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E:XE:CUTIVE OFFICE: OF THE PRESIDENT 
! OFFicE: OF MANAGEMENT AND BUOGET" 

WASHINGTON, D.C. ZOSQ3 

TM!! DL'IECTOl\ 	 December 19, 1995 

.MEMORA:-IDUMFOR 	 Program Associate Directors 
Deputy Associate Directors 
Comptroller, Office ofFederal Financial Management 
Administratort Office ofFederal Procurement Policy 
AdmirJstrator, Office oflnform.tion and Regulatory Affairs 
Associate Director, Economic Policy . 
Assistant Director, Budget Review 
Assistant Director, Legislative Reference 
General Counsel 

FROM: 	 . Alice M. Rivlin ~ 
Implementation of the Government Performance and Results Act 
(GPRA) . 

Responsibility for carrying out GPRA is largely vested in tbe Director ofOMB and the 
agency heads. Many of the GPRA responsibilities assigned to OMS complement the st.tutory 
charter for the Deputy Director for Management, as' set out in the CPOs Act, in the areas of 
strategic planning. perfonnance measurement, and program evaluation. Thus. r have asked 
John Koskinen to take the lead role in overseeing and directing both the OMB and 
govenunent-wide implementation of this Act, 

While we have increased the focus on performance in the budget process, we are at a 
point where there is a pressing need for increased involvement by your divisions and offices in 
this GPRA effort. Therefore.l have asked John to convene a"1 OMB·wide working group to 
provide advice and assistance on the implementation ofOPRA.. 

Among the impor~t and time~sensitive responsibilities assigned to OMB by GPRA are 
the following: . 

• 	 receiving from each agency no later than September 30, 1997, a simtegic plan 
covering its programs and activities~ 

• 	 receiving, reviewing, and identifying revisions to the annual performance plan 
prepared by each agency, which are to be sent to OMS coincident with the 
agency's budget request, beginning with the budget request for FY 1999; and 

• 	 preparing an overall Federal Government performance plan, beginning with the 
budget for FY 1999, based on the .gency performance plans. 



!:ifRi' Imvlementation Group 

The attachment outlines the prospective tasks that the GPRA Implementation Group will 
undertake. The group's role will not be limited to 'oversight, for we expect the group to propose 
and suggest ideas and approaches for meeting various implementation requirements and 
schedules. The group will also be a principal means for communicating developments and issues 
to the RMOs and the agencies. Because of the many~faceted nature and scope ofGPRA, and the 
need to integrate various related initiatives and requirements into a comprehensive framework, 
we are also seeking participation from the statutory and support offices as well as the RMOs. 

I anticipate that iIle working group would function over the next two years. This time 
frame will span the initial strategic pian submissions, the first submissions of the annual 
performance plans, and OMB's preparation of the first govemment-"ide performance plan. 
The time required will vary over the period, and the workload can be adjusted to meet the 
demands of the budget season. John will convene the group in early January. 

1ask each Qf you to g,slgnate one representative for this Working Group from each 
Qftke or division, Please e~rnail Debbie Shaw (5 w 915l) no la~~r than COB n~xt Wednesday 
December 27, with the name afyoor representative(s). The most effective participant would· ' 
likely be someone at the branch crueflevel Of above, 

Thank you for your help, I look fOIVIard to continuing to work with you in this important 
enterprise. 

Attachment· 

c: 	 John A. Koskinen 
Jack Lew 
Charles Kieffer 
Jack Arthur 
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Attachment 

Potential GeRA-Related Implementation DIsks 
fur Ibe Work Group . 

1. Implementation ortb. Strategic Planning Guidance and the Director's 
Memorandum or September 14, 1995 

The Director's cover memorandum to Part 2 of Circular A~ 11 and Part 2 provide 
guidance to agencies on preparing and submitting the strategic plans required by GPRA. The 
Director's memorandum signaled that agencies should anticipate that OMB would call for parts 
of an agency's strategic plan in CYl996, e,ven if the plan was still being developed. (The 
likely time for hnving agencies send seiected parts of their plans i. late Spring/early Summer.) 
Such a call would give OMB staff an early, across-the-board opporrunity to review and discuss 
the proposed mission statement and strategiC goals of the agencies prior to these plans being 
submitted. These pans of the strategic plan are also important to any review that OMB would 
undertake in CYl996 of the performance goals and measures that an agency planned on 
including in its FY 1999 perfortnancc plan (see 1/2 below). 

The areas we should address include the following: 

• . 	 What should the RMO look for when reviewing the parts of a strategic plan sent 
to OMB by the agencies next year? 

• 	 Are there recommended approaches for how an R..\10 should coordinate with an 
agency during the development of a strategic pia.n. and when this should occur? 

• 	 Are there templates for what constitutes a satisfactory strategic plan. and how 
might these be communicated to agencies stin working on developing their 
plans, or to agencies which have less experience and capability for developing 
these plans? 

• 	 What, if any, is the OMS role in harmonizing goals and objectives in 
individual agency strategic. plans for cross-cutting functions and programs? . 

• 	 How best to min.imize or avoid 'surprises' when an agency's strategic plan is 
submitted to OMB? 

• 	 What, if any. additional information or instructions should be given to the 
agencies with respect to their application in areas such as ta:t expenditure, 
regulatory reform, performance-related procurement, and personnel-related 
performance management in their strategic plans? 



• 	 How can strategic plans be related to Presidential Performance Agreements? 

Once these areas have been addressed, there may be need for supplementing guidance 
to Part 2 of Circular A~11; or for instructions and infonnational material to be given [0 R.\10 
staff for their use in working with the agencies as these straregic plans are being developed. 

2. 	 ;Performance Goals and Measures 

OMB has already spent significant time in helping many agencies develop performance 
measures. However. we are still a great distance from having a useful and informative set of 
performance measures for many of the government's major programs. Applying the 
experience of the pilot projects, the Spring Perfonnance Review. and the effort to develop 
expanded amounts of performance information for the FY 1996 and 1997 budgets, we are 
considering conducting a 'dry run' of the FY 1999 performance plans next Fall and Winter. 
This 'dry run' would have agencies describe the proposed performance measures they expect 
to include in their FYl999 annual performance plans. (The aemal projected·FY 1999 
performance values would not be given. although, in some instances, we would expect 
agencies to provide FY 1998 perfonnance infonnation for these or similar measures.) The 
'dry run' would allow OMB and agencies to forge early agreement on the measures, and 
permit the agencies to collect baseline and trend data from which to set their target 
perfomlance levels. 

Assessments pf the progress that each agency is making in measuring performance. 
atc, at best, anecdotal'ar this time, We are endeavoring to take a more comprehensive 
snapshot through the recently issued management BDR.. Through this snapshot. we will have 
a basis for identifying those agencies that lack good performance information and work on 
ways to build their capabilities and capacity in this area. 

The areas that could be addrested include: 

• 	 How to design and carry out a 'dry run' of FY 1999 performance goals 12·15 
monllis from now? 

• 	 The timing and content of instructions to the agencies with respect to the 'dry 
run', 

• 	 The development of prototype concepts for the content, structure, and 
presentational mude for the government wide performance plan. (The idea 
would be to examine and test these months in advance of having to prepare the 
FY 1999 plan.) 

• 	 Identifying agencies that are successfully developing good performance 
measures~ and determining whether and how their measures might be adapted or 
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grafted for use in other agencies. 

• 	 Are there criteria that should be used in determining the adequacy·of measures, 
and are there measures that should be included in the perfonnance plans of 
agencies conducting similar functions or operations? 

.. 	 Are there approaches that agencies and OMB can apply in developing measures 
for programs whose perfonnance is beyond the direct control of agency 
managers (e.g., grant programs), and to emphasis the importance of getting 
measures that managers use to manage? 

3. 	 Best Practices 

One method that has been previously helpful to agencies has been the sharing of hest 
practices. An important source of best practices should be the pilots I as well as case studies of 
agencies experiences and successes to date (see also #4 below). The implementation group 
should determine if these are useful ways of helping agencies in both the strategic planning and 
performance measurement. If so, how do we get agencies to share experiences? What, if any. 
is OMB's role as a clearinghouse or in detennining whether best prdctices are really best? 

4. 	 Professional Development and Training 

Agencies are often heavily decentralized across a number of often disparate component 
units and many locations. Some "holding oompany" departments have left both strategic 
planning and performance measurement to the bureaus and seen the departmental role as one 
of coordinator, Many agency managers are seen as being more oriented to managing against 
rules and procedures, with little or no accountabUity for how programs perform or the results 
that are achieved. Both circumstances suggest the need for potentially extensive professional 
development or training. 

This activity could be closely related to the best practices task descrihed above. One 
important means of training is the development of case studies for use throughout tbe 
Government. ·The implementation groups may wish to consider if this or some other method 
<of training is appropriate. Important questions to address would include: . . 

• 	 Who should develop sucb case studies and conduct such training? 

• 	 How it should he funded? 

• 	 What should OPM's role he? , 

• 	 How should OMB interact to train its o":,n staff and potentially to act as a 
trainer? 

3 




• 	 How should the implementation groups make sure that R.\.fOs and statutory 
offices are equipped for the task? 

5. 	 Spring Review in CY 19% 

Should there be such a review next year? What should it focus on? When should it be 
beld? Should there be agency participation? 

6. 	 Connecting Resources to Results 

Agencies continue to stress the need for the budget process, GPRA. and other 
performance-related planning and reporting requirements to be connected as seamJessly as 
possible. Work on an integrated framework to accomplish this to the extent practicable is 
already underway. Groups are looking at report streamlining to create two reports: a Planning 
Report and an Accountability Report. Accountability Report pilOts are going forward under the 
Government Management Reform Act. . These pilots need to be evaluated to see if the formats 
are useful or whether they should be changed. The pilots presuppose a panicul.r cycle that 
was discussed with RMOs last summer. Is this cycle adequate or should it be modified? 

Cost accounting standards are being developed by the Federal Accounting Standards 
Advisory Board that would encourage agencies to collect costs of activities. How should these 
be used to create the linkage between cost infonnation and performance information? 

Several departments have raised concerns about the inadequacy of their current 
appropriations account structure to reflect and present thematic goals and objectives for major 
programs and functions. Analysis has been done on how these might he changed to make the 
data contained in them more useful. Should this activity be advanced and broadened? If so 
how by whom, and when? 

The ro1e of Congress in using perfonnance and cost information is cruciaJ if it is to 
become an important pan of making budget decisions. How do we get Congress, panicularly 
the Appropriators. to participate in the use of performance information? 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAG~MENT-AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.050:3 


D!'.,PUTY OlR;£C"TQIIt 

FOR ""4NAGrtr.t\i:NT 
March 21, H96 

MEMORANDUM FOR PROGRAM ASSOCIATE DIRECTORS 

FROM: John A. Koskinen ~ 
SUBJECT: OMB Staff" Preparation for GPRA Implementation 

. 
OMS1s GPRA Implementation Group (GIG) has recommended that a 

set of briefing/discussion meetings be. held soon with OMS staff 
on ac~ions being taken eo prepare for the gov*rn~~~t-wide 
implementation of GPRA in 1997. (The GIG was established by the 
Director last December and has representatives from each program 
division and statutory office.) The purpose, timing; and general 
content of these meetings is set out below. Two of the key 
actions ~- a Summer Review of agency strategic plans and a Fall 
,Review of program performance goals and indicators -- are 
described in the attached r:temo~andum from the Direceor to tne 
agencies * 

,'the Mae t ings 

Five meetings, one for each PAD area~ will be scheduled. 
Each meeting will be in two parts. To begin, there will be a 15­
20 minute general overview of what is going to ha.ppen during 
S~er Review-and the performance-related part of Fall Review. 
This presentation will cover our expectations for what agencies 
should provide~ and the scope and nature of OMS's review of the 
information submitted. Both the process and hints what to look 
for in plan content will be included. Performance measures being 
established on a government-wide basis, e.g., for procurement, 
would be referenced in the presentation. Efforts to develop 
cross-agency measures, such as for credit programs. or trade 
promotion/ would be covered. Examples of 'good' and 'bad! 
performance measures could also be included. 

Following the overview ·,..ril1 be a general discussion of OHB ' s 
role in these initiatives, as weli as questions and answers. 
Participants will be encouraged to make suggestions for how the 
process might be improved or other actions to be taken. 



RMQ Role 

:i:::ach meeting will be conducted by an RMO staff 
representative to the GIG, with these staff presenting the 
overview and leading the discussion. This allows an RMO to 
highli.ght its specific agencies and any RNO preferences regardi:ng 
co,?!;'di,n~tion with them. OMS's technical experts on GPRA will 
atten~, and can answer any questions as necessary~ 

~l RMO staff l including branch chiefs, DADs, and ?ADs, are 
stron~tly encouraged to attend. 'l'hose unable to attend the 
meeting of their RMO may attend another meeting. Staff frc~ the 
OMS statutory and other offices are also encouraged to attend any 
of the meetings. 

Schedule 

Because of potential wo~kloadl most of the reeeti~gs are to 
be scheduled after Congress has ::ecessed at the end of t-1arch. 
One meeting will be held the wee~ of March 25, with the remaining 
four held early in April. Most meetings will be a brownbag~ 
generally lasting'for 75-90 minutes. Room 2010 has been 
resel,"'\.'ed. 

lnfQ~matiooal Material 

In advance, RMO staff will be given a copy of the proposed 
OMS m~morandum to the agencies on Su~~er Review and the 
perfollnance aspects of Fall Review. The memorandum will not be 
sent to the agencies until ehese meetings are completed. 
However~ we have informally distribu:ing it in draft to the SiK 
agency representatives on the CFO Counci,l f $ Subcommittee on G:?AA 
Implementation for any comments they wish to provide. The GPRA 
Imp:'ernentation Group will also be providing staff wich other; 
relevant material as it becomes available. 

Included in the information material being provided prior to 
the meeting will be guidelines on adapting GPRA requirements to 
those agencies with $20 millio~ or less in annual spending, or 
which will Cease operating before or during FY'1999. 

