1r as • particular value or characteristic 
used to measure output or outcome. 
c.g., 	 lndicatol'$ for the maternal and child health goal above might include 

mo/bidity and monallty rates for this population cohort, median infant 
birth weights, percentages of trib;i] childn:n receiving full immunization 
shot series, frequency of pediatric checkups, etc. 

'Performance'goals which are self-measuring do not require separate indicaiors. 
e.g., A perfOTmallCC goal Stating that the FAA would Staff 300 aiIport 

control towen on a 24 hour basis in f'Y 1996. 
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.Impact Measure 	 . 
Def'mitiOll: 	 These are measures of the direct or indin!ct effects or COIls.quences ""ulting 

from achieving program goals: AIl example of an' impact is the comparison of 
actual program outcomes with estimaltS of the outcomes that wauld have 
occurnd in the absence of the program. 

aLaracteristics: 
•. 	 Measuring program imp&:t afttn is done by comparing pmgram outcomes with 

estimates of the outcomes chat WOuld have occulTed in the absence of the program. 
One example of measuring direct impact is 10 compare the outcome far a . 
randomly assigned group r=iving a service with the outco .... f~.• "",domly 
assigned group not =iving the service. 

• 	 If the impacts are central 10 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 ofu:n factored into cost·benefit 
analyses. AIl outcome goal might be 10 complete construction of a large dam; 
the impact of thi: completed dam might be reduced incidence of damaging 
floods, additional acreage converted '" agricultural use, and increased s"'''ge 
of ciean water supplies, ~. 

• 	 The measurement of impact is generally done through spedal comparison-iype 
studies. and not simply by using data regularly collected through program information 
systems. 

L'iI'UI MEAS!JJ\E 
Dermition: Measure, of what an agency or manager has avallable to carry out the program 

or activity: i.e. t achie,,:e an outcome or output. These can include: 
employees (!'TE), funding, «juipment or facilities, supplies on hand, goods or 
services receivt4. work processes or rules. \Vhcn ca1culatini efficiency f input 
is defined as the resources us<4. 

Characteristics: 
• 	 Inputs used '" produce particular outputs may be identified through cost accounting. 

In a Ie" det.aiJed correlation, significant input costs ean be associated with outputs by 
charging them 10 the appropriato program budget account. .. 	 . 

• 	 0&0, a physical or human resource·base (e.g., land acreage; square footage of 
owned buUdings, number of enrollces) at the .tan of the measurement period i. 
charaetorUod as an input. 

Changes 10 the resource hase (e.g., purchase of additional land) or action. 
taken with respect '" the resource base (e.g., modernize x square footage, 
COIlvert y enroUees to. different plan) are elassified as outputs or ou!<:Omes. 



AN EXAM!'lj; Q[ OUTcoME. 0Vrryr. IMPACT. AN]) l!mIT M£..svw FOR A !!\'PODIfm;M, 
IIISllASE J:B,IDICADQN 11\()G!Wd: . 

Outcome: Completely eradicate tropical spastic paraparesis (which is a t..aI disease 

ttansmitted by human-tD-human contact) .by 2005 


Outputs: 1.) Confine incidence in 1996 10 only three countiies in South America, 

.	and no more than 5,000 reponed cases. (Some would charactmu this step 
toward eradication as an intennediate outcome.) . 
2.) .Complete vaccination .gainst this mrovirus in 84 percent of the 
Wenern hemispheric population by December 1995. 

Inputs; 	 1.) 17 million doses of vaccine 

2.) 150 hcalth professionals 

3.) 530 million in FY 1996 appropriations 


Impact: 	 Eliminate a disease that affects I in every 1,000 people living in infested 

areas. which is progressively and completing disabling. and with. annual 

treatment costs of 51,600 per case. 


. AN EXAMl'!& Of OllrCOM:£. OllTl'UI, lWACI. AN]) INP!.!r MEAS!,IRES fOR 4 lOll Ill.lJMNG 
ll!QGWl: 

Outcome: 40 percent of welfare recipients receiving job training are employed three 

months after receiving job training. 


Output: Annually provide job training and job search assistance to I million welfare 

recipients within two months of their initial ~pt of welfare assistance, 

Input: 	 5300 million in appropriations 
Impact: 	 lob training ineruses 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 (the employment rate of !hose welfare . 

recipients who did receive job tf?lning). . . 


/11! ExAMPLE 	or Ol.'ICOM:£. Qml'Ul. lM!'ACT. AN]) !Nry7 MEAS!,IRES mil 4 TI:C!INQLOGY 
l'l!QGlW!!:. 

Outcome: Orbit a manned spacecraft around Mars for 30 days in 2010 and''''turn crew 

and n:1rieved Martian surface and subsurface material safely 10 Earth. '. 


Output: (For FY 2(07) Successfully complete a 900 day inhabited fUght !.est of the 

Man Mission Module in lunar omit in the third quarter of CY 2007. 


Input: Delivery of 36 EU-funded Mars Surface Sample Return probes from the Mai 

Planck Institute in Germany. . 


Impact: 	 A comprehensive undentanding of the biochemical, physicaJ and geological 

properties of the Martian surface and subsurface 10 a 35 meter depth. 

I>eta:tion .of any '""",bie or anaerobic life forms (including non~n·based. 

non""xYgen dependent (onns) in the Martian surface crust. 




AN Ex:.w:ru; OF O!lTC()ME, QUTl'Ilf. LyUcr. .vm Iljl'vr MEASlJRES fOR A EIM!IONMEXCAI., 
BESOY'BcrS PROGRAM: 

Outcome: Restore the 653,000 square j,ec_ Kolbydukc Paleoarnc Biome Reserve to a 
pre-Mesolthic state, and preserve it in that stale. 

Outpui:' (In FY 2(02) Eradication on all non·native plants from 51,000 square 
h=~ for a cumulative eradication of non-native plants from 38 percent of 

, the Reserve. 
(In FY 2(02) Donation of 22,000 volunteer wotkhours from four wildlife 
organizations. <' ' 	 , " 

The protection of this biame as one of three inlematianally-<lesignated 
Paleoarnc biames and perpetuating it as a research site far studies of the pre­
historic ecological equilibrium. 

n. Complexities of Measurement 

A,. F1i1'lCIlQI'IIL ABUS,Some types of programs or activities are particularly difficult to 
measure. 

• 	 Basic Researi:h. because often: , 
likely oUlOOmes are not calculable (can't be quantified) in advance; 
knowledge gained is nOt always of immediate value or application 

, 	results are more serendipitous than predictable; 
there is • high percentage of negative determinations or findings; 
the unknown cannot be measured. . 
(Applied research, applied technology, or the "D" in R&D is more readily 
measurable because it usually is directed IOward • specific goal or end,) 

• 	 Foreign AJ'I'airs. especially for outcomes, 10 the extent that: 
the leaders and e1e<torat<: of other nations 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 with US policy goal of redUCing US annual 
Inde deficit with MemeJ 10 51 billion); . 