Attachment 



cc: 	 Alice M. Rivlin 
":ack Lew 
Ed DeSeve 
Sally Katzen 
Steve Kelman 
Joe Minarik 
Barry Anderson 
J·ack Arthur 
E.ob Damus' 
llarry Haas 
J'im Murr 
Deputy Associate Directors 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF' THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 'aUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 205O.t 

May 16, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 HEADS OF SELECTED AGENCIES 

FROM: 	 Alice M. "Rivlin ~ 
SUBJECT: 	 Exemptions for Selected Agencies from Government 


performance and Results Act Requirements 


" This memorandum establishes a process for small agencies to 
receive an exemption from meeting requirements of the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GFRA). 

Section 4 of this Act allows exemptions for independent 
agencies with $20 million or less in annual outlays. Exemptions 
cover requirements associated with the preparation of strategic 
plans, annual performance plans 1 and program performance reports. 
,Agencies may seek an exemption from all GPRA requirements. 
Additionally, following discussions with OMB, agencies that are 
not exempted may'prepare plans and reports on a scale 
proportionate to their 'spending and staffing levels. 

The process of exempting agencies from GPRA requirements is 
being initiated at this time because GPRA planning is occurring 
now. 

Attach~ent 1 sets out the general policy and procedures 
regarding exemptions. This attachment also covers how GPRA 
requirements may be adapted to match with the size and 
capabilities of agencies not receiving an exemption. Attachment 
2 s~~rizes the GPRA requirements covered by an exemption. 

Questions about exemptions or adaptions specific to your 
agency should be addressed to your OMS Resource Management 
Office. 

Attachments 



• 
Attachment 1 

GENERAl:. POLICIES 
FOR AGENCIES ELIGIBLE FOR EXEMPTION FROM GPRA REQUIREMENTS 

A. 	 lU},gibiUtv 

Independent agencies with $20 million or less in total 
annual outlays are eligible to be considered for an exemption. 
Please note that the $20 million threshold is established in the 
statute. Bureaus I offices, or other component organizations of a 
department ,or independent agency are not eligible. ' 

The projected level. of agency spending in fiscal year 1996 
should be used as the basepoint for determining prospective 
eligibility. Agencies with fiscal year 1996 spending greater· 
than $20 million, which reasonably expect fiscal year' 1999 
spending to be $20 million or less l may also request an 
exemption .. 

B. 	 Exemption Scope 

An approved exemption will cover all GPRA requirements. An 
exemption covering only selected requirements-will not be given. 

c. 	 Requesting and Obtain.ing an Exemption 

Agencies may request an exemption by sending a letter from 
the agency head to John A. Koskinen, the OMS Deputy Director for 
Management. Agency.requests will be evaluated on: 

1.) 	 whether'meeting GPRA requirements would significantly
affect how an agency conducted operations, managed 
a?tivities, or carried out programs; 

2.) 	 whether relevant and useful performance information 
could be prepared for an agency's program and 
activities; and. 

3.} 	 the extent that an agency's budget requests to OMB and 
budget justifications to Congress currently include 
substantial information that could be used to satisfy 
GPRA requirements. 

To inform the decision on an exemption, an agency may wish 
to address these criteria in its request. 

Lettgrs seekins an exemQtion from GPRA'reauirements shQUld 
be received no later than May 29. 1996. OMB will make 
determinations on all requested exemptions by June 14, 1996. ,As 
part 	of this period coincides with the initial Btage of Summer 
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• Review {see OMS Memorandum 96~22T April 11, 1996}, OMS will CO~ 
ordinate with requesting agencies on their participation, if any, 
in SununElr Review ~ 

D. Duration of an Exemption 

An exemption becomes effective with the transmittal of OMB/a 
letter to the agency approving an exemption. The duration of an 
exemption will be determined individually 'for each agency. This 
duration may be indefinite j or for a fixed period. Bxemptions
established for a fixed period may be renewed. An agency which 
no longer qualifies for an exemption because of a change in its 
fundi.ng level will be given one or more full fi,scal years to 
prepare the plans and reports required fram non-exempted 
agencies. 

E. Adapting GPRA Requirements for Non-exempted Agencies 

For agencies with few staff: a modest budget, and a limited 
program, the scope of GPRA plans and reports is necessarily 
different than for larger agencies. For this reason, eligible 
agencies (see section A. above) who have not received an 
exemption w~y contact their OMS Resource Management Office about 
adapting their GPRA plans and reports to reflect their si2e and 
capabilities. This contact should be initiated as soon as 
practicable. Those agencies requesting but not receiving an 
exemption (see Section C. above) may contact the Resource 
Manage:nent Office regarding an adaption. This should also be 
done as Boon as practicable following notice that a requ.ested
exemption was not approved." " . 
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Attachment 2 

SUMMARY LIST OF GPRA REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANS ~D REPORTS 

1. atrA~gic Plans 

Requirements are set out in 5 USC §306, and in Part 2 to OMS 
Circular No. A-ll, issued on September 14, 1995: 

Plan Content Requirements 

A mission statement for the agency. . 

A description of the agency's general goals and 
objectives. 

A description of how the general goals and objectives 
will be achieved, including the human, capital,
information, and other resources, and the operational 
processes l skills, and technology required to achieve 
the goals. 

A description of how the annual performance goals in 
the annual performance plan are related to the 9~neral 
goals and objectives~ 

An identification of the key, external factors that 
could significantly affect achievement of the general 
goals and objectives. 

An indication of how program evaluations were used in 
establishing goals, and a sch'edule for future 
evaluations. 

Elan Prepa~atiQD and Submission Requirements 

The transmittal of the initial plan to OMS and Congress 
by September 30, 1997. 

Providing OMB with an advance copy of the strategic 
plan prior to its transmittal to Congress. 

A revision and update of the strategic plan at least 
every three years. 

Consultation with Congress when preparing the plan. 

Consultation with interested or potentially affected 
entities to provide views and suggestions on th~ plan
during its preparation. 

A plan transmittal letter to the Congress and the 
Director of OMS. 



. .. 
'. . , 

2. Annual performange Plans 

Requirements are set out in 31 usc §1115{a). OMB has not 
yet issued supplementing guidance to agencies on the 
preparation and submission of performance plans for fiscal 
y"ar 1999 and subsequent years. 

Elan Content Reguirements 

One or more measurable performance goals for the fiscal 
year, or one or more performance indicators for qoals 
that are not measurable. 

A description of the human, capital, information, or 
other resources required to meet the perf~rmance goals. 

A description of the operational processes, skills and 
technology required to meet the performance goals. 

A description of the means 
validate measured values. 

being used to verify and 
. 

'An acknowledgment of the role and description of the 
contribution made by' non-Federal entities in preparing 
the plan. 

Alternative Form of Measurement Proyisjon 

If an agency, as part' of its waiver request, describes 
the specific, non-quantitative performance goals or 
indicators that it intends to include in its annual 
performance plan, OMS will review the proposed goals 
indicators, and may authorize the agency to use the 
alternative form of measurement (i.e.; non­
quantitative) as provided for by 31 USC §111S(b). 

or 

Plan rreparatioo and sUbmissjon ReQuirements 

The submission of the annual performance plan to OMS 
coincident with the submission of a 
agency budget request to OMS. 

fiscal year's 

The transmittal of the plan to congress at a time 
concurrent with transmittal of the agency's budget 
justification, or release'of the President's budget~ 
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3. 	 Annual Program Performance Reports 

Requirements are set out in 31 USC §1116(d). OMB has not 
yet issued supplementing guidance to agencies on the 
preparation and submission of program performance reports 
due in -2000 and subsequent years. 

Report Content 

A review of the success of achieving the performance
goal(s) for the fiscal year, by comparing actual 
performance to the target levels in the performance
goals and indicators in the annual plan. 

An explanation of why a performance goal was not met. 

The plan and schedule for achieving in the future a 
performance goal t~at was not met. 

An assessment of the performance plan for the current 
fiscal year' relative to the performance achieved in the 
preceding fiscal year. 

The summary findings of any program evaluations 
completed during the fiscal year covered by the report. 

Performance trend data. 

Re~Qrt Pce~aratiQn and Submission Requirements 

Transmittal of the annual program performance report to 
the President and congress. 

Transmitting the annual report not later than March 31 
of the year following the end of the fiscal year
covered by the report. 

4. 	 ~irements Associated with MAnAgerial Accountability an4 
Flexibility Waivers 

The waiver of administrative requirements to provide for 
greater managerial flexibility and aocountability is 
authorized by 31 USC .9703. Agencies, regardless of-size, 
may request waivers. 
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EXECUTlVE OFFlCE OF THE PRESIDENT 
eFFleE OF MANAGEMENT AND 8UDGET 

WASHlt\GTON, 0 C. 20503 

September 9, 1996 

11-96-22 
Supplement 2 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 THE HEADS OF EXEC rVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: 	 Jacob J. Lew 
Acting Director 

I 
SUBJECT: 	 Information on P rformance Aspects for Fall Review 

This memorandlli~ provides additional information (Attachment 1) 
on the performance aspects of Fall Review. A focus of Fall 
Review will be the performance goals and indicators that agencies 
propose eo include in the annual performance plans required by 
the Govern.-nent Perfo:rrna~ce and Resul ts Act (GPRA). 

Previously, OMS M.rno~andum 96-22 (April 11, 1996) and 
Supplement 1 to Memorandum 96~22 (May 31 , 1996) described efforts 
OMB will take this year to help agencies prepare to reeet the 
Iequireme~ts 0; GPRA. The main 90vernment~wide efforts are a 
S~~.er Review (now completed) on agency strategic plans, and a 
Fall Review. Excerpts from an attachment to ~emorandum 96-22/ 
which contains specific information on the timing of Fall Review 
and the age-r:cy material to be provided to OMB, are also appended 
(Attacnrnent 2). 

You~ staff should contact your OMB Resource Management 
Office for any specific questions 'or instructions on the timing 
and contlant of material for the performance aspects of Fall 
Review. 

• 
OMB has begun to draft guidance on the preparation and 

submission of the annual performance plans required by GPRA. 
Preparation Of this guidance will be a collaborative effort with 
the ag~n=iesl and we welcome your agency's participation. . 
Agencies wishing to participate should contact Walter Groszyk by 
a-mail (groszyk_W®a1.eop_sov) or FAX (202 395-5177) and indicate 
interest in receiving draft material and/or being part of an 
~nteragency work group_ 

Attachments 



Attachment 1 

SUPPLEMENT 2 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON 


PERFORMANCE ASPECTS OF FALL REVIEW 


Note: 	 This supplement is for those agencies subject to the 
GPRA requirement for preparing and submitting an annual 
performance plan for FY 1999. 

1~ 	 Relationship between Strategic Plan and Annual Performance 
Elan. In a strategic plan, the mission statement presents 
the rrain purposes for all the major functions and operations
of an agency .. The general goals and objectives -~ whether 
programmatic f policy, or management -~ develop with greater 
specificity how an agency will carry out its ~ission. The 
annual perfor.mance goals and indicators are derivative of 
these general goals and objectives. The annual goals and 
indicators define the expected progress, often incremental, 
in achieving the long-term general goals. 

An emphasis in S~~er Review was O~ how agencies 
intended to lick the general goals and objectives in,a 
strategic plan to the per£ormar-ce goals and indicators in 
the annual performance plan. As many agencies have yet to 
describe the relationship between these two sets of goals, 
the Fall Review will also focus on this element. Some 
agencies may wish to revise their draft general goals and 
objectives to bring about this linkage, and should provide 
OMS with any revision of their general goals during the 
course of Fall Review. Agencies may also consider defining 
inter.mediate outcomes or sub·goals and objectives in their. 
strategic plan, using these to help establish this link, 
while building a hierarchical pyramid of goals. 

2. 	 EerfQrmance Goals and Indicators. While the annual 
performance goals will predominately tie to the general 
goals and objectives, agencies can include annual goals for 
other programs and activities which are.not encompassed 
within the general goals and objectives. Agencies .should 
note that the strategic plan must cover only the ~ajor 
functions and operations of the agency, while the annual 
performance plan must cover every program activity, although 

. the performance data for these activities may be 
consolidated or aggregated. (GPRA defines a program, 
activity as a specific activity or project listed in the 
program and financing schedules of the annual budget of the 
United States Government~} 

Agencies may also define annual performance goals for 
supporting efforts and initiatives ~~ including changes in 
processes, significant investments in facilities or 
equipment/ cooperative steps with non-Federal governments I 

bencnmarking efforts to achieve world class systems (e.g., 



procurement performance measures referenced in OMS 
Memclrandum 96-25) I and regulatory actions where these 
represent means and approaches being used to achieve the 
general goals and objectives. 

Annual perfonna.nce goals and indicators should. ,where 
apPI'opriate, also reflect agency i::itiat.ives to set cu~tomer. 
ser\dce standards. undertake ad.-ninistrative reforms, or 
bring about agency-wide change. 

3~ 	 Alternative Forms of Setting PerfOrmance Goals. Performance 
goals should be objective, quantifiable, and measurable. 

-wr.en it is not feasible to express performance goals in such 
a U\.ianner, GPRA allows OMB to authorize agencies to cse an 
alternative form of measurement, which is described below. 
As part of Fall Review 1 agencies may propose an alternative 
form of setting goals for a pa:::ticular program activity. 

The alterr~tive form should be consistent with the 
specifications in nus (b) of GPRA. This section states 
that the alternative form shall include separate descriptive 
stat,ements of a minimally effective program and. a successful 
program with sufficient precision to allow for an accurate, 
independent determination of whether the actual performance 
meets the criteria of the description. Agencies ~~y also 
propose other alternative forms, or state why it is 
infeasible or impractical to express a performance goal in· 
any form. 

During Fall Review 1 OMB will review and discuss these 
prpposals with the agency. 

4~ 	 ~ible QiSCU5Siou Tooica_ Agencies should anticipate that 
OMS staff may include the following areas of inquiry during 
the performance aspect of Fall Review: 

where accountability will rest within the agency for 
a~hieving each of the proposed performance goals and 
indicators. 

the nature and scope of agency program managers'
participation in, and agreement with, the proposed
goals and indicators. , 

the extent to which the agency currently measures the 
performance of the proposed goals and indicators, and 
the existence t reliabilitYI and extent of baseline or 
trend data. 

the agency's future ability to measure performance of 
the proposed goals and indicators. 

2 



the reliance on entities outside the agency (e.g., 
states) to achieve the goals, or measure and =eport on 
performance. 

5. 	 Format. No display format is being prescribed for the 
agency material being submitted fo= the Performance Aspects 
of Fall Review. Agencies are encouraged to test various 
styles and modes for presenting performance in=ormation, and 
may wish to discuss style or format concepts with their 
Resource Management Office. These concepts should 
anticipate future Congressional needs, as the annual 
performance plan wi~l complement or supplant the agency
justification of estimates to Congress. 

6. 	 Consolidation. Aggregation. and Disaggregation. GPRA 
requires that an annual performance plan cover each program 
activity set forth in the budget for an agency. Agencies 
are allowed to consolidate, aggregate; or disaggregate 
perfo~Ance data for program activities to help in the 
presentation Of informative, useful, and concise plans. In 
a consolidation f a single set of performance goals and 
indicators encompasses ~wo or more program and financing 
schedules. Aggregation occurs when p~rformance goals and 
indicators are- applied~in-common to several or all Of the 
program activities listed in a single program and financing 
schedule. Individual progra~ activities are broken out into 
more discrete units in a disaggregation. and the performance
data is developed and displayed for these units. 

Agencies should identify the specific program and 
financing schedules in the budget that would be affected by 
a consolidation, aggregation, or disaggregation. 
(Aggregation in this instance applies solely to these 
schedules.) This identification should match individual 
performance goals and indicators to their associated budget 
accounts. 

7. 	 Restructuring of Budget Accounts. Consolidation, . 
aggregation! or disaggregation of performance data does not 
autQ~tically introduce'a corresponding change to the set of 
~gency budget accounts~ or to the list of projects and 
activities in a program and financing schedule. Agencies 
wishing to change t.heir account structure, or modify program
activity listings in their program and financing schedules 
to better align these with programs and thematic performance 
goals are encouraged to propose this as part of Fall Review. 
Agencies ~3y also propose to shift financing for the 
resources needed to achieve program goals to these program 
accounts and bring about a better connection of resources to 
results. PropOSing agencies should also describe their 
plans and schedules for any consultation with appropriate 
Congressional committees regarding- these changes. 
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While proposals for account realign!l1ent will b.e 
considered during Fall Review, agencies should continue 
using ,the current account structure when ma.tching the 
proposed performance goals and indicators to program and 
financing schedules. Agencies should also note provisions 
in OMB Circular No. A~llt particularly sections 11.5 and 
11.6, regarding budget accounts., 

B~ 	 ~~fied Annex. Agencies intending to prepare·a 
claflsified or non-public annex to their annual performance 
plan should contact their Resource Management Office to 
discuss the programs and activities (or parts thereof) to be 
covered in such an annex, and the types of performance goals
and indicators' that would be included therein. 

4 

/ 



Attachment 2 

FROM OMB MEMORANDUM 96·22 

rI. PERFORMANCE ASPECTS OF PALL REVIEW 

A. ~Jrmance GoalS and Indicators in General 
GPRA requires agencies to suh~t annual performance plans to 

OMB startin9 with the annual plan for FY 1999. The key feature 
of these plans are specific 1 measurable perfo~nce goals and 
indicators for an agency's major progra~ and activities. The 
first annual plan will be due to OMS in September 1997, 
concurrent with transmittal of the agency FY 1999 budget 
requests. OMB has not yet prepared specific guidance to the 
agencies on the preparation and submission of the <FY 1.999 plans_> 

B. performance Goal InfOrmation to be Provided OMB 
Agencies should provide descriptions of the perfo~nce 

goals and indicators the a'geney proposes to include in its 
performance plan for FY 1999. These descriptions should be 
sufficie~tly specific to allow a determination to be made as to 
their usefulness and value in measurir.g progr~~ performance, hew 
well they reflect the core purpose of the progr~~ or activity, 
and how well they match with the general goals and objectives in 
the strategic plan. 

Specific performance values t e.g., quantified target levels j 

for FY 1999 need not be provided as part of the description~ For 
example, a described goal would be "to reduce the rate of loan 
defaults t.O x percentage of all loa~s. outstanding in FY 1999 tt. 
The description need not include a value for x. However, in some 
instances, the performance goals may be actual milestone or 
schedule dates, or have target levels already set. In these 
instances, the specific value should be included~ 

Agencies should not provide an exhaustive list of every 
possible goal and indicator. Rather, the descriptions, when 
viewed collectively', should give a sense of the type and scope of 
the goals and indicators that would be included in the FY 1999 
performance plan. Agencies are reminded that GPRA allows 
perfor.mance plans to aggregate I disaggregate, or consolidate 
program activities I as .long as major functions or operations of 
the agency are not omitted or minimized~ 

C.. performance Goal Information.for FY 1998 
Some of the proposed performance goals and indicators are 

likely to be the same (or quite similar to) measures of program 
performance that an agency is currently uSing. Agencies should 
provide information on projected FY ~998 levels af performance 
for such measures as part of their budget request for that fiscal 
year. In preparing and presenting the FY 1998 budget. agencies 
should expect that,the amount and usefulness of performance 
information will be significantly greater than in past years. 



D. 	 Due Date for Material 
The descriptions of the propose~ performance goals and 

indicato~s for FY 1999 should be submitted to OMS with the 
agency's budget request for FY 1998~ 

E. 	 ~Lng and Structure for the Performance Aspects of Fall 
~ 
The Fall Review of the proposed performance goals and 

indicators will be conducted as a part of the hearings and 
discussions with the agency on its FY 1998 budget request~ These 
hearings and meetings generally occur between September and 
November. By Decerrber, 1996, consensus should be reached either 
on the performance goals to be included in the FY 1999 plan, or 
on the, schedule for further work to be done to define these goals 
early in CY 1997. 

The performance aspect of Fall Review will focus on the­
adequacy and relevance of the proposed performance goals and 
indicators. A major criterion will be whether the goals and 
indicators capture the essence of what a prog::am or activity 
should be achieving, and how well these reflect the performance 
expectations of those who receive, use, or purchase the services 
or products offered. As the performance goals should highlight 
those measures that agency managers use to manage, the agency's 
ability to provide timely and accurate performance data will also 
be reviewed. 

F. 	 Further Information 
Please contact your OMB Resource Management Office if you 

have questions regarding the performance aspect Of Fall' Review. 
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," .. EXECUTIVE: OFFICE OF THE PRE5IDEt\.T 


OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, O.C, 20503, 


April 14, 1997THE DIRECTOR 

M-97-03 

Supplement No. I 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: 	 Franklin D. Raines ~~_ 

Director . 


SUBJECT: 	 Additional Information on Congressional Consultation 

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) requires agencies to consult with 
Congress when developing their strategic plans. OMB Memorandum 97-03 (November 12, 
1996) provided guidance on conducting this consultation. 

In a February 25, 1997, letter to OMB, the majority leadership in the Senate and House of 
Representatives conveyed their vjews on the consultation process (see attachment 1), On 
March 17, Otvm replied to thislette, (see attacnment 2). This supplement provides your agency 
\\~th a copy of this correspondence. and further guidance on several aspects of consultation. We 
are also appending for your reference correspondence between Senator Fred Thompson, chairman 
ofthe Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, and OMB on the subject ofagencies including 
estimates of regulatory COsts in GPRA-required plans (see attachment 3), 

The Agency Transmittal Letter: The Congressional letter asked that agencies identify . 
which committees were consulted during development of the strategic plan. This identification 
should be included in your agency's transmittal letter with your completed strategic plan. In some 
instances, ajoint team comprised of Congressional members or staff of several or more 
committees may serve as a principal Congressional consultation point for your agen~y. Such 
teams should also be identified. 

. The Congressional letter also suggested that agencies prepare an addendum to the 
transmittal letter to expJain why the contrary views summarized in the transmittalletter were not 
reflected or incorporated in the plan. Agencies may wish to append this addendum to their 
transmittal letter if this would be a useful way ofinforming Congress on the disposition of such 
views. Alternatively. agencies may prefer to discuss this matter directly with the appropriate 
Congressiona1 committees at the approximate time of plan transmittal. Explanations may 
appropriately be limited to significant issues or differences, and need not be offered for every 
contrary view. 



Consultation on a Strategic Plan's DescriptioO ofAnouaJ Performance Goals: Questions 
have been raised about whether annual performance goals should be substantively discussed 
during Congressional consultation. A main element in the strategic plan is the description ofthe 
relationship between the general goals and objective in the strategic plan and the penonnance 
goats jn the annual pian, Presentation and discussion of this relationship during consultation will 
likely cover descriptions of the annual perfonnance goals, including their type and nature, and 
whether a particular measure would be useful. appropriate, informative, etc. In most instances, 
presenting illustrative measures should suffi~e. An agency need not provide specific values or 

. perfonnance t.arget levels for its FY J999 goals during consultation on its strategic plan. 

Fyr,thsrr Informatjon: Please contact your O!vrB Resource Management Office ifYOll have 
questions on Congressional consultation. 

Attachments 
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AttacJ-m:mt 1 

qtOUlJftfi of tilt 11nittb iMattf 
.alll)'ngton, lDC 20515 

"u~ ".__~_'___' 
~ I' •• _ •• 
,1'"_' ,. ."., .. . ' 

FE8 26­
Febnw:y 25, 1997 

FI1IllkIin D. Raines, Director 
Office ofMllI1lIl!ement and Budget 
11th and Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C, 20503 

Dear Director Raines: 

This year implementation ofthe Govemment Perfonnance and Results Act goes 
government,wide, as agencies are required to submit Strategic Plans to Congress by 
September 30, 1997. We have reviewed the requirements of this important act and would 
like to comment on the importance ofagency consultations with Congress. 

According to the Results Act, "when developing a strategic plan. the agency shall 
consult with Congress." Because the act does not completely specify what constitutes 
consultations, we strongly encOUll!ge that OMB, in issuing furtlier Results Act guidance 
to agencies, ensure that agencies are clear on what CongreSs expects during the coming 
year by way ofthese consultations. 

In a November 12, 1996 OMB memO to the agencies on Results Act 
consultatiOns, you stated: "Ta make consul/arions as useful as possible ...all subs/an/ive 
documents related10 strategic plans should be provided 10 OMS beforehand. and OMS 
COmments ensuring consistency with national program and budget policies should be 
incorporated before the documents are given to Congress, ,. . 

We hope that you will make it cleat to agencies that OMB does not intend to 
establish a strict "clearance» process for any draft strategic plans meant to be used for 
discussions with Congress. Suc.h a requirement would not only make the consultation 
process C1lIIlbersome, but does not reflect the itetative nature ofgovernment planning as 
envisioned by the Results Act. 

As. tesult, agencies-and in many """es bureaus within each agency-should 
begin consultations with Congress as soon as possible and should tty to complete the 
process before eonllIe,S' Au!!JlSl recess. We believe such a time line wi!! allow Congress . 
sufficient time to have productive discussions with the agencies and give your office time 
to ensure lhe final versions of the Strategic Plans are consistent with national program 
and budget policies. 



.. 


While each committee has the full discretion to handle consultations in II manner 
with which it is most comfortable, we believe the following guidelines will make the 
;"nsulmtion proceSs mpst produetive: . 

Once they have their mission, long-tenn goals and strategies roughed out, 
agencies should submit II draft phm to me Chairman and Ranking Member ofall maior 
.ethorizing, appropriating, oversight and budget committees in the House and Senate 
with jurisdiction over their programs in advance ofany ccnsultations,allowiog the draft 
document to serve as the Mug pOint for diseUssionS. The draft StI1Itegic Plans should 
contain: 

• 	 A clear and concise mission statement based on statute; 
• 	 Tangible oUI<9me goals for attaining the ageocy's mission; 
• 	 A coherent presentation and justificadon ofthe various strategies the agency plans . 

to pursue to achieve each goal; 
.. 	 An outline ofvarious outoomt-related performance measures that will be used to 

track goal and mission attainment; . 
• 	 A description ofbow the activities of the agency relate to the activities of other 

agencies with similar programs, including specific plans for how such programs 
will be coordinated; and 

• 	 Indications ofhow the mission, goals~ strategies. and petformance measures will 
be repfl'SCnted in the agency's annual petfonnance plans and reports. 

Along with the submission of the draft Strategic Plans, agencies should request a 
meeting for eonsultation at a time convenient for each committee. To the maximum 
extent possible, we will attempt to coordinate all relevant committees withiurisdiction 
over each Department or agency so as to assist in the implementation ofthe Results Act 
and reduce the duplication and overlap that congressional committees can sdd to the 
process. However, at any time, agencies should be prepared to be called upon by a 
congressional committee to begin consultations. 

Amang other issues that may he raised during consultations, agencies should be 
prepared to, 

• 	 Discuss agency consultations "'ith other co~ittees, and the nature ofcomments 
received On the pllU\i 

• 	 Identify what 'stakeholders were consulted and what views they had on the 
Strategic Plan; 

• 	 Detail how the agency "'ill coordinate its activities (especially for cross-eutting 
programs) with ather federal agencies working in similar activities; 

• 	 Provide an overview af kcy'SII'litegic issues/challenges facing their programs and 
ta what extent the strategic plan addresses them; 

• 	 State the priorities of the agency and identify wbere thcy are reflected in the 
Strategic Phm and to what extent they reflect the priorities ofCongress; 

• 	 State what their "value» is 10 the American pacple and where and how it is 
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articulated in the plan; 
• 	 Discuss how their use ofregulations or their reliance on tax expenditures will be 

used to achieve certain goals in the Strategic Plan; 
• 	 Come to • reasonable ,degiee ofagreement with th<i committees as to whet 

performance measures will be used to gauge program success-especially outcome 
measUres (In addition to • discussion ofperformance measures, agencies should 
recognize that outcome goals should be stated in • manner that allows for 
determinatioo to be made whether the goal was achieved or not.); 

• 	 IdentitY to what extent the recognized end-outcomes ofthe agency can be , 
attributed to agency activities and how external factors could impact performance; 

• 	 Explain how what the agency does is unique from activities ofother federal 
agencies, state andfOT ~~caI gov~cnts~ and private or social--sector entities 
working in the same areas; " 

• 	 Clearly outline the logic and thinking behind the goals and strategies laid out in 

the plan; 


• 	 Discuss areas where the agency is asking for increased flexibility to "break the 
mold" and pursue an "outside the box" strategy to meet a goal or execute a 
strategy; 

• 	 Discuss what type of formals for Strategic Plans, Performance Plans, and 

Performance Reports best meet the information needs ofCongress, federal line 

managers, and the general public; 

, • 	 Explain how plans and reports prepared under the Results Act wiU be ,used in the 
day-to-<lay management ofthe agency; and 

• 	 Detail how the goals, strategies, and performance measures ""II be linked to the ' 
annual budget request of the agency. 