. 	US objectives are stated as policy principles, recognizing the impracticality of 
their univen.aJ achievement; 
goal achievement reli.s mainly on actions by other countries (e.g., by '1999, 
M.yaland will reduce the volume of illegal opiates being transhipped through 
Mayaland 10 the US by 6S percent from curreilt levels of 1250 metric tons). 

• 	 Policr Ad'fice, because often: 
it is difficult to calculat<: the quality or value of the advice; 
advice consists of presenting competing views by different parties with ' 
different perspectives; , 

,policy advice may be at odds with the practicalities of political advice. 
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• 	 Block Grants, to the extent thaI: 
funds ale n<>t wge!ed to particular prognuns or purposes; . 
the recipient has great Latitude or choice in how the money wiD be spent; 
there is little reporting on what the funds wee used for or what was 
lICCOmplished. . 

lh 	 lIy D'n: OF MEASl.1l!£. Some measu"",, ale harder to measure than others. Some 
of the difficulties include: 

• 	 For oulcome, oulput, lIDd impact measu.... 
Direct Federal =unlability is lessened because non-Federal parties (other 
than those under a procurement contract) are responsible for the administration 
or operation of the prognun. 
The magnitude and/or intrusiveness of the performance reporting burden. 
The nature and ..tent of perfonnance validation or verification requires a 
substantial effort. 
Individual accountability or responsibility is diffuse. 

• 	 ror outcome measures . 
Timetable or dales for achievement may be sporadic. . 
Achievement often lags by several years or more after the funds ale spent: 
Results fr«juently ale not immedia1<Iy evident, and can be determined only 
through a formal program evaluation. . 
Aecompli,hme'I! is intem!ptcd because of intervening factors, changes in 
priorities, etJ:, 

.• 	 Changing basepoints can impede achievement (e.g., r=lculation of eligible 
beneficiaries). 
Achievement depend, on a major change in public behavior . 

. The outcome is for a cross-agency program or policy, and assigning relative 
contributions or responsibilities to individual agencies is a complex 
undertaking. . 

• . For output measu.... 
. Equal-appearing outputs .,.. not always equai (e,g., the time and = of 

(Werhauling one type of jet engine can be very different from another type of 
jel engine), 
It may be difficult to weight outputs to allow different (but similar appearing) 
outputs to be oombined in • larger aggnega1<, . 
Many efficiency and effectiveness measu"",, depend on agencies having cost 
a=unring systems and the capability to allocate and cumula1< costs on a unit 
balis, 
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• 	 For impact measures 
Impacts are often difficult to measure. 
A large number of other Variables or factors contribute to or affect the iinpact, 
and which can be difficult to separate out when determining causality. 
Federal funding or Federal progrun effons are of secondary Or even more 
marginal 'significance 10 the achieved outcome. ' ' , " , 
Determining the impact can be very expensive, and noi commensurate with the 

value received from a policy or political standpoint. 

Holding a manager accountable for impacts can'bea formidable cbalIenge. 


• 	 For Input mea,sures .' , ' 
-	 The measuremept itself should not be complicated, but the alignment of inputs 

with outputs can be difficult. 

ill. 	 Emphasiu<! Measure. in GPRA 

A. 	 GPRA emphasizeithe use and reporting of performance measures that managers use 
to manage. There are several reasons for this emphasis: 

o GPRA 	increases the accountability of managers for producing resUlts. 

o 	 Underscores that these measures are central to an agency's capacity and 
approach for admWstering programs and conducting operations. 

Beause of this, the amount of additional resources to develop and 
improve performance measurement and reporting sYStem. should be 
rather limited. 

. 	- The conundrum is that agencies requesting large amounts of additional 
resources would be conceding either that their programs were not being 
managed, or were being managed using an inappropriate or poor set of 
performance measures. ' 

B. 	 As output measures are more 1"C:3dUy and easily developed·1.han outcome measures, 
more of these are expected initially in the GPRA-required performance plans, but 
agencies should move toward increasing the number and quality of ouU:Ome measures. 

IV. 	 Selecte<l Ex.amples,of Various Types of Perfonnance Measures 

flew Note: 	 Ell! \he »iI'l"l!!: of \h.,. examples: 
• 	 Some of the outcome measures are muth more narrowly defined than would otherwise 

be appropriate or expected. 
• 	 Some of the oull:Ome measures om not inherently measurable, and would require use , 

of supplementary performanoe indicators to set specific performance targets and 
dctennine whether these, ~ lII:hieved. 
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• 	 8<nne measures include sevcrnl aspects of penonnance. l!allcs are used to feature the 

particular characteristic of that example. 
• 	 Many of the examples of output measwes are process ar attribute ttleaSwes. 

, "TRADmONAL" PRODUCTION OR DELIVERY TYPE MEASURES 
Production 


Q\I!Jllll: MtJ1UJfllCtlJrt t11Id iUlivtr 35,000 rounds of armar-pierclng 120mm 

projediles shells in FY 1997. , ' ' , 


Q\I!roIIIc: 	 Produce sujJicient lZO mm armor.pierclng'projeclilts to achieve a 6Q 
day combat use suppJy level by 1999 for aU Army and Marine Corps 
WtI:: battalions.' , 

Transaction pl'OC<$$ing , 
OUlIlul: ' Process 3.75 million payment vout:he~ in FY 1995. 
Outcomc: Ensure that 99.5 percent of payment vouchers lire paid within 30 days 

of=ipL 

Update earning, records for 45 million employee contributors to Social 
S""urity Trust Fund. 

Outcome; Ensure that all earnings records lire posted t11Id curreN within 60 days 
of the ""d of the previous quaner. 

Service Volume 
Qulllu!: 	 Pruvide ,meals and ",r'porary slu:lI<r for up to 18 month, for 35,000 

""meliss individuals far up to I g month, following the Shan Beach 
tsunami disaster, 

OutcQme: 	 Mailllain a <xJpadry to provide, nationally, meals antll<mporary slu:lIer 
for an indefinite period for up 10 lOO,()(X) individuals who are nameless 
as a result of major disasters. ' 

Workload (Not otherwise categorized) . 

Q\I!Jllll: Annually IfIJpt!ct 3200 gmin elevators. , 

Quloome: Through periodic gr.ain elevator inspection, reduce the incidence of 


, gr.ain dust explosions resulting in catastrophic loss or fatalities to zero. 
F""!uency rates 

QuIllU); lulU 90 day national temperature and' predpillltion forecasts every six 
wuks.' . 

Qutcome: . 	 Provide users of meteorological forecasts with MWJflt:< Itrfol'7Mliofl 
sujJicie1U!y updiUed to b< w¢J for agricultural, utility, and 
tnnsponation planning. 

In,ent.ry nu 

Q\ltpUl: Sw,. • minimum of 3.5 million barrels of pw-okwn stock. 