Agencies should modify their strategic plans throughout the consultation process, 
taking into 8CCOWlt the comments received from the various congressional committees. 
As. result, agencies should continually work with relevant congressional committees on 
updated versions of the draft strategic plans, 

Finally, as previOUSly specified in OMS guidance, agencies should send final 
versions of their StJ:ategic Plans to both the Speaker of the House and President Pro 
Tempore of the Senate, in addition to the others specified in the A!'Io on or before 
September 30, 1997. In the transmittal letter, it wauld be helpful ifagencies would note 
which committees were consulted. In addition, in an addendum, the agency shauld nate 
what views Or modifications suggested were not included in the final versian ofthe plan, 
along with the TlIlional. for not including them. 

It is our hope that we have been able to Provide additional clarity to the issue of 
Results Act "consultations" with Congress. We appreciate the work OMB has been 
doing to see that the implementation,of the Results Act goes smoothly. For our part, we 
pian to encourage all House and Senate Committees to take an active role in conSultations 
on agency Strategic Plans and continue to use general oversight bearings throughout the 
yeat to monitor progress on the Results Act within the agencies. 

J 
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Thank you again for your work on implementatiOn of1he Results Act. 

Since~y, 

ewl Gingrich r ... 

Speaker of the House Senate Majority Leader 

~ 
U/~ 

Richard Anney 7 $m f:-~ 
Cbaimlan, Senate Republican~ajority Leader 
Policy Committee 

Trent Lott 

~3;ca-
Dan Bwton 
Chainnan. House Government an, Senate Govemmental 

Cbainnan, House AIlI/f'oP,riatiions 
Committee 

ceo and Vice President 

Refoffil and Oversight Committee Affairs Committee 

C~\J O-.~.'" 
Pete Domeruci 

. ~~esenateBUdget 

-:~~ 
Ted Stevens 
Cbainnan, Senate Appropriations 
Committee 

House DClI10cnrt and Republican Leadership. aU House Committee Cbainnen and 
Ranking Members 

Senate Democrat and Republican Leadership. all Senate Committee Cbaiffilen and 
Ranking Members 

Cabinet Secretaries and DeP,"Mlent beads 
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· . Attaclurent 2 

EXECUTiVe: OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFF!CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON • .D.C. 205021 


March 17. 1997 
,Hi! D1A£CTOR 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich 

Speaker of the House of 


Representatives 

Wasbington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Speaker: 

Thank you for the February 25, 1997 letter from you and your colleagues in the HOlls. 
majority leadership, providing your views on the Congressional~agency consultation required by 
the Government Performance and Results Act. This is an important matter that deserves our 
joint attention. 

Given the importance of agency strategic plans, which set forth what an agency's 

programs and operations will accomplish over a three to five year period. the statute wisely 

requires thnt agencies consu!! with d~f'. Congress and obtain the vi'tws of interested ptlbile 

stakeholders when developing these plans. While the final plans are the responsibility of the 

Executive Branch, effective consultation signals to the American public that both our branches 

are working together to provide a government that holds itselfaccountable for the effective 

expenditure of their tax dollars. 


I would like to darify OMB's clearance process regarding this consultation. Confusion 
over the matter ofclearance may have stemmed from a misunderstanding afOMB 's guidance on 
the preparation and submission ofcompleted strategic plans. This guidance specifies that 
agencies should submit these plans to OMB for interagency clearance at least 45 days before 
transmittal to C~ngress) which is to occur no later than September 30, 

This interagency clearance process does not apply to draft plans and related discussions 
witl1 Congress and other inlerested panies. As your letter notes, O~B guidance to the agencies 
on the consultation process (OMB Memorandum 97-03 dated November 12, 1996) does request 
agencics to givc OMB, in advance, copies of substantive documents being provided to Congress 
during consultation. This allows us to ensure that the docunlents are COllsislent with and 
accurately reflect national policies and this administration'5 budget and prograll) priorit)' goals 
for the period covered DY the plans. However, the time we need for this review is brief and 
should neither burden nor delay consultation. In many instances l we have already discussed 
earlier wl'sions of these documents with the agencies which will minimize the time needed for 
~my subsequent review. While we do not anticipate problems in this area. please advise us irany 
spcri lic dj rn cult ics arise. 

StnJ1t:,gic plans arc still in a f\?l'nHlt;\,C slate when consultation is conduc1ed, and we. 
expect that completed agency plans will be reflective of and responsive to Congressional views, 



However, not every proposal made duri~g consultation will be incorporated in a plan, nor every 
idea accepted. The policies underlying agency programs are determined by Congress through the 
enactment of laws, An agency's strategic plan is its commitment to achieve t~e'go81s and 
objectives that will implement these statutory policies. The final management choices on the 
pace, emphasis, and priority of accomplishments are guided by Administration priorities. and are 
essentiaHy an agency's to r:nake. 

There is no statutory specification for how consultation is to be done. OMB is using its 
guidance on how a plan is sent to Congress to underscore the importance of this key feature of 
the planning process. Our guidance requires an agency. in its letter transmitting the completed 
strategic pla.1 to Congress, to summarize the general scope and nature of its consultation, and 
include a summary of views from the Congress or public stakeholders that disagree. in a 
substantive and gennane way, with the programmatic, policy, 0;' management courses~of-action 
presented in the completed plan. By separate communication to the agencies, we \viU'also ask 
that the summary identify the Committees consulted t as you suggested. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the agency heads together with a copy of your letter 
to me. This correspondence wilJ reaffirm 10 the agencies the importance of a meaningful 
consultation process. 

We are heartened by the strong interest being sho~ by the Congress in this Act and we 
appreciate the efforts you and House Majority Leader Anney have initiated to foster a 
coordinated consultation process in the House between each agency and its relevant committees. 
We agree with House Majority Leader Armey's statement that this Act is hi-partisan and non­
ideological and we look fonvard to working with members from both sides of the aisle in both 
houses to implement thiS legislation successful1y. 

Sincerely, 

Franklin D. Raines 

Identical Letter to: 

House Democrat and Republic3n Leadership. all Iiouse Committe!! Chninnan llnd 
Ranking Members , 

Senate Democrat and RepuhUc.'\n Leadersbip. all Senate Committee Chairman alld 
Ranking Members 

cc: Cabir.et Sectewries and Departmen1 Heads 

http:Cabir.et


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFIC£. OF MA.NAGE:MENT ANO BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, Q,C. 20503 


Karch 11. 1991THE OIAECTOR 

The Honorable Trent Lott 

Majority Leader 

United States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Mr. Leader: 

Thank you for the February 25~ 1997 letter from you and your colleagues in the Senate 
majority leadership, providing yOW' views on the Congressional·agency consultation required by 
the Government Perfonnance and Results Act. This is an important matter that deserves our 
joint attention, 

Given the importance of agency strategic plans, which set forth what an agency's 
programs and operations win accomplish over a three to five year period, the statute wisely 
requires that agef'l.des consult with the Congress ana obtain the views of Interested public 
stakeholders when developing these plans. While the final plans are the responsibility of the 
Executive Branch, effective consultation signals to the American public that both our branches 
are working together to provide a government that holds itself accountable for the effective 
expenditure of their tax dollars. 

I would like to clarify OMB's clearance process regarding this consultation. Confusion 
over the matter ofclearance may have stemmed from Ii misunderstanding afOMB's guidance on 
the preparation and submission of completed strategic plans. This gujdance specifies that 
agencies should submit these plans to OMB for interagency clearance at least 45 days before 
transmittal to Congress. whicb is to occur no later than September 30. 

This interagency clearance process does not apply to draft plans and related discussions 
with Congress and other interested parties. As your letter nOles, OMB guidance to the agencies 
on the consultation process (OMB Memorandum 97~03 dated November 12, 1996) does request 
agencies to give OMB, in advance, copies of substantive documents being provided to Congress 
during consultation. This allows us to ensure that the documents are consistent with and 
accurately reflect national policies and this administration '5 budget and program priority goa!s 
for the period covered by the plans, However, the lime we need for this review is briefand 
should neither burden nor delay consultation, h1 many instances. we have already discussed 
earlier versions of these documents witb the agencies which will minimize the time needed for 
any subscquent review. While we do not anticipate problcms in this area, please advise us jfany 
specific difficulties arise, 

StnHcgic plans are still in Ii fomlatiYe stale when consuhatiol1 is conducted, and \\·c 
expect t~1al completed agen'cy plans win be reflective ofand responsive to Congressional vie\...,s. 
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However, not every proposal made during consultation will be incorporated in a plan, nor every 
idea accepted. The policies underlying agency programs are detennined by Congress through the 
enactment of laws. An agency~s strategic plan is its commitment to achieve the goals and 
objectives that will impJement these statutory policies. The final management choices on the 
pace, emphasis> and priority ofaccomplishments are guided by Administration priorities, and are 
essentially an agency's to make. 

There is no statutory specification for how consultation is to be done. OMB is using its 
guidance on how a plan is sent to Congress to underscore the importance of tbis key feature of 
the planning process. Our guidance requires an agency, in 11.'1 tetter transmitting the completed 
strategic plan to Congress. to swnmarize the general scope and nature of its consultation, and 
include a summary of views from the Congress or public stakeholders that disagree, in a 
subs~antive and gennane 'WilY, with the programmatJc~ policy. or management courses-of-action 
presented in the completed pian, By separate communication to the agencies, we will also ask 
that the SUtnn:tary identify the Committees consulted, as you suggested. 

J am sending a. eepy of this letter to the agency heads together with a copy ofyour letter 
to me. This correspondence will reaffirm to the agencies the importance of a meaningful 
consultation process. 

We are heartened by the strong interest being shoy.'n by the Congress in this Act and in . 
working to bring about its successful introduction over the next year, We also appreciate the 
effort that the Speaker and House Majority Leader Richard Anney bave initiated to foster a 
coordinated consultation process in the House between each agency and its relevant committees, 
This approach holds such promise that we ask you to consider whether a similar process might be 
tried in the Senate. We be\ieve this would help improve the substance of the consultation as well 
as aUow it to be done more efficiently. 

We agree with House Majority Leader Armey's statement tl13t this Act is bi~partisan and 
non·ideological and we look forward to working with members from both sides of {he aisle in 
both houses to implement this legislation successfull:\', 

Sincerely> 

Identical Letter to: 

Honse Dcmocr.(n and Republican Leadership, all House Commiuee Chairman and 
Ranking tvkmbcrs 

Senatt: Democral and Republican Leadersliipl all Senale Commiu~c Ch'litman and 
Ranking klcmbers 

cc: Cabinet Secretaries and Department Heads 
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COMMITTEE ON~., iN'tNlt.,ttUf ~AfCI(;(IqfCSa 


LtI»lNlDwtJ:/1.$......,."., ITNW ~ GOVERNMENTAL AFfArRS 


WASHINGTON. OC 205tl).6250 

pebruary 24, 1997 

The Honorable Franklin D. Raines 
Direct.or 
Office of 	Management and Budget 
Washingt"n, D. C" 20503 

Subject: 	 Implementation of the Government performance and 
Results Act 

Dear Mr. Raines: 

I write to express my interest in working with you and 
others in the Administration to successfully implement the 
Government Performance and Results Act ("GPRA"J. I believe that 
GPRA has great potential to improve the efficiency, effectiveness 
and accountability of the Federal Government. This is why GPRA 
was enacted into law with broad bipartisan support, and this is 
why I b.elieve \-le must ",'or1\. together to ensure that GJ:lRA r.12CtS its 
potential~ As the new Chairman of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, which authorized GPRA, I have a particular 'interest in 
overseeing its government-wide implementation.· Unfortunately, I 
am concerned that the agencies ma'y misapprehend their 
,responsibilities under 

< 

thi~ statute. 

AS you know, 'GPRA requires the head of each agency to submit 
its strategic plan to Congress by September 30. 1997. Each 
strategic plan must include. among other things. general agency
goals and objectives, as well as a description of how those goals
and objectives will be achieved. Many regulatory agencies 
achieve their goals and objectives through regulation. which 
requires off¥budget expenditures by the private or governmental
parties that are regulated. as well as other off~budget costs. 
such as and loan guarantees. These off-budget costs can far 
exceed the on'budget expenses incurred by the regulating agency. 
Therefore. it is critical that congressional and Executive Branch 
managers understand how both on-budget resources and off-budget 
costs wil~ achieve agencY goals and objectives. I als9 believe 
that the public has a right to know this information. 

. However. I understand that agencies are developing their 
strategic plans without considering the role of regulatory costs 
and other off·budget expenditures in meeting their goals and , , 
objectives. If agency strategic plans fail to address the issue 
of off'budget costs. I am concerned that the entire GPRAplanning 
process will be undermined. Since the primary input Into 
achieving many agency goals and objectives are off'budget 
expenditures. especially regulations, it will be difficult for 
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Congress and the·Executive Branch to judge the efficiency and 
effectiveness of Federal proqrams unless agencies demonstrate the 
role of off-budget costs in meeting. their goals and objectives. 