Q\lloome: PeIroleum SlocJcs shaU be mainJained at a level sufficient to provide a 


110 dtIy supply at normal dally dra~down. 
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OPERATlNG·TYPE MEASURES 
. UtiIlzation rates 

. !:lII!I>UI: OperlJJe all 1adic:aJ figh~r aircraft simulator trailiingfadlitie.r IJJ not 
le.rs thi:m 85 percellJ of raJed azpocity. . 
EnsUl't optimized operorion of all sinuJlJJtor facilities to' provide all 
active duty 1adic:aJ fighter aircraft pillJr.r with a minimum of80 hours of 
simulo.tor tI'I1ining every 12 months. . 

Oul...,r~r'viee eonditlons . 
Qu!l>UI: All Corps of Engino.r /ods on the Shownie River basin shall lie 

operorional during t1! kArt 22 of•..,ry consecutive 24 hours. 
Outcome: Ensure 111) sigllijicllJIl delays in I'Ommcrdal traffic transitiitg through the 

Showme River basin system. . 
Mainte",.D". and Repair Intervals 

Qu!1UU: .All out...,f·service aircraft ""Iuiring unscheduled repairs shall be 
repaired within 72 hours. 

Qut&l)me: . The Forest Service will maillJain 90 percenJ of its 135 firefighting 
aircrofi in an immedilJJely deplayable SI= during forest fire ....on. 

QUALITY·TYPE MEASURES 
Defect ntt.. 

!:lII!I>ut: 	 NOl mor"lhan l.is percenJ of 120 trim armorpiercing projeCtiles shall 
be rejected as defeenve. 
No omlOr'piacing Il1MlUJ!inon projectiles fired in combat sholl fail to . 
uplode on impact. 

MeaD FaUll"' rates 
'. Quwut: 	 Premature space Shuttle main engine shutdown sholl not occur mort 

,han onet in ''''ry 200jlig/u cycles. 
Space Shuttle shall be maintained and operated so that 99.95 percenJ of 
all jlig/us safely reach orbit. 

Acountey 
QU!l>Ut: The initial monthly urima.tt of the preVious month's value of exports . 

sholl bt: witlii. one percenJ ofthe rtvised final volue. 
!:lIIlcome: All preliminary. periodic tstimates ofeconomic activity shall bt: within 

three perrelli ofthe jinoJ value. 

Not more than four pe=t of initial decerminarionJ of the monthly . 
entitled benefit amount rhall bt: incomctly cakW.ated. . 
(Not commonly measu'n:d as.an outcome.) 
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CUSTOMER-1IEl.ATED MEASURES 
Complaints . 

Output: 	 Not"""" than 2.5 percent of individuals seeking u.forinalion will 
subl'quent/y n-rt!que.rt the same information because tlu! in.ili41 
rtSp<J1tSe was illUJl'1lplttt.. . 

Qutcome: . (NOt commonly measured as ." outcome.) . 
Customer Satisfaction Levels (Output."d oulCOIlle meas= may otien be . 
indistinguishable.) . 

QutpUt; In 1998, at least 75 peTrW of individuals receiving a: service will raJe 
tlu! strvic< tklivt!ry as good. ro excellent. . 

QuIWme: At least 90 percent of recipients will raJ, tlu! .ervice tklivt!ry as gOOd 
to exeellent. 

TImeliness 
Response times . 

Ou!))"t; Adjudicative tkcision on all claim disallowances will be mode 
within 120 days of appeal hearings. 

Outcome: Provide every claim.", with timely dispOsitive dewminanon on 
claims med. 

Adherence to schedule 
OutpUt; . Optrlue 95 pescent of all passenger trains within.]O minurts of 

scheduled arrival timts. 
Outcome: Provitk rail pas.engers with reliable and predicrable train 

St.rviCl. 
Responsiveness 

QutpUj: 98 perc"" ofnatices to the Department of Transportation of 
navigational hawds will result /Joth in an on-.ite inspection ofI~e 

./uw:m[ and Notice 10 Mariner.; within 48 hour.; ofreceipt of the notice 
'Outcome: Ensure prompt response to potential public safety conc<:ms in the 

navigation of coastal ."d off-shore waters. . 
. 	 . 

EFf7C1ENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Efficiency 

. QutpUt: 	 Annual transaction coslSlproduction coslSldelivery of servic<: costs 
projected on a per unit basis. Produce 35,000 rounds of armor: 
pierting amnumition OJ Q cost of$17.75 per round. 

Out>Pme: (Not commonly measured as ." outcome.) . 
Effectiveness 

Qutput: 	 IN FY 1999, nar more rhon 7,000 In-POJi<nts in militlry hospitals will 
be readmined, po,t discharge, for further treatment oithe same 
~osed illness at the time of initial admission. 
Annually. initial rretJJment will be therapeutically succwful for 8S 
percenl of all hospital admissions. . 
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OTHER TYPES OF MEASURES 
Milestone and activity schedules 

OuWul: ' ,Qimplltle 85 peretti! ofrequired jlighJ'worthilltSs It.<Iing for Z·2000 
bombe' by July 30. 1999. 

Qutoome: The z..2000 l>omber will be llight-=:tifiod and operarioMl by 
Dl!CD7Iber 1. 2000, 

DesIp Speclflcations 
Qut~PI; I.maging comtros on Generation X observational satellite will bav. 

rtSoluzian aIO.] an: second, , 
Qlu=: Generation X observational saU!llite will successfully map 100 percent 

. terrain of six 10vian moons to • 1'e$01~tion of 100 meters, 
Status of <onditlons 

Ouwut: In 1995, repair and maitl!ain 1.4fJOpo:vemetl! mikt ofFedr:raJJy-owned 
highways /0 0 raring of 'good', 

QI.!l=: By 2000, 3,5 percttl! 01 all Fed4rally-owned)tighway pavement miles 
shall be rated os being in good condirion. 

Percenta&f cOTtra&e , 
DuWu!; 	 Provide doses of vaccine to 27.000 prt·schtiol childrtn living on tribal, 

reservations. 
0u1C9!IJ': 	 ]ao pen:etl! of children living'on tribal reservations will befolly 

immWliwf before beginning school. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE:" OF THE. PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D,C. 20503 

THE DIRECTOR 	 March 8 t 1995 

11-95- 05 

KEHORANDOl! FOR 	 THE HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES DESIGNATED 

AS PERFORMANCE l!EASlJREHENT PILOT PROJECTS UNDEil 

P.L. 103-62 

PRO!!, 	 Alico K. Rivlin AA()___ 

Director . ~V'-

SUBJECT' 	 Submission of FY ~996 Performance Plans for pilot 
projects under P.L. 103-62, the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) 

This memorandum covers the submission of performance plans 

for FY 1996, the concluding year of performance measurement 

pi~ots under the Government Performance and Results Act. 


Two significant changes are beinq made to the ~idance for 
the FY 1994 and 1995 plans~ First l the annual performance plan 
is to be submitted in mid-April, some months before fiscal year 
~996 begins. (Previously, the pilot plans were due either during 
or at the start of the fiscal year.) A mid-April date is beinq 
set for several reasons. By having pilots submit plans somewhat 
before the fiscal year begins, we move halfway toward the 
September date when agencies will be sending annual performance 
plans to OMB with their budget requests. This earlier submission 
will help in assessinq how well the plans can be prepared in 
a4vance. The due date also coincides with the.sprinq Review on 
program Performance, and the plans will be useful in determining 
the cu,rrent and future availability of performance information. 
The second cbange allows agencies the option ot submitting a plan 
revision later in 1995 that reflects Congressional action. 