I would appreciate it if you would inform me at your
earliest convenience whether the aqencies t as they develop their 
strategic plans, are directly considering the role of regulatory 
and other off-budget costs in meeting their goals and objectives~ 
If they are not •. I would appreciate any suggestions on how we 
could solve this problem. I 10 forward to working with you. 

l'T:prn 

\ 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


OFF[CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, O.c. :2O!m 


THE DIAECyoq April 11. 1997 

The Honorable Fred Thompson 
Chainnan 
Senate Committee on Governmental Amirs 
United States Senate 
WashinglQn, D,C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

Thank you for your letter ofFebruary 24, 1997, expressing your interest in working with 
the Administration to implement successfuUy the Government Penonnance and Results Act and 
suggesting that agencies consider regulatory and other non·Pederal costs when developing the 
strategic plans required by this Act. 

We agree that Congress and managers in the Executive Branch need to understand bow 
both on-budget and non·Federal spending will heip achieve agency goals and objectives. 
In our September 1995 guidance on preparing strategic plans. we specified that, as appropriate, 
agencies should describe any expected reliance on regulatio~ tax expenditures. or dedicated fees 
and eoUections in helping achieve the general goals and objectives in their plans. 
As strategic plans are prepared at a leve1 ofgenerality consistent with a five-year or longer time 
horizon" estimates ofcost and benefits of individual regulations may not be available or 
appropriate for inclusion. Ifestimates of the cost and benefit ofeconomically significant 
regu1ations exist, and such information will be appropriate and informative. it should be included 
in strategic plans. 

We wiH also be issuing guidance on preparing and submitting annual perfonnance plans 
which contain more detailed infonnation specific to a fiscal year. We win be pleased to share 
this additional information with you when it is issued . 

. 1 appreciate your interest in this matter and look forv.'aTd to working with you to ensure 
the successful implementation of this important legislation. . 

Sincerely~ 

Franklin D. Raines 
Director 



• •, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE, PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHIN~TON, o.c. 2O!K)3
/~'CD. . 

May 19, 1997
THE 01ReCTOR 

. 
The Honorable Bob Livingston 
Chairman . . 
Committee on Appropriations 


., U.S. House ;,fRepresentatives 

Washington, D,C. 20515·6015 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In its repan on Budgeting/or Federal Capilal (GAO/AIMD-97·S; l'avember 12, 1996), 
the General Accounting Office recommended certain actions by the Office of Management and 
Budget. This leiter responds to those recommendations. ' 

The two recommendalions to OMB, which appeared on page 84 ofthe GAO rsport, Were 
as follows: 

GAo recommends that the Director of the Office of Managemenl and Budget continue 
OME', top-level focus on fixed·asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to proinote flexible budgetary mechanisms that, help agencies accommOdate 
the consistent application ofup-front funding requirements while rpaintainlng 
opportunities for ap~ropriate congressional oversight and control. 

As OMB continues to integrnte GPRA requirements into the budget proces" GAO 
recommends that IheDirector of the Office ofManagement and Budget, ensure that 
agencies' capiUlI plans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
perfonnance plans. In addition, O:MB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost, 
schedule, and perfonnance goals are monitored as required by FASA. 

As a general comment, we have been working closeJy with GAO for several years in a 
veri cooperative way to improve planning. budgeting, and the acquisition ofcapital assets. GAO 
shared with us. preliminary draft ofBudgeting/or Federal Capital, and met with .s before its 
completion to discuss the r<pM. In this same cooperative framework, GAO has been 
participating wilh OMBa,fld many Federal agencies in the development of. "Cepilal 
Programming Guide,' which OMB plans to release in June. The purpose ofthe Guide is to 
provide professiorulls in the Federat Government with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting, acquisition, and management ofcapillll assets, GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding capital programming in State and-locafgovemments and 
the private seetor that will complement the Guide, .We are pleased that GAO, atthe request of 
the Congress, has taken" an interest in this important area. 
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND eUOOET 


WASH1NGTQN, nc, ~'O$ 


THE DIRECTOFt May 19. '1997 

The Honorable John Glenn 

Ranking Member 

Committee on GOvernmental Affairs 

United States Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Senator Glenn: 

In its report on Budgetingfor Federal Capital (GAOIAIMD·97·S; November 12, 1996), 
the General Accounting Offiee recommended certain aetions by the Office ofManagement and 
Budget. This letter responds to those recommendations. . 

The two recommendations to OMB, wruch i1Ppeared on page 84 of the GAO report, were 
as follows:' . 

GAO recommenda that the Director of the Office ofManagement and Budget continue 
OMB 's top·level focus on fixed·asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that help agencies accommodate 
the consistent application ofup-front funding requirements white maintaining 
opponunities for appropriate congressional ove~jght and control. 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommenda that the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, ensure that 
agencies' capital plans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
performance plans; In addition, OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost, 
schedule, and performanc" goals are monitored as required by FASA. 

As a general comment, we have been working closely with GAO for several years in a 
very cooperative way to improve planning, budgeting, arid the acquisition ofcapital assets ..GAO 
shared with us a preliminary draft ofBudge1ing/or Federal Capitol, and met with us before its 
completion to discuss the report. In this same cooperative framework, GAO has been 
participating with OMB and many Federal agencies in the development of a "ClIPital 
Programming Guide," which OMB plans to release in lune. The purpose of the Guide is to 
provide professionals in the Federal Government with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting, acquisition, and management ofcapital assets. GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding capital programming in State an~ Joc~l govenunents and 
the private sector that will complement the Guide.· We are pleased that GAO, at the rcquest of 

, the Congress, has taken an interest in"this importl[lnt area. . 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, o.c. 2Oe03 


May 19, 1997THE DIRECTOR 

·The.Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 
CommiUee on Government Refonn and Oversight­
u.s. House ofRepresentatives 
Washington, D.C:20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chninnan: 

In its report on Budgeting/or F<deral Capital (GAO/AIMD·97·5; November 12, 1996), 
the General Accounting Office recommended certain actions by the Office ofManagement and 
Budget. This letter responds to those recommendations. . 

The two recommendations to OMB, which appeared on page 84 ofthe GAO report, were 
as follows: 

GAO reconunends that the D"irectOT of thc" Office ofMan~gcme.T)~ and Budget continue 
OMB 's top-level focu.s on fixed-asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that help agencies accommodate 
the consistent application of up-front fimding requirements while maintaining 
opportunities for appropriate congressional oversight an4 control. 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommends that the Director ofthe Office ofManagement and Budgetl ensure that ' 
agencies' capita! plans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
performance plans. In addition, OMB should continue its efforts to ensuie that cost, 
schedule, and performance goals are monitored as required by FASA. 

As. general comment, we have been working closely with GAO for several years in a 
very cooperative way to improve planning, budgeting, and the acquisition ofcapital assets. GAO 
shared with us a preliminary draft ofBudgeting/or Federal Capital, and met with us before its 
completion to discuss the report. In this same cooperative fumework, GAO has been 
participating with OMB and many Federal agencies in the development of a UCapital 
Programming Guide," which OMB plans to release in June. The purpose of the Guide is to 
proyjde professionals in the Federal Government with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting, acquisition. and management ofcapital assets, GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding capital programming in State and local govenunents and 
the private sector that will complement the Guide. We are pleasea that GAO, at the request of . , 
the Congress, has taken an interest in this important area:· 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
o~flCE OF MANAO£MENT AND BUDGET . 

WASHINGTON, DC. 2¢5O:l 

. THE CIIRECTOR 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Member 

Conunittee on Govennnent Refonn and Oversight' 

U,S, House ofRepresentatives . 

Waslmgton, rl.C, 20515 


,Dear Representative Waxman: 

In its report on Budgetingfor Federal Capirol (GAOIAIMD-97-5; November 12, 1996), 
the General Accounting Office reeonunended certain actions by the Office of Management and 
Budget. This letter responds to those recommendations, 

The two recommendations to OMB, which appeared on page 84 ofthe GAO report. were 
as follows: 

GAO recommends that the Director of the Office of Management and Budget continue' 
OMB's lop-level focus on fixed-asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that help agencies accommodate 
the consistent application ofup*tfont funding requirements while maintaining 

. opportunities for appropriate congressional oversight and control 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommends that the Directorof the Office'of Management and Budget, ensure that 
agencses' capital plans flow fr9m and ar~ based upon their strategic and annual 
performance plans. In addition.. OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost, 
schedule, and performance goals are monitored as required by FASA. 

As a general comment. we have been working closely with qAO for several years in a 
very cooperative way to improve plaruling, budgeting, and the acquisition ofcapital assets, GAO 
shared With us a preliminary draft ofBudgeting/or Federal Capital, and met with us before its 
completion to discuss the report, In this same cooperative franlework, GAO has been 

participating with OMS and many F eder.1 agencies in the development of a "Capital 

Programming Guide," which OMB plan, to'release in rune. The purpose ofthe Guide is to 

provide professional~ in the Federal Government with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting. acquisition, and management ofcapital assets. GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding Capital programming in State and local gov~ents and 
the private sector that will complement ~e Guide. We are pleased that GAOl at the request of 
the Congress, has taken an interest in this important area. 

: ' 
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EXECllTlVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFfiCE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 2O!l03 

May 19, 1?97TH£ DIReCTOR 

The.Honorable David R. Obey 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representlltives 
Washngton, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Obey; 

In its repo!1 on Budgetinglor Federal Capital (GAOIAIMD·97-5; November 12, 1996); 
the General Accounting Office recommended certain actions by Ibe Office of Management and 
Budget. This letter reeponds to those recommendations. . 

The two recommendations to OMB, which appeared on page 84 of the GAO report, wer" 
as follows; 

GAO recommends that the Director of the Office ofManagement and Budget continue 
OMB', top-level focus on fixed-asset acqui,itions 10 include wooong with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that help agencies accommodate 
the consistent application ofup-front funding requirements while maintaining 
opponunitie;s for appropriate congressional oversight and control. 

AJJ OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommends that the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, ensure that 
agencies' capital plans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
perfonnance plans. In addition, OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost, 
scbedule, ~d perfonnance goals are monitored as requi~ed by FASA. " 

AJJ • general comment, we have been working closely with GAO for several yem in a 
very cooperative way to improve planning, budgeting, and the acquisition of cap.ital assets, GAO 
abared with us a preliminary draft ofBudgeting/or Federal Capita{and met with us bOfore its 
completion to discuss the report. In this same cooperative framework, GAO has been . 
participating with OMS and many Federal agencies in the development ofa "Capital 
Programming Guide," which OMB plans to release in June. The purpose of the Guide is to 
provide professionals in the Federal·Gov.ernm~l with a b~ic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting, acquisition, andmanagement ofcapital asSetS. GAO has 
identified leading practices ,..garding c.pital programming in St.te and local governments and 
the private sector that will complement the Guide. We are pleased that GAO, at the request of 
the Congress, has taken an" interest in this important area. 



, . 

We agree with both of the GAO recommendations.' and we have continued to take actions 
recently to cany out the steps that they support. . .... 

GAO'; first recommeiJ.dation· was for fleXible budgetary ·mechanisms to .ccolnmodate the 
consistent application ofup-front funding. This is supported by the Administration's Principles 
ofBudgeting for Capital Asset Acquisitions, which were published as part of the FY /998 Budget 
and-also as a "eparate docqment. The Principles support full up-front funding:which requires 
that budget authority sufficient to complete a useful segment ofa capital project (or the entire 
capital project, if it is not divisible into ·useful sesments) ·must be appropriated before any 
obligations for the useful segment (or project) may De incurred. Full up-front furiding.is 
important because it allows segments to proceed with certainty that funds are available to 
complete them, acknowledges the full cost in advance, and establishes a baseline cost for 
accountability. The Principles provide f1e~ibility as a ~sult of: . 

the application a/the concept 10 useful segments. A ,useful segment is a part of a capital 
project that will have significant programmatic use (i.c., the benefits exceed the costs) 
even ifoo additional funding is enacted. This means that if the project can be divided 
into such segments (e.g., one.building in a campus of buildings, or a separate module ofa 
larger information technology capital purchase), the entire project need not be funded to 
follow the full funding rule. ' 

advance appropriations . .The full amount of budget authori.ty in the b~dget year may 
result in an unrealistic one~time and tempqrary "spike" or "lump" in that year if the 
capital project is relatively large. Many benefits of full funding can be captured and 
lumpiness can be avoided by the flexible use of both regular' and advance appropriations,' 
i.e., by enacting the full amount ofbudget authority in advance but by making some of it 
av.ailabJe in the budget year and some of it in later years. 

separate capital acquisition Q(:counts. When capital projects are aggregated in several 
capital acquisition accounts in an agency, the problem of lumpiness can be ameliorated 
because funding for different projects. each year can result in roughly smooth and level 
funding from year to year. In addition. ifit is not level, then the cause of the increase can 
be shown to be temporary,"and it can be explained and justified separately. The use of 
capital acquisition accounts was encouraged in Part 3 of Circular A~11. as it was in prior 
years in bulletins on this subject~ and is sUPporte9 in the Principles. . 

The FY 1998 Budget incorporates an initial effort tc? implement this approach. In 
recognizing tbe importance of up front funding and flexibility, the budget requested full funding 
for all new acquisitions in the budget year. For many ongoing projects, full funding waS 
requested through advance appropriations in future years. Projects proppsed for full funding in 
this budget that might h~ve heen 'incremen'tally funded in the past affect the Army Corps of 
Engineers, NASA, and the Departments of Commerce, Energy,Health and Human Services, 
Interior, Justice, Transportation, and Treasury. The amounts appear in Tabl.e 6~5 (p.·116) o[the ' 
Ana~ytical Perspectives vo}ume of the FY 1998 Budget, 
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OMB recognizes that 1h;'1I$e of full funding is a new approach for some agencies, and we 
look forward to continued discussions with the Congress on the best way to capture the benefits 
of full fundiDg and ensnrc appropriate oversight and control. 

The s=oo recommendation asked tl!at OMB ensnre that agency capit.1l plans How from 
Sirategic and anoual performance plans. prep.fed pursuant to the Government Perfonnanceand 
Results Act (GPRA). and that cost, schedule, and performance goals are monitored as required 
by the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act (FASA).. . 