Two attachments to this memorandum have been prepared to' 
assist your staff in developinq these plans~ With several 
changes, these are otherwise similar to those appended to the two 
,previous OMS memoranda on pilot project performance p~ans. 
Attachment 1 sets forth basic information on the scope, content, 
and qe,neral format of the performance plan. Attachment' 2 
consists ot questions which were raised regardinq particUlar 
aspects of the 	performance plan as well as its review by OMU, and 
the answers to 	those questions. If you have any further 
questions on ~he pilot project performance plans, please call 
Walter Groszyk 	at (202) 395-6824 (or throuqh an Internet messaqe 
to qroszyk_w@a1.eop.qov). 
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As this is the final submission of the pilot project 
performance plans, we ask that you particularly focus on how 
information is displayed -- hoth in format and style -- in these 
plans. As we define in the months abead suitable templates for 
the FY 1.999 plan submissions (which are au'e about 30 months from 
now), we continue to look for the better ways of presentinq 
performance information .., The GPRA pilot project plans are our 
best resource for developing these formats. 

Let me Again express bow much the staff of OMS and X 
appreciate your aqency¥s participation in these performance 
measurement pilot projects. This has been a valuable learning 
experience throughout the pilot agencies, and is helping to 
create a sound basis for the fortbcoming phase of GPRA' 
implementation qovernment-wide. 

Attachments 



Attachment 1. 

SUBMISSION OF PILOT PROJECT 

PERFORMANCE PLANS FOR FY 1996 


, Submission Date 
The plan should be sent to OMB by April 14. 1995. If a 

. departrr,ent or agency cr~ooses' to prepa::-e a revision to this plan. 
the plan revision should be sent to OMB by September 30, 1995, or 
within 30 days of enactment of. the department or agency~s FY 1996 
appropriations, whichever is later . 

. 
Plan 	Content 
The basic content of.an annual performance plan is defined 

in Section 4(b} of the Government Performance and Results Act. A 
pla~ con:ains the following elements: 

{l) one or more performance goals for the program activity 
{~es} covered by the pilot project 

(2) performance ir.dicators that will be used in measuring 

outputs and outcomes 


(3) a de.scrintion of the means to be 'Jsed to verify and 

validate neasured values ­

(4) a brief description of the operational processes l 

skills, &nd technology. a~d the human, capital, informa:ion¥ or 
other resources requ~red to meet the per=ormance goals. (This 
description may be omitted for a::.y operational o~ reso'..:.rce factor 
that has not changed significantly from fiscal year 1993 or 1994 
levels. ) 

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

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

In choosing which goals and indicators -to include in the 

plan, agencies should be guided by the following principles: 


. 
o 	 Goals and indicators. should prima~ily be those used by 

program managers to determine how well a program or 
activity is doing in achieving ~ts in~ended objectives. 

o 	 Include measures that will be useful to agency heads 
and other stakeholders in framing an assessment of what 
the program or activity is accomp~ishing. (For pilot 
projects for which audited financial statements are 
also prepared, agencies should consider including in 
the plan performance measures from those statements. 
Agencies s~ould also consider including any other 
publicly established standards of performance.) 



Submission of A Plan Revision and Additional Content Therein 
Congress allows agencies to revise an annual performance 

plan to reflect the sig::.ificant effects of Congressional action 
0;1 the achievement of performance goals. As the FY' 1994 and FY 
1995 pilot project performance plans were sub~itted either during 
or at the start of the fiscal year, this revision option was not, 
feasible. Thus, the FY 1996 performance plan is the first plan 
submitted sufficiently in advance of the fiscal year to allow 
this option to be exercised. 

An agency may elect to prepare and submit a plan revision. 
If a plan revision is prepared, it need only include changes from 
the plan submitted in April, and not replicate the complete 
content of the plan submitted in April.) A plan revision should 
include the following: 

o 	 Adj ustl"r.ents made in the target levels of achievement 
(as expressed in the performance goals and/or 
indicators). The levels in both the April plan and the 
subseq'Jent plan revision should be presented to show 
the adjustment. 

o 	 Identification of any performance goals dropped from 
the April plan. 

o 	 A brief summary of the nature and scope of 
Congressional acticn{s) which significantly affected 
the April plan. 

Plans should not be revised to reflect che consequences of 
factors or actions -- other than Congressional action -- that may 
have occurred since the April plan was prepared. (However, see 
also questions 2 and 7 in attachment 2 on revisions resulting 
from OMB review of the April plan, and describi~g the 
performance-related effects of managerial accountability and 
flexibility waivers, respectively.) 

Waivers of Administrative Requirements and Controls 
GPRA specifies that annual performance plans, beginning with 

FY 1999, are to include any requests for waivers of 
administrative procedural requirements and controls. These 
future~year plans are also to include endorsements of proposed 
waivers by those agencies (other than OMS) establishing the 
requirements. However, during the pilot project phase, requests 
for new waiver~ will be handled separately from the submission 
and rev-iew of performance plans. Agencies designated as pilot 

. projects for ma~agerial accountability and flexibility should not 
submit proposed waivers of administrative procedural .requirements 
and controls for FY 1996 as part of their performance plan. (See 
also question 7 in attachment 2 on including the effects on 
performance resulting from approyed waivers.) 



Time-period Covered . 
The performance plan for fiscal year 1996 covers a ~2 month 

period beginning. on October 1. 1995 and ending on Septewber 30, 
1996. The measurement of actual performance compared to the 
target levels established in the performance goals and indicators 
should generally ,coincide with this 1,2 month period, {See also 
question 3 in attachment 2 on lags in obtaining actual 
perfo:!"mance data.} 

Grouping of Goals, Indicators, and Related Information 
·To relate performance with spending, GPRA aligns the 

performafice plans with the »Program by activities" listing 
appearing' in the Program and Financing Schedules in the Budget 
Appendix. (Each listir:g '.lsually contains from t.wo to 10 or more 
specific projects or activities.) To make this alignment, the 
performance goals, performance indicators, and related ' 
descriptions or information should be grouped according to the 
relevan~ Progra~ and Financing Schedule(s) for that pilot 
project. The relevant schedule{s) are those containing (either 
all or in ,part) the funding obligatio~s for the individual 
programs and activities constituting the pilot project. 

Many large-scale pilot projects will likely span several 
schedules, a~d the goals and ir.dicators sho~ld be grouped and 
,matched to the appropriate schedule. (See also question 4 in 
attachment 2.) If a small-scale pilot project cannot be 
identified in a uProgram by activities" listing because it is 
embedded within a more si~eable program, please identify the 

'specific project or activity in the listing that covers the pilot 
project. 