OMB supports this recommendation very strongly. OMB is now 'in the process of 
revising its annual Circular A~llJ which contains instructions to agencies on how they are to 
prepare their bOOget requests for FY 1999. Both Part 2 ofthe Cireular, which addresses GPRA 
requirement4, and Part l, which addr..... planning and budgeting for the acquisition ofcapital 
assets, will strongly support these goals. These goals were stated very clearly in the bulletins to 
the agencies on fixed assets in 1994 and 1995 and in .Part 3 of the Circular last year, which 
replaced the bulletins. This recommendation is also supported by the Principles. 

In addition to the required rePorting in response to the Circular, OMB plans to issue in 
June a flCapiul Programming Guide," which makes·recommendations to the agencies on how to 
plan, budget, procure, and manage capita! assets. A central feature of the Guide i. to provide 
sper.ific and prominent goidance to ehsure that the ageney capital plan suggested in the Guide is 
designed to carry out the strategic and anaual performance plans prepared pursuant to GPRA.. . 	 . 

We support GAO's work in this area.and look forward to wotking with yourcomminee. 
and the Congress to help ensure better planning, budgeting, acquisition) and management of 
capita! assets. 

Sincerely, 

Franklin D, Raines 
Director 

cc: 	 Paul Posner 
Director> Budget ·Issues 
General Accounting Office 

Identica! Letter Sent to The Honorable Fred Thompson, 

The Honorable Ted Stevens, The Honorable Robert C. Byid, 

The Honorable Bob Livingston, The Honorable John Gle()ll, . 


The Honorable Dan Burton, The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, 

.and. The Honorable David R. Obey 
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GAO -- ,~ 

B-l!61811 

NoveIltber 12. 1996'•· 
• The Honotible Fnmldin D. RaInes 

Director. 0Ilice of Management 

and Budget
~ 

,,I Dear Mr. lWnes:Ii 
Enclosed are eoples of aU!' repolt on lruilgeting for fede<3l capltal. We condu~,j' 
our work at the request of the Chairman of the .Ifowie CoinInittee 011 Covemment 
Reform.end Over.iighL " .; " 

I ' 'IbIs report cimwns """"mmendatioruo to you. The head of a f.der3l ~ is ' 
required by 31 USC. 720 to sul:nnit a written sta"""""t on actions taken on our 

I 
 l-ecommend.atlans to the Senate Committee on Gorernmentlll Aftliirs lII\d the Robo. 

Committee on Govemment Retonn and Ovemight no later than 60 days after the 
date of this lcttei-. A written statement also must be sent to the House and Sen:iteI', Committees on Approprlations with the agency's !lIst'rCQJ>est for approprialions 
",ad. more than 60 days lifter the date of this letter.I , 

,i . 
, , SInc<reIy yours. 
, , 


I 
! 

I
! 


Paul 1. Posner 

lJlrect.or. Budget lssue:o 


Enclosures (2) 
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 --.­GAO 

B-261817 

. N....",.ber 12, 19IJ6 
. 

.The Honorable Fra:OOn D. R8ines 
Director, 0fIire of Mlmagement 

And Budget 

. . 
Enclosed are copies of our report on budgeting for fedezal capital. We conducted 
ollr wctk at the n>qUeSt of the Cha!.mum of the Bouse Ccnuni.tIe<o Oil Gove.uu\\ent 
Refonn IIIld o-mght. 

'Ihls tepOrt CXll'\tBlt\s =mmendalions to fOIl. The bead or I< fodmal agonq Is . 
~ by 31 U.s.C. '120 to submit" w:ri~_t enoellmul t.alren on our, 
~ans to the SenItI! Coll1l!lltOOe on Gov'emmental AtliWs and the HoUoe . 
Ccmm1Uec .on Gcvemment Retamt and Overnigbt no later than 60 days after the 
date of this Iettei-, A wrlUen statement also must be sent to the House IIIld Semite 
ComtnitleeS on Approptialions with tllti agency's l!rst reQ)lest for "PPropriations 
ma.de InOre than 60 da;ys after the date of this 1eUcr. 

Slru:cre1y yours, 

Paul L. Posner 
.DIl:¥!ctoc,Budget Issues 
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, . EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIOENT 
OFFICE 	OF MANAGEMENT AND eUDGET 

WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20503 

May 19,THE DIRECTQR 	 1997 

The Honoiable Fred Thompson 
Chainn"" 
Committee on Govemmenuil Affairs 
United States, Senale 
Washington, D,C, 20510-6250 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In its report on Budgetingfor Federal Capital (GAOIAIMD-97-5; November 12, 1996), 
the General ,Accounting Office recommended certain actions by the Office ofManagement and 
Budget. This letter responds to those recommendations. 

The two recommendalions to OMB, which apl'eared on page 84 of the GAO report, were 
as follows: 

GAO recommends that the Director ofthe Office ofManagement and Budget continue ' 
OMB's toP-level focus on fixed-asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that bell' agencies accommodate 
the consistent apptication of upNfronl funding requirements while maintaining 

. oppor1Wlitie's for appropriate congressional oversight and contro1. 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommends that the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, ensure that 
agencies' capital plans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
performance plans, In addition. OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost) 
schedule, ~d performance goals are monitored as required by FASA. ' 

As a general comment, we have been working closely with GAO for several years in a 
very cocperatiy. way to improve planning; budgeting, and the acquisition ofcapital assets, GAO 
shared with us • prelimimuy draft ofBudgetingfor Federal Capital, and met with us before ils 
compIetion to discuss: the report. In this same cooperative framework. GAO has been 
participating with OMB and many Federal agencies in the dev~lopment of a "Capital 
Programming Guide," wbich OMB plans w'release in June. The pUlJlOse orthe Guide is to 
provide profes'siona}s in the Federal Government with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning. budgeting, acquisition, and management ofcapit.1 assetS, GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding capital programming in State and locaJ'governmenis and' . 
the private sector that will cOmplement the Guide, We are ple...ct that GAO, at the request of' ' 
the Congress, has taken 311' interest in this important area. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFF'ICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO eUDGET· 


WASHINGTON, P"c. ~03 


May 19, 1997THE ,OllUtCTOR 

·The.Honorable Ted Stevens 
Chairman 
Committcc on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
Wasbington,D.C, 20510·6025 • 

Dear Mr, Chairman: 

In its report on BudgetingJor Federal Capital (GAOIAIMD·97.5; November 12, 1996), 
the General Accounting Office recommended certain actions by the Office of Management and ' 
Budget. TIiis letter responds to those recommendations, ' 

The two recommendations to OMB, which appeared on page 84 of the GAO report, were 
as follows; 

GAO recommends that the Director ofthe Office of Management and Budget continue 
OMS's top.level focus on fixed·asset acquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mech.rusms that help agencies accommudate 
the consistent application ofup~front funding requirCVlents while maintaining 
opportunities for appropriate congressional oversight and controL 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process, GAO 
recommends that the Director of the Office ofManagement and Budget, ensure th.t 
agencies' capital plans flow from and are based upon theIr strategic and annual 
performance plans. In addition, OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost. 
scheduJe. and perform,anee goals are monitored as required by FASA. 

, . 

As a general comment, we have been working closely with GAO for several years in a 
very cooperative way to improve phmning, bul.igeting. and the acquisition of capital assets. GAO 
shared with us a preliminary draft ofBudgeringJor Federal Capital; and met with us b'efore its 
completion to discuss the report. ·In this same cooperative framework, GAO has been . 
participating with OMB and many Federal agencies in the devClopment of a ·Capital 
Programming Guide; which OMB pl.ns to release in June, The pUIpOse of the GUide is to 
provlde professionals in the Federal Govemmept with a basic reference on principles and 
techniques for planning, budgeting, acquisition. an~ management ofcapital assets. GAO has 
identified leading practices regarding capital programming in S~t~ and local governments and 
the private sector that will complement the Guide, We are pleased that GAO, at lhe request of 
the Congress, has taken ~ interest in this important area, 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT. 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND SUOG£T " 

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20$0' 

THE OIRE:CTOR' 	 .May 19, 1997 

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd 

Ranking Member 


. 	Committee on Appropriations 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Byrd: 

In its report on Budgetingfar Federal Capiral (GAOIAll\1D-97-5; November 12. 1996), 
the General ACCOWlting Office recommended certain actions by the Office of Management and 
Budget. This lerter responds to those recommendstions . 

. The two recommendsl;';ns to OMB. which appeared on page!l4 of the GAO report, were 
as follows: 

GAO ~omznen({s L~at the Director of the Office ofManagemf'nt Md Budget continue 
OMB's top-level focus on fixed-asset a.cquisitions to include working with agencies and 
the Congress to promote flexible budgetary mechanisms that help agencies accommodate 
the consistent application of up-front funding requirements while maintaining 
QPpoftunities for appropriate congressional oversight and c0!1trol. 

As OMB continues to integrate GPRA requirements into the budget process) GAO 
recommenas that the Director of the Office ofManagement and Budget, ensure that 
agendes1 capital p1ans flow from and are based upon their strategic and annual 
performance plw. In addition. OMB should continue its efforts to ensure that cost, 
schedule, and performance goals are monilored as required by FASA. 

As a general corrunent, we have been working close1y with GAO for several years in a 
very cooperative way to improve planning, budgeting, and the acquisition ofcapital assets. GAO 
shared with us a preliminary draft ofBudgetingfor Federal Capiral, and met with us hefore its 
completion to discuss the report. In this' same cooperative framework, GAO haS been· 
participating with OMB and many Federal agencies in the development ofa "Capital 
Program~ing Guide," which OMB plans to release in June~ The pu,rpose of the Guide is to 
provide professionals in the Federa! Govetrunent with a basic reference cn principles and 
techniques fOT planning, budgeting •. acquisition, and managem~t ofcapita) assets, GAO has 
idenlified leading practices regarding ~apital progranuningin State and local governments and 
the privale sector that will complement the Guide. We are pleased thai GAO, at the request of 
the Congress, has taken-an, interest in this important area. 



STATEMENT OF 

FRANKLIN D. RAINES 


DIRECTOR 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

BEFORE THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 


AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES 

JUNE 24, 1997 


Chainnim Stevens, Chairman Thompson, I am pleased to appear at this joint hearing 
of the Senate Appropriations and Governmental Affairs Committees this morning, and to' 
discuss the importance to the Government and the American public of the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). I am joined by John Koskinen, OMB's 
Deputy Director for Management, who has had a central role during the past three years in . 
OMB's GPRA implementation effort. 

My stat"ment will be brief. To my statement, I have appended a summary of the 
major provisions of this Act, and recent actions to carry these out. 

We are about one mont:p. away from the fourth anniversary ofGPRA enactment, and 
three months away from when the Act takes effect government-wide. So this is a timely 
opportunity to review yvhere we are and what further work needs to be done. 

Let me start with an important principle. This Act was drafted and enacted in a 
spirit of bipartisanship. It is essential that this spirit continue, as it has over these four 
years, to be a featured aspect of implementation if we are to bring about the better 
government that we all seek. 

The potential impact on the public if this law is implemented effectively should not 
be underestimated ..One reason for the.deep disaffection with government in this country at 
all levels -- state, local, and national -- is that we poorly explain to the American public 
why the govemment does what it does. 

Under this Act, we will be discussing with each other, and showing the public, what 
the goals should be for our major programs and activities. Once these goals are' defined, 
accountability will be established for the progress made in achieving those goals. Being , 
able to answer the public's questions about what they get for the mo~ey we spend should 
go a long way toward restoring their faith in the ability and interest of the government to 
do the right thing. 

, This is an era of fiscal limits. Resources are scarce. Not every priority can be met, 
nor all needs satisfied. Every program must count. So we must ask: Which programs arc 
effective, and which are not? Which programs are efficient, and which are not? GPRA is 
intended to help all ofus obtain better answers to those questions. 



Let me now briefly summarize those aspects ofGPRA implementation that are our 
most immedi.u'te focus, 

Strategic Plans 

GPRA requires Federal agencies to submit a strategic plan to Congress and OMB 
not later than September 30, 1997. Further, when preparing their strategic plans, agencies 
must consult with Congress. 

Strategic plans set the general course and direction for what agencies will be doing 
over the next five years, and longer. Strategic plans are built from a smtutory base of 
enacted legislation. These laws state the purpose and intent of Congress and the President 
when programs are established and funded. The process of preparing these plans allows 
both the Executive and Congress to examjrie~ in a fresh and comprehensive way, the whole 
structure ofprograms, projects, and initiatives put in place over decades. 

The specifications for a strategic plan and the process for developing those plans are 
defined in 42 lines oftext in the United States Code. The specifications are straightforward 
and uncomplicated. But no one should be misled into thinking that preparing a strategic 
plan is easy or simple. Only a short period and a quick effort is needed to produce a 
superficial plan, one reflecting little participation by agency leadership. What we arc now 
seeing, belatedly in some instances to be sure, are earnest endeavors across the agencies to 
produce substantive plans and engaging, in a serious way, agency leaders in the process. 

For a pllm to have meaning and consequence, it must be the product of a 
deliberative consideration of what can be realistically accomplished. Priorities must be 
assigned, choices made, and commitments given. As an OMB staffer recently reported 
after attending 9: strategic planning session at an agency, the underlying maxim for the 
session was ~'rfthere is no pain) then we aren't doing it right." 

Agency Implementation to Date 

As we near the September date when completed strategic plans are to be sent to 
Congress, I share the concern that much work is still to be done, and the time for doing it is 
growing short. Let me outline the seope ofthe task remaining. About half of the 
departments and largest agencies are in good shape or making real progress. The other 
half must make a substantial effort if they are to produce credible plans by September. 
Nine ofthese departments and agencies have yet to submit a sufficiently complete draft 
strategic plan to Congress to provide a basis for substantive consultation. 