For each grouping of goals and indicators. please provide 
the Appendix page number of t~e appropriate Program and Financing 
Schedule, as well as the Identification Code which appears just 
above the nprogram by activities" ::eading in the schedule. 
Please use :he Budget Appendix for FY 1996. (Agencies believing 
that. the "Prograr.l by activities u listing should be revised can 
request changes to these listings. See Section 11.6 (c) of OMB 
Circular A-ll,) For those pilot projects that are included in 
ar.nual financial statements under the Chief Fina~cial Officers 
Act, please provide the name of the reporting entity for which 
the statement is prepa~ed. 

Non-quantifiable Performance Goals 
Quantifiable measures are preferred because of their 

objective nature..However t if a performance goal cannot be 
expressed 1n quantitative terms, GPRA allows OMS to authorize the 
agency to use an alternative. descriptive form of goal. GPRA 
de~ines one alternative form as containing separate descriptive 
stateme~ts of (1) a minimally effective program. and (2) a 
s\.:.ccess:ul program with sufficient precision and in such ter:ns 
~hat allow fer an accurate, independent determination of whether 
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the program's performance met the criteria of the description. 
Pilot project "agencies may use this alternative ~orm and include 
it in the FY 1996 performance plans. without advance OMB 
authorization. 

G?R1\. also perr.lits an agency to propose its Own' altexnative 
form, provided that this form also is a descriptio::. stated with 
sufficient precision and in such cerms that would allow an 
accurate, indenendent determ~nation to be made of whether the 
program's performance met the criteria of the description. There 
is no advance OMB authorization for an individualized alternative 
fo~. Pilot project agencies proposing to use an individualized 
alternative form should include this in the submitted plan. OMB 
a·J.thor:'z~iticn for the ~se of an individualized alt.ernative form 
will be provided after its review of the submitted plan. 

Strategic Plans 
GPRA requires a strategic plan,be used when p~eparing one or 

more of the performance plans during the pilot period. So that a 
notation ca~ be made of which of the three annual pilot project 
plans satisfies ~his requirement, please indicate if a strategic 
plan was used for the FY ~996 p:an. {Agencies should note that, 
the strategic plan used for this purpose need r:ot meet all 
specifications for the stra~egic plans required under GPRA to be 
submitted'to OMB by September 30, 1997. Also, the strategic plan 
need onl}' cover the pilot program or activity.} 
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Attachment :2 

Questions and Answers Regarding 

SUBMISSION OF PILOT PROJECT PERFORMANCE PLANS 


Q.l 	 Who should submit th~ agency's performance pl,an to OMS? 

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 a senior official {one who is appointed by the President 
and Senate-confirmed} having direct responsibility for the 
programs and activities cove=ed, in t~e plan. 

Q~2 	 After OMS'reviews the FY 1996· performance plana, should 
agencies expect to revise these FY 1996 plans based on this 
review? ' 

A. 2 Req~:ested revisions of the FY 1996 performance plans will 
generally be confined to those plans where :neasurement of 
perrormar.ce appears to be infeasible because of the lack of 
sufficient goals or indicators for accomplishing such. In 
these cases, OMS may request the agency to revise and re­
submit its FY 1996 plan. (See also question 8 on 
withdrawing pilot project designations.} As this is the 
final submission of the pilot project performance plans, 
OMS's review and critique of the FY 1996 91ans is being 
directed toward establishing a foundation for the 
performance plans being submitted in September 1997 as part 
of the agencies' FY 1999 budget request. (Previously, the 
critiq'J.es'emphasized changes and improvements to be 
incorporated in the next year's pilot project plar..) 

Q.3 	 Mayan agency include a performance goal for which it will 
be unable to measure actual performance against that goal 
during the.fisaal year 1996 time-period? 

A.3 	 Yes, There is often a substantial lag in obtaining actual 
performance data for a particular period. The Congressional 
committees l in their reports on this legislation, recognized 
this, and made allowances for such in the content of the 
ar..nual p-rog~am perfortf'.ance report. Wh.en a lag occurs, 
agencies should use the most current relevant data ,(even if 
it' is several years old),' and indicate I in the program 
performance report for FY 1996, 'approximately when the 
actua~ performance data for the October 1995/September 1996 
time-period will be available. 
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0.4 	 If a pilot project is funded under several ~Program and 

Financing Schedules"~ and the performance goals and 

indicators are mainly relevant for only one of these 

schedules, should the goals and indicators be arrayed 

against all the Bchedules? . 


A.4 	 No, this is not necessary. Agencies s~ould group 
performance goals and indicators against the schedule that 
is t.he mai~ sOt!rce' of funding for the. pilot project, and 
notla only by Appendix page number and identification code 
the other schedules that provide partial funding for the 
pilot proj'ect. Also, several agencies. have indicated it may 
be difficult to align every goal and indicator to a specific 
schedule. In such instances. these goals and indicators 
should be separately grouped together in the plan and note 
made of the reason for doing so. 

0.5 	 How should a generic 'or agency~wide performance goal be 

included in the performance plan? 


A.S 	 If an agency's performance plan contains a generic 
performance goal (i.e., a goal applying to all programs and 
activities of an agency, and not just the pilot project) f 

the goal should be categorized as suchl and presented 
separately from the groupings of performance goals and 
indicators that are specific to the pilot project. 

Q.6 	 Should the FY 1996 performance plan indicate anticipated 
changes in performance goals or measurement in future years? 

·A.6 	 This is at the discretion of the agency. Because the 
capacity to measure performance and set performance goals 
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 
initial performance plans will be uneven. An agency'g self ­
appraisal of limitations in its FY 1996 plan and an 
indicatior. of how the FY 1999 plan will likely be changed 
will assist OMS_significantly, in its review and critique of 
the FY 1996 plans. and in the discussio~5 on various 
performance initiatives (including GPRA implementation) to 
be held with the agencies during the Spring 1995 Program 
Performance Review. 

Q.7 	 How should the performance plans address changsa"in 

perfo~ance expected to occur as a result of waivers 6f 

administrative requirements given as part of a managerial 

accountability and flexibility pilot project? 


A.7 	 There is insufficient time between the April .submission date 
for the FY 1996 performance plans and the approval of waiver 
re~lests for the rear.agerial flexibility pilots to require 
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that the effect(s) of these waivers be reflected in the FY 
1996 plans. A performance measurement pilot project that is 
also designated as a managerial flexibility pilot has 
several options for addressing the anticipated changes in 
pe:::-formance': . 

,(l) Rely on the information provided in support of the 
waiver request as part of the ffianagerial flexibility pilot
project nomination. O~~ would subsequently append this 
information to the performance plan. (Waiver-related 
performance information will ~e appended to the submitted,FY 
1995 performance plans~ so that this can be covered -- to 
the extent feasible -- in the program performance reports 
for FY 1995.) 

(2) I: a revised FY 1996 Ferfor~ance plar. ~s prepared. 
include in the revised plan the anticipated effects on 
performance from the approved waivers. 

Q.8 	 Can the designation of a ,pilot project end before FY 1997? 

A.S 	 Yes. While GPRA has no specific procedure to annul a 
designation j the n~mber of designated agencies substantially 
exceed the ten required by the statute. Thus, OMS will 
consider withdrawing the designation of a pilot project 
that: (a) is unable to meet the GPRA requirement that a 
strategic plan be used in preparing the performance plan for 
at least one of the years of the pilot project; or, (b) is 
experiencing major difficulties in establishing and 
expressing performance goals in its plan, and is unlikely to 
overco~e these difficulties in its FY 1996 plans. (Several
pilot project designations were withdrawn in FY 1995,j 

An age~cy seeking to withdraw the designation of a 
pilot projec-t need not submit a performance plan for FY 1996 
for the pilot project. A withdrawal' request should be sent 
to OMB. by April 14. 1995. Agencies conSidering withdrawal 
should discuss this in advance with the cogni?ant o~m 
program division staff. OMS may also initiate discussions 
with an agency on a possible withdrawal based on its review 
of the F¥ 1994 and FY 2995 plans. 
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•'. EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMf!NT AND BUDGET " 
WASHINGTON, D.C-. I2D5O:J 

THe. tllR£CfCA , lIarcb 28. 1995 

11-95-08 

MEMORANDUM FOR mE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS ANI> AGENCIES 

FROM: Alice M. Rivlln r 
SUBJECT: . Performance Partnerships 

The President's FY 1996 Budget includes _ern! proposals !hal dramatically change !he 
way !he Federal government works wi!h States to achieve the goals we share. These . 
'Performance Partnerships,' which we have proposed in !he areas of environmental protection, 
public healtll, and housing, among others, represenl a fundamentally new way of doing 
business. Neither the block grants of !he early 1980, and the myriad narrow categorical, 
program, that exist lOd1y integrate flexibility and accountability. In contrast, Performance 
Partnersrups are an oPportunity for the Federal government and !he States to exchange funding 

, restrictions for a new, incentive~based focuo',"" performance and outcomes: 

, Performance partnerships work best: (I) when the Federdl Government intends that 
, service; be delivered 'at State and local levels, (2) where there is shated agreement among 
Federal, State and local partners about national goals and objectives, and (3) where progress 
toward the goals and objectives can b<i measured. 

Performance partnerships consolidate funding stneams and eliminate overlapping 
authonties, creale incertives to reward desirable results and reduce micromanagement and' 
wasteful paperwork. They begin 10 move programs away from process and focus on outcomes 
and outputs as the basic measure of success. The pannerships seek to empower communities to 

"'·"-makolheir own decisions about'm to address their needs, and to be held ~ccountable for 

. results. 


During the second phase of reinventing government, one of the major questions that we 
are asking is whether or nOI !he work we do in Washington can be done better by States, 

,localities or private citizens. You should use the attached "Performance Paitruirships • 

, ,. Summary and Guiding Principles" as a set of "rebuttable presumptions" as you design 
performance partnerships in your agency. 

Our goal must be to dramatically restructure the relationShip between the FedernI 
Governmenl and the States and localities to create stronger partnerships. Perfonnanee, 
partnerships provide a new opponuniry to provide States and localities more flexibility to solve 
their problems, in return for more accountability for results. 

Attacl!menl 



PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS 


SUMMARY 


. WHAT IS A PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIP? . 

• CONSOLIDATED PROGRAMS WITH. 

INCREASED FLEXIBILITY· 

'. ..ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PERFORMANCE 

WHERE DO THEY MAKE SENSE? 

• IF PROGRAMS ARE DELIVERED AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, 

• • THERE IS SHARED AGREEMENT ON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, AND 

• YOU CAN MEASURE RESULTS. 

HOW ARE THEY DIFFERENT FROM aLOCK GRANTS? 

..- .••." .•,•.•' 'OUTCOMES (NOT PROCESSI ARE THE PRINCIPAL MEASURE OF SUCCESS. 
AND 

• FUNDS AND FLEXIBILITY ARE TIED TO IMPROVED PERFORMANCE . 

.. . HOW ARE THEY 'PARTNERSHIPS"? 

.• 	 FEDERAL. STATE. AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND PROVIDERS JOINTLY 
DESIGN THE PROGRAM AND MEASURE PROGRAM RESULTS 

• PARTNERS WORK.TOGETHER TO REMOVE BARRIERS TO SUCCESS 

• 



PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS 
Guiding Principles 

Current Federal grant system. 

A great deal of the current grant 
system lia. broken down in a tangle 
of good intentions gone awry•. There 
are too many funding categories, 
suffocating regul.tions and 
paperwork, misdirected emphasis on 
remediating rather than preventing • 
problems, and no clear focus on 

. measurable outeo",e.. The system 
stifles initiative and squanders 
resources without achieving' sufficient 
results, Performance partnerships· 
offer improvements to the current ' . . 

system. 


What is a performance 

partnership? 


Peryormance partnerships pro~ide 
increased flexibiiity on how .e program 

. is run in exchange for increased 
accountability for results.. 

• 	 ·Inere.sed flexibility include.: . . .. 
. _. . consolidated funding • 

streams . 
elimination of micro· 
man8gement~ .~ 

devolved decisiori-making 
(national goals and 
objective., with much 
more flexibility for State 
and local partners to 
determine HOW these are 
achielled), and 
reduced wasteful 
paperwork. 

• Increased accountability fC!r 
results means the partners will: 

_. 	 begin to treat outcomes 
and outputs as the basic 
'measure of succes~s·'(e.g.: ' 
teenage pregnancy rate· 
rather than number of 
visits to a clinic)~ end' 
cr.ate funding and other 
incentives to reward 
desirable results end 
performance towards 
results. 

Where do performance 
partnerships make sense? .. 

Performance partnerships work best: 

• 	 When the Federal Go~';rnm~nt 
intends to deliver services at 
State and local lellels, 

• 	 Where there is shared· 
agreement among Federal,· 
State and local partners about 
national goals and objectives, 
and 

• 	 Whare progress toward the 
goals and objectives can be 

. measured •. 

Checklist of GUiding Principles· 
for DeSigning a Performance 
Partnership 

A number of key cheractaristics 
should be considered in designing end 
implementing performance 
partnerships: 



-
.. 

1. 	 Program consolidations 
2. 	 Partnership 
3. 	 Increased Flexibility 
4. 	 Improved Accountability 
5. 	 Measuring Performan.ce 
6. 	 Performance Incentives 
7. 	 Shift In ~he Locus of 

Decision~maKin9 ' 
8. 	 Administrative Simpliflcatlo'1 . 
9. 	 Administrative·Ssvings 
10. 	 Implementation 
11. 	 Entitlement Programs 

. The checklist which follows contains 
principles which build upon the . 
description-of the Administr8tion#s.s~x 
proposed 'perforll)ance partnerships" 
in the President's EY 1996 Budqej 
(s•• pages 152-154) •. The guiding 
principles. should be regarded as . 
'rebuttable presumptions": 

(a) 	 In any policy arena in which 
there is • strong national 
interest and a history of Federal 
gran'fs and other assistance to 
State and local governments •. 
agencies should give strong 
consideration to developing one 
or mqre performance 

d ~. - . -.--~ • < 	 penner,hips.. 