Many plans remain in a fonnative state. Required elements are often still being 
developed. In some plans! agencies are finding it easier to describe internal management 
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activities than to define program goals. In other instances, we are reviewing whether the 
goals in the plan realistically match what can be achieved with the resources likely to be 
available. For the past two years, OMB has done intensive assessments of the agency 
strategic planning effort, and looked al early iterations ofthe plans. While most agencies 
have made substantial progress, the assessments revealed several areas where further work 
is needed. MallY agencies are having difficulty describing the relationship between the 
long~term "goals in the strategic plan and their annual perfonnance goals. Also, agencies 
understandably have first focuscd on their ovm programs, and are only beginning to look at 
enhancing interagency c~rdination for programs or activities that are cross-cutting in 
nature. 

When the plans are done, wc should expect that not everyone will agree with the 
completed product. We also should not view these first plans as being perfect expressions 
of what each agency will do for the next five years. We are at the start, not the end of a 
dialogue and an effort to set our course for what we will do, how we will do it, and what 
we will accomplish. Thcse plans •• and how they are prcparcd •• will evolve, be refined, 
and improve, Over 75 years ago, Congress first commissioned the annual submission of 
the President's budget. The current budget has changed significantly.- and not just in 
dollar amount .- fTom that first submission. Similarly, we should look to and work toward 
increasing the usefulness and value of futnre strategic plans. 

Annual Performance Plans 

", .:. ;,­

Strategic plans provide the framework for the annual perfonnance plans required by 
GPRA. The first of the agency annual performance plans for fiscal year 1999 will be sent 
to OMB this September with the agency's budget request. Th'e plans are then sent to 
Congress early next year when the President's budget for fiscal year 1999 is transmitted. 
,These annual plans are tied to the budget, and set out specifically what we will get from the 
money that we will spend. Strategic plans describe the long-term course; the annual plans 
define what wilI'be accomplished in anyone year as we proceed on that course. 

Agency budget justifications to both OMB and the Congress have included 
infonnation about what the agency does. In many instances, this infonnation is in the form 
ofdescriptions and enumerations that count workload or transactions, such as applications 
received or grants awarded. In other instances, the numb~r of employees or facilities 
operated, ~r the amount of acreage managed, is used to illustrate how or on what the 
money wiU be spent Of course, in most instances. simple workload and transaction counts 
doesn't tell us enough. 

That fact has led OMB, for years, to work with the agencies on increasing the 
amount and value ofdeta on the effects and impact of programs, and whether programs 
fulfilling their purpose. We have sought to have this information incorporated into the ,..­
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submissions ofagency budget proposals to the President, and subsequently in the budget 
justifications to Congress. GPRA echoes this effort, and by embedding the need for this 
information in statute will add immeasurably to the prospect of having much more and 
better infonnation on results and effects. 

I am certain we will find that as we increasingly understand how programs are 
doing, and their effects and impact, we ""in increasingly use and rely on this infQnnation as 
we make program and funding decisions. Much ofthis will nol happen overnight. In some 
instances, the information will be obtained quite quickly. In other cases, such as the impact 
of educational innovation, it may be some years before the impact can be determined. We 
must be both patient and realistic about when information will be forthcoming. 

Wbat Will Be Different Under GPRA? 

The fiscal year 1999 budget transmittal will mark the first appearance of tbe annual 
performance plans as a part of the Federal budget process. The performance measures that 
agencies expect to,include in these plans will be descrihed in their strategic plans. The 
consultations currently underway with Congress on these strategic plans are an important 
opportunity for you to help define those measures that will be informative and useful to the 
Appropriations Committees in reaching declsions on an agency's budget request. 

With GPRA, we have the opportunity to change the nature ofthe conversation from 
one which now focuses on how much money we are providing, or inputs~ to one oriented 
more toward \vhat the money will buy, or outcomes. Examples of such an outcome js 
"lowering the number ofhighw.y traffic deaths." Results from the GPRA perfonnance 
measurement pilot projects .Iso show how this can work. The ~oast Guard rethought its 
approach to safety, and began emphasizing the human factor rather than vessel inspection, 
The new approach resulted in a substantial reduction in the number ofjob-rel.ted deaths in 
certain maritime industries) ~- and saved resources as wetL 

Budgeting under the regimen of a long-term balanced budget agreement can be seen 
as a zero-sum game. Within the discretionary spending cap, choices about which programs 
receive funding increases t remain level funded, or shrinkt should.,increasingly he governed 
by performance. While performance will never be the only element in the process, analysis 
about should become a major factor in decision making. 

We are mindful that our use ofperformance information when making budget 
decisions will never be the only relevant factor, Policy judgments will continue to be a 
factor; in some instances, the prevailing factor. 

We must avoid using GPRA only as a budgetary eleaver. One response to poorly 
) perfonning programs may be to cut or eliminate resources -~ but perhaps with more money 
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allocated differently, or new managers, or a different management approach, perfonnance 
",~'" of these programs would improve. When faced with poor performance, we must first 

understand the reasons for it and then apply the appropriate remedy. If the automatic 
consequence of poor performance is to end the program, then soon the only performance 
reported will lie good performance. Not that every program will indeed be effective and 
efficient, only that the reports will indicate such. So it will be important for us to be 
discerning and critical in our assessment of program performance, and prudent in the 
courses that we take. 

I urge you to get involved. Increasing the extent and value of performance 
infonnation in the Executive Branch should be as important to your decisions as it is to 
ours. 

As we near the date when the maja:r provisions o{ the Act tak.~ effect govemment­
wide, our efforts, and those of the agencies, to meet s'ucce'ssfully the requirements of the 
Act are intensifying. I have growing confidence that the initial products of the Act will be 
of significant value as we mutually work toward achieving a bala,nced budget and 
explaining to the American people what they are getting for their taxes. 

This concludes my statement, Mr, Chainnan. I'd be pleased to take any questions 
you may have. 

'. , 

/ 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 


" , A. Strategic Plans 

GPRA requires that Federal agencies to submit a strategic plan to Congress and OMB not 
later than September 30,1997, The strategic plan covers the major functions and 
operations ofthe agency) and contains: . 

• 	 a comprehensive mission statement . 
• 	 general goals and objectives 
• 	 a description of how the general goals and objectives will be achieved 
• 	 a description of the relationship between the performance goals in the annual 

performance plan and the general goals and objectives in the strategic plan 
• 	 an identification ofthose key factors. external to the agency and beyond its 

control, that could significantIY.ffcct achievement of the goals and 
objectives 

• 	 a description of program evaluations used in the strategic plan, and a 
schedule for future program evaluations, 

The strategic plan spans a minimum six year period: the fiscal year it is submitted, 
and at least five fiscal years forward from that fiscal year. A strategic plan is to be revised' 
and updated at least once every three years, There is no more important element in 
performance-based management than strategic plans. These plans set the agency's 
strategic course, its overall programmatic andpolicy goals, indicate how these goals will 
be achieved, and are the foundation and framework for implementing all other parts of 
GPRA, 

GPRA requires agencies, when preparing their strategic plan, to consult with 
Congress,. and solicit and consider the view~ and suggestions of stakeholders, customers, 
and other potentially interested or afTected parties, 

The Administration is currently undertaking a strategic assessment ofagency goals' 
and commitments. This assessment is being conducted jointly by the agencies and OMB, 
A focus ofthe strategic assessment is the agencies' implementation ofGPRA, and the 
preparation of the strategic plans and the annual performance plans that are due in 
September. 

Generally, the agency plans reflect a serious effort and allow us to conclude that 
agencies should be able to produce useful and informative strategic plans by this Fall, 
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B. 	 Annual Performance Plans 

An annual perform~nce plan consists of three main elements: 
• 	 the performance goals and indicators for the fiscal year; 
• 	 a description of the processes, skills, and technologies, and the human, 

capital, and other resources that will be needed to meet the performance 
goals; and 

• 	 a description of the means that will be used to verify and validate measured 
values. 

The first of the agency annual performance plans will be sent to OMB this 
September. These plans will be for fiscal year 1999. The annual performance plans will 
contain the specific performance goals that the agency intends to achieve in the fisca,'year. 
GPRA provides that a subsequent iteration of the annual performance plan he sent to 
Congress concurrently with release of the President's budget. 

The agencies and OMB gained valuable experience if( preparing annual 
performance plans through the pilot project phase of GPRA. GPRA required that at least 
ten departments or agencies be designated as pilot projeCts for perfonnance plans and 
program perfOtmance reports. The pilot projects covered three fiscal years and tested the 
ability of agencies to establish perfonnance goals, and subsequently measure and report 
actual perfonnancc against thes~ goals. Pilot projects were designated in all 14 Cabinet 
departments and an equal number ofindependent agencies. The 28 designations included 
over 70 individual pilots in the departments and agencies. 

-, .. 

The performance measurement pilot projects became a substantial initiative. 
Approximately a quarter of the entire Federal civilian workforce were covered by the 
pilots. The sizc~ of individual pilots ranged from complete agencies to small component 
organizations. The largest pilots included the entirety of the Internal Revenue Service, 
Social Security Administration, Defense Logistics Agency, and the Forest Service. Several 
agencies· covered a large proportion of their prog~ams through individual pilots. 

The most important conclusion reached on completion of the perfonnance 
measurement pilot projects is that -- without these pilots and the time given agencies across 
the government to gain experience in perfonnance-based management -- there would be 
little prospect for a successful implementation ofGPRA government-wide. The scope and 
dimension of these pilots confinned that virtually every activity done'by government can 
be measured in some manner, although not perfectly. 

Over the course of the three years, improvement was generally seen in the pilot 
projects' ability to set goals, and measure and report perfonnance against t~ese goals. The 
improvement was uneven, and not always immediate. Goals often were changed or refined 
from year to year. While this is to be expected in any pilot project process, it also indicates 
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. 
. that the first years of full-scale implementation of GPRA will be the start of a dialogue 

.. ,. - about perfonnnnce and perfonnance measures, not the end of it. Measures will be 
modified, better and more appropriate goals will be defined, performance data will increase 
in both volume and quality. Over time the overall quality of agency plans and reports 
should improve significantly. 

OMB has initiated a review of the performance goals that agencies proposed to 
include in their annual performance plans for FY 1999. This review is still ongoing. The 
agencies are providing OMB with descriptions of their proposed performance goals, 
illustrating what will be measured and the nature and type ofmeasurement. Gaining an 
early consensus on these goals will not only help assure that they are appropriate and 
relevant but win allow agencies to measure current perfonnance, creating a baseline from 
which to set future performance levels or targets. 

In another joint collaboration with the agencies, OMB has prepared guidance on the 
preparation and submission of annual performance plans for FY 1999. This guidance was 
issued May 23,1997. We expect agencies to produce useful and informative annual 
performance plans for FY 1999. 

C. Government-wide performance plan 

GPRA requires that a government-wide performance plan be annually prepared and 
made part or the President's budget. The government-wide performance plan will be based 
on the agency IUlllual perfonnance plans. The first government-wide plan will be sent to 
Congress in February 1998, and cover FY 1999. In this regard, we would welcome your 
views on those features that you believe would make the planinfonnative and useful to the 
Congress: 

D. Program Performance Reports 

The agency's program performance report is the annual concluding element of 
GPRA. These reports are required within six months of the end of a fiscal year, and 
compare actual performance with the performance goal target levels in the annual 
perfonnance plan. In cases of unmet goals, agencies will explain why the goal was not 
achieved, and deseribe the actions being taken to achieve the goal in the future. The first 
program performance reports, for FY 1999, are to be sent to the President and Congress by 
March 31; 2000. 

Some agencies are expenmenting with different formats for performance reporting 
in the Accountability Report pilO! program authorized by the Government Management 
Reform Act. For FY 1996, eight agencies are issuing Accountability Reports, and are 
including various information on the agencis perfonnance as well as other statutorily~ 
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. 'required information, such as the agencis audited financial statement and the Federal . 
J;~"';,,, Managers' Financial Integrity Act report. ,..':'~ 

For over a decade, a major effort has been underway to improve financial systems, 
standards, and reporting in the Executive branch. There has been much progress, but we 
are not yet done. Without good systems and reporting, we will be hard-pressed at precisely 
and completely describing where the money went. The meshing of program performance 
information with financial performance information is important if~e are to give a full 
picture. We intend to bring about the integration of program and financial performance 
reporting, and to continue improving and enhancing the capability of agency financial and 
management systems to provide this information. 
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STATEMENT OF 


F'RANKLIN D. RAINEs 

DIRECTOR 


. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

• 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GoVERNMENTREFOIIMAND OVERSIGHT 

OcTOBER 30, 1997 

Mr. Chairman, members ofthe Committee, I am pleased to testify today on the 
implementation ofthe Government Perfurmaru:e and Results Act (GPRA).. . 	 . . , 

GPRA, or as it is now often eaIIed, the Results Act, became law in August 1993, and we 
are presently on schedule with its implementation across the government. The first real products 
of this law are at hand, and this is an opportune time to assess where we are and what lies ahead. 

Agencies hegan their effarts four years ago. While this may seem to be along time, the 
CongreSs wisely provided this period for both preparation and change. Certainly, ll>w, ifanY• 
.other recant laws have such potential far altering the iaodseape ofgovernment managernerit and 

.' alfenting what the government does for the American peOple. These changes are not made. 
quickJy, nor will they be don. perfectly the first time around. 

. We appreciate the continuing-f'ocus'by the Congress on this legislation and how it is being 
.carried out. Aed while we should not underestimate the prospective impact of thi,law, any 
impact will be muted without the support ofCongress in its implementation. 

. In this regard. let me acknowledge the very sul!stantial eJfoit made by this ebanlber over 
the pest year in working with us and the ageticie. in getting implementation uoderwsy. I 
particularly wiSh to thank the Majority Leader for his continUing interest and!eaderShip ofyour 
effort. I would Uke to thank Acting Comptroller General, Jim Hinchman, for the work ofthe 
Glneral Aeeounting Office as well. 

" 
L,et me briefly review what J!!e Results Act requires ofsge'ges.t this point. ' 

. . 	 ,~ 

Stratcajc Plan•. 