(bl 	 If a proposed performance 
partnership is not consi.~tent 
with a particular principle, there· 
should be a compelling 
argument about how the 
program is otherwise ' 
addressing local needs, stops 
micromanagement. and holds 
its partners accountabla for 
results. 
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1. 	 Program consolidations 

• Proposals should restructure 
current grant program 
authorizations to consolidate 
programs and/or funding 
streams and eliminate 
overlapping authorities: 

.. 
Every effon should be . 
.made to merge funding. 
· streams which now force 
recipients to wastefully 
isolate administration and 
deliverv of one program 
from another to avoid 
being penalized by 

, : auditors. 

2. 	 Partnership 

• Federal. State and local 
partners should jointly design 
the partnership and the 
strategies to implement it. 

• Performance partnerships. 
should accommodate different . 
program strategies with '. 
different State and local 

. .partners. 

3. 	 Increased Flexibility. 

• Performance partnerships 
should: 

Promote multiple 
approaches to meeting 

· national objectilles. 
· Allow federallv-funded 
activities· to be fullV 
Integrated with State. 

http:Performan.ce


, , 

local. and provider inputs and process used by 
activities, and States end localities: 
Allow flexibility so that 
State and local An emphasis on results 
institutional forces and means. for example. 
incentives eehieve the concentrating on getting 
desired 'resufts. cleaner 'Sir (not the 

, existence of State ' 

• 	 " State plans are necessary, environmental 
multiple 'Stllte Plan' regulations) or whether', 
,equir.ments should be , educational goals are ' 
replaced with one 'community­ being achieved (not the 
based strategic plan.' Such 8 level of school 
plan would outline basic expenditures). 
strategies and tactics, and 
accommodate much more • Notwithstanding increa.ed 
diversity from community-to­ flexibility. performance 
community and state-to-state 	 partnerships will maintain. 
than existing approaches. Constitutional and critical, 

national public poljcy , 

• Partnerships should: requirements: 

Minimize "required" Non·discrimination 
service requirements, ,and requirements, for 

example, will apply. 
Provide mtJlti~year 
f.unding. 	 5. lVIeasuring Performance. 

4. 	 Improved Accountabilitv • , Performance partnerships' 
,shouldbe structured, managed', 

• 	 Federal agencies and 'State or and evaluated on the basis of 
local partners should develop, results (i.e., progress in terfl)s 
communicate. and monitor of agreed upon measures of 
measurable program 'goals and, performance) •. 
report progress toward 
achieving them: 

1 

• Performance measures wiil 
typically include 8 mil! of , 

Think in ,terms of shared outcome and output.measures, 
. . .. -. .. • ',. f accountability. including both measures of 
... progress toward natiOnal goals 
< • Performance partnerships and measures of Important 

should focus on output$ and negative consequences that are 
outcomes (real results) rather likely to result from program ' 
than detailed assessment of the activities. 
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Panner.hips should focus on • 
outcomes (not process) a. the 
principal criteria bV which to 
measure success. 

Authorizing legislation should • 
include II statement of: 

"National goals and 
objectives" that the 
partnership seeks to help· 
achieve. and 

FOf ex,mple: "parental 
re!ponsibllity." ' 

Type. ·of 'performance 
information" that would 
indicate whet wp.es of 
information would 
indicate progress toward 
the national goals and 
objectives. 

.	For exwmple: "paternities 
established", , 

•• The·Federal agency should be 
< 	 authorized to develop national 

goals and objective. where the 
authorizing legislation does not 
specify them. 

.. w.,·..;_--.-u,;; ....... """••. , . 


For exlJmple: -the Secretary shall. in 
conjunC1ion with the St8Jes. loc,1 
go.vernments. provider. end 
consume'., develop national goals 
end Objecti~... 

• 	 "Performance measures" and 
, . . performance targets should not 

. b. incorpo.ated in authorizing 
legislation. 

For f1txllmp/e: "The Secretary shell. tn 
conjunCtion with Stetes, locel 

governments. providers end . 

consumers, develop and update 

measures for determining State or 

local performance in eePlieving 

progress 10ward the national goals 

and objectives,'" 


Accordingly, performance 
me~sures and targets 

should b~: 


Muluany developed by 
the partners, or' . 
In the cas·. of certain 
core indicators, 
developed 	by the Federal 
Government in 
consultation with 
grantees. and . 
supplemented with. 
indicators mutually 
agreed to by the· 
grantees. 

- . 	 Refined civ..i time·;n 
consulta~ion ~ith the 
grantees. 

p,erformance, rt:\easures require . 
specification of at least the 
following: .. 

Ill. 	 Type of 
performance 
information. 

(2) 	 Data source (or 
sourcesl. 

(3) 	 Acceptable levels of 
precision and 
accurac\, . 

(4) 	 Domains of 
llstimstions (e.g .. States. 
counties, etc.) 

(5) 	 Frequency of data 
collection. 
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(6) Time period For t!XIilmPM: "'The ~cretary
covered. $hen. in conjunction with the 

Steles. tocel Oovernmenu 
For exllmpJe: 'for ·paternities providers and consumets.· 
esteblished" develop individual 
(1.1, Percentage of new performance egrhmenu 

welf.ere cues for which which specf.fv the program. 
p~tetnities have been . gClIls and objectlvu. pr~m 
mebflshed. for each perform'nee me8$UfH~ 
tisce' yeer cohort of now performance tergets, end the 

timefrsmes for achieving the ' welfare recipients. 
(1.21 	Percentage of the totel 'perfOtmet:'l~e targets .... 

welfare c~seload for ...
which: paternities have • Assessing progress: 
been estab!ished. 8$ of 
the Clo$o of each flsc~ , The authorizing 
year. legislation should include" 121 	 Selected welfare system 

a requirement that thecue fecords end 
information obtained Fe"deral agency work with 
through external qU81ity the partners to develop II 
control review. system for assessing the 

131 	 Tota! estimation error extent of progress
not to exceed 7", at the toward nationalcounty level andlor 1 % . 

objectives.at the State level. 
141 	 The sample design must 

$l,Ippott precision and FOl examP}lJ: "The Secretery 
accuracy requirements shall, In conjun.Ction with the 
fot State (county) jevet States. local governments. 
estimates or for the providers end consumers. 
population generafly devetop e system for . 
(e.g •• the entrre sample assessing the extellt of 
may be eltoeared aCToss 'progress tow8fd the netional' 
the State, "n- ceses object,ives." 
alloc8ted pet counw. Of 
even "n~ cases pet. , 	 At least annually. the .'...~_'. __ '~"\M "...... ., . 1.000 per counrv). partners,should assess' 151 	 Annually. 

the level of performance181 	 The Jast fiseel vear. 
, achieved, the extent to 

,~, 	 which perform.nce
• Performance agreements: 	 meets or exc".ds agreeo­

on performance targets, 
Federal agencies sllould and the extent to which" 
dev~lop individual - performance has changed 
performance agreements over time. These reports 
with each Statellocality , should acknowledge the 
receiving funds. ' Inlluence of important 

eliternal factors that may 
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have affected the 
performance levels 
achieved. ' 

From time to time, annual 
performance reports 
should be supplemented 
by program evaluations • 
that estimate the net 
program impacts caused 
by the program. These 
program evalus,tions, 
would use research 
designs to estimate the ' 
difference that the 
program makes (i.e., the' 
difference between 'a) 
the actual performance 
levels achieved. and (bl 
the performance levels 
that would have been 6. 
achieved in the absence 
01 the program). . 	 •

, 

• Data colleotion: 

The partners will have to 
identify or develop data 
systems to define and 
aSSess ,'results' and 
flimprovement in results." 