By September 30,1997, sgenei..were to transmit strategic plans to Congress and OMB. 
. . ..These strategic plans define the age~cy's mission, and descrlhe bow theag""cy intends to ,cony 

, 	out this iitission. The plans contain long-term goals and objectiVes, and indicate the means and 
strategies agencies expect to use and apply in achieving their goals and objectives. In short, the 
plans describe what an agency wiU do and how it will do it. The strategic plan also includes 

" several other elements, such as an identification oftbose ractors, outside the agency and beyond 



its oontro~ that might affect achievement ofits goals and objectives, 

A strategic plan charts a course of action arulleve! ofaceomptishment for each agency 
throughout the remainder ofthi. decade, and into the neort, Collectively, they des"'ibe what our 
national govemment intends to do and accomplish, They also fonn the foundation for the annnaJ 
perfonnance plano, which set out agency perfurmance levels fur each fiscal year, 

Wmety-five agency plans, including plans from all the ChiefFinanclal Officers Act 
agencies, were sent to Congress and OMB on ,or about September 30th, From the standpoint of 
the Executive BI'lUId1. we made a commitment earlier this year to deliver agency strategic plans 
that were both timely and compliant with the statute, I believe we have delivered on that 
commitment. 

The totality and scale ofthi. planning effort is without precedent in the American . 
experience, - either public or private, Approximately ten trillion dollars in Federal spending, and 
over four million civilian and postal employees as wall as military personn~ are covered by these 
plans. 

Annual Performance Plans 

The first set ofagency annual performance plans has been received by OMB, These plans 
are fur fiscal year 1999, and .... curremiy being reviewed and used by OMB staff.. we prepare. . . .; the President'. budget fur the next fiscal year • 

The annnaJ plans contsin measurable goals ofwhat will be accomplished in. particular 
· fiscal year. To a large extent, the goals win deson'be the progress, often incremental, the agency is 
making in achieving the Iong-tenn goals and objectives that are set out in its strategic plan. 

Annual plans define what we will get from the money that we will spend, Not only in 
terms ofgovernment productS, semces"and benefits, but how well the.. are sustained, produced, 
and delivered, and the effects and consequences ofour programs on the nation and the world. As 
such. they are the essence ofthe Results Act. 

Performance goals and the target levels fur those goals .... matched to the budget request 
ofthe agency. Agencies will make any necessary changes to their performance goals and target 
level.larer this year to reflect the President', decisions on their budget request. Next Fabruary, 
concurrent with the transmittal ofthe President's budget, the agency annual performance plans 

·will be senl to Congress. 

The agency program performance reports for fiscal year 1999, which oompar. actual 
performance to the goal levels in the annual performance plllll, are to be submitted to Congress by 

· Mareh31,2oo0, ' 
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The S~c PI'Ming ExJl!'lience 

The strategic planning required by the Results Act i. simple in concept, but difficult to do 
well. OMB'. own experience - as Mr. G. Edward DeSeve, OMB', acting Deputy Director for 
Mao.gemen~ stated before Mr, Horn's subcommittee several weeks ago - spawed two years 
and involved, in some mawer, nearly all afOMB', staff, 

When we committed to delivery oftimely and compliant strategic plans, we also predicted 
that an thO plans would not be ofunifuredy high quality. Some are better than others, and that i. 
to be expeeled, Some agencies had prior experience in strategic planning; for many, this was 
their first plan ever. Some agencies bad on-board staffwho regularly belped prepare strategic 
plans; others lacked this ..pilei))'. 

There is no 'right way' to prepare a strategic plan, A8encies were free to use diJferent 
approaches, nnd did so, While requests were made ofOMB that we prepare a 'model or template 
plan as a reference for the agencies, we chose not to do so, We believe that an illustrative, 
exemplary plan would capture only how information is presented, end Dot the dynamic or 
substance ofbow en agency developed its plen, 

For every agency, the development ofthese plans has been an iterative process, Initial 

drafts were usually incomplete, various plan elements often mismatched, and some goals poorly 

described, But with each sueoessive version, the plans improved, Perseverance and hard work 

paldolL 


Each plan became better in diJferent ways, a circumstance not lending itselfto universal 
characterizations, Improvements in the style and clarity ofpresentation were widespread. Most 
agencies had difficulty describing the linkage between their annual performance goals and their 
long-term goals, Over this past sutruner, as agencies prepared their fiscal year 1999 performance 
plans which contain the annual goals, their ability to describe this linkage improved markedly. 
And as I noted earlier, we believe that an the plans now address the required elements for a 
strategic plan, 

GPRA does not intand that strategic plans he hoUow instruments, For the first time, 
agency strategic plans are translated, on a yearly basi. thfough the annual performance plans, into 
a program ofaction and acromplishment funded by the budget, These are real products with real 
consequence, The best test ofthe quality ofthese strategic plans will be found in the annual 
performance plans you receive next February, and how well the.. annual plans move the agency 
toward achieving its long-range goals and objectives, and, ultimately, its mission, 

The Results Act did not provide for pilot testing of strategic plans, as it did for annual 
perfonnance plans, However, several performance plan pilot projects indirectly served as a test of 

_tha need for strategic plans, ,These pilots bed great difficultyIn.defining their performance goals 
beCAUse ofuncertainty within tbe agency over what abould be acrompllshed and thus what should 

3 



· ,.' be measured. A laclc ofstrategic direction impeded their selection ofannual goals. 

Recognizing thai strategic plans, particularly for larger agencies, would require many 
months to prepere, OMB bagan developiag the guidance for the preparation and submission of 
these plans in January 1995, two and a balfyear. before the plans were due. This guidance was a 
collaborative effort involving (>ver 25 agencies. The guidance w.. iOSlled in September 1995, a 
fun two years in advance ofthe submission date, and remains largely unchanged today. 

Prior to issuing the strategic planning guidance, OMB had begun placing a greater 
emphaSis on providing and using performance infbrmation in the course of preparing the 
President', budget. This focus on performance built on long-standing practice at OMB, but grew 
with the fiscal year 1997 budget, and will be at a high level this Fall as we work on the fiscal year 
1999 budget. With this empbssis, we were able to intruduce chang.. in how information was 
developed and used in the budget process, and calion agencies to begin thinking about the 
'information they would be including in their annual plans for fiscal year 1999. 

OMB also amicipated a need to engage the agencies on an oagoing bssis as strategic plans 
were drafted. During the Summer of1996, OMB did. special review ofagency strategic plans in 
their developmental or preliminary stat.. This was fonowed by another focused review ofthe 
draft strategic plans in the Spring ofthis year. These reviews led to several generic conclusions 
on progress and problems, both across the government and for individual agencies. 

An agency's strategic plan cannot be wrilten by the stafffor the staff. Without active 
,	participation by aenior agency leadership in plan development, questions will arise about the 
extent ofagency and leadership commitmenlto carrying out any plan. GPRA is largely about 
bow programs are executed, not bow they are formulated. WhlIe some perhaps may see their 
primary role .. that ofcreating policy, not being attentive to how wen policies are administered 
and implemented can effectively nullilY any policy. 

Congressional consultation and views of interested and potentially affected parties 

The n.:suIts Act requires agencies to consult with Congress when developing a strategic 
plan, and also allow interested or potentially affected parties, such as stat.., stalceholdcrs, 
customers, or other agencies, to provide tbe agency with views on the plan. This GPRA 
provision made development of strategic plans a very open, public process. No agency exists 
unto itself, and moving beyond organizational walls to learn what otbers expect; or to understand 
other views, can only help ari agency deline what it should be doing. and how weD. 

OMS required each ageney to summarize its consultation and outreach in it. letter 
transmitting Ihe strategic plan to Congress. Tbisletter was also to include a summary of any 
substantive and germane view. that disagreed with the programmatic, policy, or management , 
course-of·actionpresented in the submitted plan. ,These requirements helped underscore·the 
importance ofthe consultation process in the course ofplan, development. 
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For most major agencies, the Congressional consultation was quite extensive, especially 

with the House committees and the various inter-committee teams thst were established to 
facllitste eonsuilatiOl't Agencies generally have reported thaI this consultation was constructive 
and helplUl, and has led to improvements in their plans. Most observers will conclude that the 
interest shown by CorigresS both in consultation and implementation i. underoooring 10 the 
agencies the impol'tll1!Oe of their producing good, usefUl plans. 

I would like to note that while the statute requim. consultation on strategic plan., there is 
no counterpart provision regarding annual performance plans. The annual plans sent to OMB in 
Septemhor are integral with the agency's budget request, and are used in prepanng the President', 
budget. Agencies may discuss with individual committees the kinds ofannual performance 
measures thet they expect to include in their plans, although they are precluded from providing 
specific, budget-related values for these measures. 

OMB is responsible for preparing an annual governm.ent-wide perfoimance plan that is 
required to be part ofthe President's budget, starting with the budget for fiscal year 1999. I 
know there i. interesl in the Congress on what this plan will oontain. We would be happy to . 
dioouss with you the general format and content of the plan. although specific materia! in the plan 
related to the bUdget must await the President's transmittal ofhis budget to Congress. 

Future Sll'lIIl:I!ic PlanS 

GPRA requires that strategic plans be revised and updated at least 'every three years. 
OMB's guidance allows agencies to make minor adjustments to • strategic plan in interim years, 
and to use the annual performance plan to identifY and describe the minor adjustments. 

A strategic plan should be • dynamic document, - not set in stone so that it ilIll. 10 rellect 
significant changes that have occurred or are emerging. and not ever-cbanging in its revisions so 
thst it is useless as & means for managing or dimcring any program. 

This Drat set ofstrategic plans i. not the only set ofstrategic plans that agencies will 
produce uader the Results Act. We should expect thst these plans will be rellned, enhanced, and 
a better product in the future. Features may be added, and coverage expanded. Allow me to . 
offer some thoughts and several cautions in that regard. 

We recognize there is much interest in having the strategic plans addre.. areas such lIS 

cross-eutting programs, management problem" and information system and data capabilities. 
These areas, as well as deooriptions ofan agency'. reliance on tax expenditures or regelation to 
help achieve its goals, can currently be included in the .trategic plans. Some view the coverage of . 
these areas in many current plans as not being sufficiently extensive. 

"We expect that ageney strategic plans should furm the basi. fur a cross-cut presenllllion. 
With the strategic plans in hand, we are now more able to examine linkages and synergies 
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.,C. between various agencies with cornplementlllY programs and activities in the same functional or 

cross-functional area. For example, the State Depaltrnent developed and sent to Congress • 
strategic plan covering the international affiUrs functiolt The government-wide performance plan 
for fiscal year 1999, required by GPRA to b. pert ofthe President'. budget, will present 
performance goals for budget functions. We intend also to have OMB's Spring Review next year 
focus on performance goals for cross-cutting programs, and future plans, both strategic and 
annual, ahould include more cross-cutting information. 

Agencies ahould address mission-oritical management problems in their strategic plans. It 
is important they do so, because such problems, ifuncorrected, are Iilcely to impede achievement 
ofthe long-term goals and objectives of the ageney. However, we must take care and not convert 
the strategic plan, with its msin lOcus on programs and program execution, imo • document that 
is a largely a litany of management-related issues and concerns. By concentntting on those 
programs or operations that have management problems, we could lose sight of the many 
programs that do not and what they are accomplishing. . 

We expOct that the annnal performance plans, which are required to contsin desenptions 
ofhow performance measurement data will he verilied and validated, are the appropriate means 

. for aasessing the adequaey ofageney data collection capabilities. 

We must be eareful, at this stage ofGPRA implementation, to not oak too much ofthe 
agencies or thi,law. The Results Act was carefully crafted to be both simple and broad, allowing 
its provisions to he adapted and expanded to bring in other governmental initiatives and 
requirements. This flexibility might he lost ifwe begin detailing in an overly precise way what is . 
to he included in these plans, for, ifonly by inference, such. fist would be judgmental about what 
i. important in the conduct ofprograms and the management ofgovernment. 

In our May, 1997 Report to Congress on the implementation ofthe Results Act, we 
offered no recommendations for changing this Act at this time. Our belief then, as it is today, is 
that it i, premature to determine what changes might he needed or useful, until we can review the 
value and use of this lirst set of strategic and annnal plans, and the experience ofth~ agencies in 
producing tbem, . 

Wbat Will be Different Under the Results Act 

With GPRA, we have the opportunity to chsnge the nature ofthe conversation from one 
which now focuses on how much money we are providing, or inputs, to one oriented more 
toward what the money will buy, or outcome•. Exmnples of such an outcome is 'lowering the 
number ofhighway iraffic desths.· Results from the GPRA performance measurement pilot 
projects also sirnw how this can work. The Coast Guard rethought its approach to safety, and 
began empba.sizing the human factor rather than vessel inspection. The new approach resulted in • 

. substantial reduction in the number ofjob-related deaths in certain maritime industries, and saved 
resources Wi welL 
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Budgeting under the regimen ofthe balaneed budget agreement is a zero..... m game. 
Within the discretionary spending cap, choices about which programs receive funding increases, 
remain level funded, or shrink, should increasingly be governed by performance. While 
performance will never be the only element in the process, analysis ofcurrent and projected 
performance should become a major part ofdecision making. 

We are mindful that our use ofperformance information when making budget decisions 

will never be the only relevant fuctor. Poliey judgments will continue to be a factor; in some 

instances, the prevailing mclor. 


We must avoid using GPRA only as a bodgetory cleaver. On. reSponae to peorly 
. perfornting programs may be \0 cut or eliminate resources - but perbaps with more money 

allocated differently, or new managers, or a different management approach, perfonnance ofthese 
programs would improve. When fueed with poor perfonnance, we muSt. first understand the 
reasons for it and then apply the appropriate remedy. Ifthe automatic consequence of poor 
performance is to end the program, then soon the only performance reported will be good 
performance. Not that every program will indeed be eIIectlve and efficient, only that the reports 
win indicate such. So it will be important for us to be discemiog and critical in our assessment of 

. program performance, and prudent in the courses that we take. 

Mr. Cbainnan, that coru:ludes my statement. I would be pleased \0 respond to any 

questions that you or tha other members ofthe Committee may have. 


.\,.. 
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