Far tfxlImpltt: "The Secretary • 
·is 8U1ho.riled to withhold up to 
I) percent of the,amount 
appropriated to the program to 
iupport the development and 
updating of data .svstem, tied 
closely to the nationel goals: • 

. . 	 the development of 

IJerformance egrearMnts with 

Stetes; end data Cluality 

ellSuronee and data quality
. improvement; end research 
end development of 
performence '!'easurement methodology," 

, 6 . 

,'- Partners should consider 
whether and how to get 
data that is generalizable. 
anef consistent among 
and within States 
overtime~ 

Refining the measures over 
time: 

It is expected that the 
performance 
measurement process 
and indicators will evolve 
over time, 8S Federal 
agencies and grantees 
develop greater 
experie'nce with this 
'approach. 

Performance Incentives 

Agencies should consider' 
whether funds should be, 
allocated in part on " 
performance (but' other tactors 
such as need may also be 

, determinants, including 

population. poverty. disease 

incidence, morbidity f and 
mortality••s appropriate) . 

. 
Partners should be recognized 
and rewar"ded for success ­
both high performance and 
improved performance. ' 

Recipients should be rewarded 
for achieving ambitious, rather 
than readily-attainable, 
performance targets. 



• Some portion of the funding 
should lie based on actual 
performance: 

Some portion of funding 
should be'available to the 
Federal egency as an 
incentive for S,tete. and 
localitie. thet make 
improvement. 

For uample: "The SecretDty 
. Is authorized to roserve up to 

'0 percent of the tunds to be , 
u$sd for performance 
incentive awards for recipients 
making process: toward 
meeting national goals." 

"Up to'" is important, 
since 	it will first be 
neces~Bry to get B 
$en~ible measurement 
system in place, before 
attempting to awerd 
performance incentives. 

Rewerds should not be 
directed toward only 
"exceptional" . 
performance, b:ut allow 
the Secretary to rewerd 

, high or improved 
.'performance (i.e., 

"progress toward 
achieving national 
goals"l. " 

• , Hi9h'performing States and • 
IDealities should be rewarded 
with additional flexibility or .' 
reduced matching requirements • 

• 	 Similarly. disincentives should 
include reduced flexibility: 

A requirement to shift 
fund. into practices 
successfully used by high 
performing States and 
localities. or 
Requirements for 
additional ccmmit!:nents 
of State or local 
resour:ces~ or 

. Reduction or termination 
of Federal funding. . 

• 	 Partners should avoid punishing 
innovation and experimentation: 

Keep in mind: no one is 
accountable for results 
now under the current 
system. 

• Since there i. shared 
accountability for results, 
Federal egencies sh'ould also 
resPQnd to problems bV 
provi,ding technical assistance 
about prOtt:lisi~g l?ractices: 

For eXlJmple:, -The Secretary shell 
ptovide tec.hnical' assistance to the 
States to help them expend ond 
improve •...• 

• States and localiti•• should be 
held harmless for ca.es where 
outcome. are not achieved 

, despite the use of best 
practices (given the current 
state of knowledge). 

7. 	 Shift In the Locus of 
Declslon-maklng 

• 	 The partners should decide 
largely on the 'What' and leave 
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.. 
most of the "How" to mjcro~m8nagement, and 

. States and localities. wastefulpapefwofk: 

• Performance partnerships Rigid and costly program 
should seek to empower restrictions should be 
communities to make their own etiminateda 
deci.ion~ about how to addre.s 
their needs, and to' be held Procedural, detailed application, • 
accountable for fe.ults. financial management, auditing 

and expenditure reporting. 
Front·lina, local·level provider. requirement. should be • 
should have greater flexibility eliminated or simplified to 
and responsibility for service permit comprehensive $e~vtce 
design, delivery, and result •. delivery: 

• 	 Partnerships should permit The focus should be "Is 
customers and beneficiaries to the community achieving 
shape progr~ms to better match' measurable results that. 
their individual needs - by indicate pro,gress toward 

,giving them voice, choice, and netional goals?" ". rather 
the means to integrate services than "Were ihe dollars 
from multiple providers. spent on the identified 

problem?" 
. Recipient jurisdictions should • 

heve flexibmty to set local • Fedeial agencies should, to the 
benchmarks that are consistent extent fe.sible, establish or 
with national program goals. negotiate performance targets, 

rather than specify the manner 
8. 	 Administrative of compliance that States or 

Simplification localities milS! adopt. 
. 

.< 
~.. ..,-, • v ~ • .•. , .. Partna'rs wUl seek' to reduce • Reporting and monitoring. 

should focus on performance barriers to success. 
(outcomes and outputs that. 
indicated progress .toward Partnerships should resemble • strategic goals) rather than"performance contracts"'" {te., 
inputs.contract for measurable results) 


rBther than traditional cost-

reimbursement, "teval-of·effort" 9. Administrative Savings 

grants. 


• 	 Admin.istrative savings should 

• Performanea partnerships 	 be ·realized through 
should reduce Federal consolillstion and program .and 
regulation of Inputs, and avoid administrative simplification: 
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Consolidsted planning • Eiigibility may nee~ to be 
requirements, for simplified, for example, to . 
example, should enable transform public assistance 
more integrated services offices from bureauoratic 
with less overhead. eligibility offices into family 

support and joi!.preparation 
1O. Implementation centers linkinll-S .range 01 

services. 
• 	 Pro posels should consider: 

• There may be 8 need to set 
Phased-in , specific common measures, but 

implementation, allow for flexibility for local 
Initially, shifting toward circumstances: 

performance partnerships 

with self·selected or - Measures .. hould be both 

"volunteer" Statesllocal population: and elient­


. partners that ere ready. 	 based . 

• 	 Partnership proposals should . 

accommodate different degrees. 

of deyolutio-n between Federal, 
and various State and local . 

.~overnments, J ­

11. 	 Entitlement Programs 

• Performance partnerships for .- .. 
.. entitlement programs might: 


Initially ellocate funds to 

States to match what . 

they currently receive, . 

Adjust over time for 

growth of poverty 

population and inflation, . 

Authorize the Secretary 

to provide extra funds to 

States during economic 

downturns,.... ~ : •• 1 

< 	 As an incentive (since 
funding levels are fixed), 
permit high-performing 
Stat•• to r.-direct their 
matching funds. 
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